Emotions toward Low-Status Ethnic Groups in Ecuador regarding Social Dominance Orientation and Altruism


Abstract
This study focused on the influence of perceived threat from low-status ethnic groups in Ecuador (Indigenous people and Afro-Ecuadorians) in regard to social dominance orientation (SDO) and altruism. Perceived threat was manipulated by exposing participants to both ethnic groups as advantaged or disadvantaged. The mediated variables were elicited emotions. Other factors such as frequency and valence of contact with different ethnic groups and locus of control were also measured. The sample of our experimental study was composed of 69 undergraduate students. The results showed that disadvantaged condition elicited greater anger, compassion, empathy, and sadness in comparison to the advantaged condition. Regression analyses indicated that SDO and altruism were predicted by sadness, together with other factors. Our results highlight the role of emotions, especially sadness, which was found to be an important predictor for egalitarian and non-dominance beliefs and prosocial behaviors.  
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Resumen
Este estudio se centró en la influencia de la amenaza percibida de los grupos étnicos de bajo estatus en Ecuador (pueblos indígenas y afroecuatorianos) con respecto a la orientación al dominio social (SDO) y el altruismo. La amenaza percibida se manipuló exponiendo a los participantes a ambos grupos étnicos como favorecidos o desfavorecidos. Las variables mediadas fueron emociones provocadas. También se midieron otros factores como la frecuencia y valencia del contacto con diferentes grupos étnicos y locus de control. La muestra de nuestro estudio experimental estuvo compuesta por 69 estudiantes de pregrado. Los resultados mostraron que la condición desfavorecida provocaba una mayor ira, compasión, empatía y tristeza en comparación con la condición aventajada. Los análisis de regresión indicaron que el SDO y el altruismo fueron predichos por la tristeza, junto con otros factores. Nuestros resultados destacan el papel de las emociones, especialmente la tristeza, que resultó ser un predictor importante de creencias igualitarias y no dominantes y comportamientos prosociales.
Palabras clave: emociones, dominancia social, amenaza, grupos étnicos, altruismo. 




Emotions toward Low-Status Ethnic Groups in Ecuador regarding Social Dominance Orientation and Altruism

1.1.  Symbolic Threat Theory (STT)
According to the Symbolic Threat Theory (STT) (Sears, 1988; Stephan & Stephan, 1996), perceived threat triggers negative intergroup reactions (Riek et al., 2006, Schaller & Neuberg, 2012). Following Cottrell and Neuberg (2005), emotional experience arises from threat perception. Their study found that groups that elicited similar threat profiles also elicited similar emotion profiles. Importantly, when people perceive disadvantages or unfair group situations, emotions such as anger can invoke action tendencies in order to redress unfairness (Van Zomeren et al., 2008). In this regard, emotions such as anger and fear, which are triggered when an in-group is threatened by the out-group (valuable goals or resources, etc.) (Leach et al., 2002) tend to strengthen prejudice and reduce altruism (Mackie & Hamilton, 2014). 
1.2.  Intergroup Emotion Theory
In connection with the Intergroup Threat Theory (ITT), the Intergroup Emotion Theory (IET) comprehensively integrates emotions (Mackie et al., 2000). Within the framework of the IET, emotions such as empathy and compassion have been shown to reduce prejudice (Lebowitz & Dovidio, 2015) and motivate altruism (Persson & Kajonius, 2016). However, the literature on group emotion and social identity suggests that causal relationships between emotions and altruism are still unclear (Thomas et al., 2009).
1.3.  Social Dominance Theory (SDT)
Social Dominance Theory (SDT) (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) posits that individuals high in Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) react negatively toward low-status groups. SDO is a variable that indexes individual differences in the preference for group-based hierarchy and inequality. As such, it has been found to be one of the most powerful predictors of intergroup attitudes and behaviors (Asbrock et al., 2020; Costello & Hodson, 2011; Thomsen et al., 2008). SDO reflects approval of the hierarchy of groups in the society (Pratto et al., 1994). More specifically, this theory predicts that high-SDO individuals will perceive subordinate groups as posing a greater threat to the dominant group (Ho et al., 2013). Therefore, SDO scores can fluctuate in response to threat, defined as the perception that other groups have the potential to jeopardize the in-group’s power and resources (Morrison & Ybarra, 2008). 
The current study
Our research goal was to examine how perceived threat elicits different emotions that predict SDO and altruism. This was done by manipulating disadvantaged/advantaged condition in regard to Indigenous and Afro-Ecuadorian ethnic groups. For this purpose, Mestizo and White participants were exposed to one of the following two conditions: (1) Condition 1 (low threat) consisting of an image and information to evaluate disadvantages of Indigenous and Afro-Ecuadorian ethnic groups; (2) Condition 2 (high threat) consisting of an image and information to evaluate advantages of Indigenous and Afro-Ecuadorian ethnic groups.
 In each condition, exposure to Indigenous and Afro-Ecuadorian images was balanced. Therefore, half of the participants were first exposed to the Indigenous image, and then to the Afro-Ecuadorian image. The remaining half viewed the images in the reverse order. Prior to exposure, data were collected regarding frequency and valence of contact with Indigenous and Afro-Ecuadorian people and locus of control. Both contact and its valence were measured based on previous research in which these aspects were shown to reduce prejudice and intergroup conflict. Moreover, internal locus of control has been associated with altruism (Lefcourt, 2014).
After each exposure, participants were asked to rate the intensity of their emotions: anger at the person, anger at the situation, empathy, compassion, and sadness. They were also asked whether they were willing to help the person in the image. We focused on these emotions since they are important determinants of out-group and some intergroup behaviors. Finally, SDO and altruism were evaluated from self-reports. 
Based on Nadler and Halabi (2006) and Jackson and Esses (2000) it seemed probable that individuals experiencing high threat to their group’s status would be more likely to show higher SDO and less likely to help out-group members. More specifically, we predicted that in response to perceived threat, participants in Condition 1 would report higher levels of anger at the situation, compassion, empathy, and sadness, and lower levels of anger at the person, in comparison to participants in Condition 2. 
We also expected that participants in Condition 1 would have lower SDO scores and higher altruism scores, when compared to participants in Condition 2. Finally, we expected that the following factors would better predict SDO: (a) less frequent contact and more negative contacts with Indigenous people and Afro-Ecuadorians; (b) internal locus of control; (c) greater anger at the person and less anger at the situation; (d) low scores in compassion, empathy, and sadness, with higher scores predicting altruism. The frequency and valence of contacts with Mestizo and White ethnic groups were also measured and considered, but no predictions were established. 
Method
2.1. Participants
The participants were 69 undergraduate students (36 women) from an Ecuadorian university. Their ages ranged from 18 to 28 years (M = 21.98; SD = 2.00). Most of them identified themselves as Mestizos (86.95%) and 13.05% as White. The socio-economic status of the sample was high. Thus, almost half of the sample reported an annual family income higher than 43,200 USD (40.6% of participants in Condition 1 and 50% of participants in Condition 2). Thirty-two individuals were randomly assigned to Condition 1 (low threat: disadvantaged) and 37 individuals to Condition 2 (high threat: advantaged). The subjects did not receive any compensation for participating in the study. 
2.2. Measures
To assess the frequency and valence of contact with ethnic groups, the following two questions were asked: How frequently do you have contact (at work, home, etc.) with people from the following ethnic groups? Scores were provided for Indigenous, Afro-Ecuadorian, Mestizo, and White ethnic groups. The scale ranged from 1 (not at all) to 4 (very frequently). Secondly, participants were asked: How would you rate your contact experience? The scale ranged from 1 (very negative) to 4 (very positive). As participants were exposed to both Indigenous and Afro-Ecuadorian images, we collapsed the scores from both ethnic groups (ranging from 2 to 8), whereas scores for Mestizo and White ranged from 1 to 4.
To measure locus of control, we administered the Internal-External Locus of Control Scale (IELCS) (Rotter, 1966) prior to the experiment. The IELCS is a 29-item forced-choice self-report scale with a scoring range from 0 (internality) to 29 (externality). Higher scores on the scale are associated with a higher external locus of control while lower scores indicate greater internal locus of control. In this study, reliability was low though still adequate (α = .60).  
Social dominance orientation. We used the Spanish version of the Social Dominance Orientation Scale (SDOS) (Pratto et al., 1994; Silván- Ferrero & Bustillos, 2007). It consists of 16 items, answered on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 = Completely disagree to 7 = Completely agree. The SDOS measures the individual’s predisposition to consider his/her in-group superior and to minimize the out-group. Higher scores indicate higher SDO. The reliability of the Spanish version was good (α = .85). In this study Cronbach’s alpha values were .85 and .82, respectively. 
Altruism was measured by the Helping Attitudes Scale (HAS) (Nickell, 1998). The HAS consists of 20 items answered on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1= Completely disagree to 5 = Completely agree. It measures thoughts, emotions, and behaviors associated with altruistic actions in order to enhance another’s well-being.  Higher scores indicate a stronger predisposition to help others. In this study, reliability was good (α = .86). 
2.3. Procedure  
2.3.1. Pilot study and prior analysis
Prior to the experiment, the images (Indigenous women and Afro-Ecuadorian men) and information to assess disadvantages and advantages were validated. The emotions elicited by four scenarios were then tested: (a) Scenario 1, Indigenous  women as ‘disadvantaged’; (b) Scenario 2, Afro-Ecuadorian men as ‘disadvantaged’; (c) Scenario 3, Indigenous  women as ‘advantaged’; (d) Scenario 4, Afro-Ecuadorian men as ‘advantaged’.  For the experiment, scenarios 1 and 2 reflected Condition 1 (low threat: disadvantaged) whereas scenarios 2 and 3 reflected Condition 2 (high threat: advantaged). The information used to assess a ‘disadvantaged’ and ‘advantaged’ situation can be provided under request to the authors. 
When exposed to these four scenarios, 17 undergraduate students (7 women and 10 men) were asked to rate the intensity of the emotions elicited: anger, fear, guilt, compassion, empathy, and sadness. In addition, any suggestions and observations were welcomed. A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to ascertain whether there were significant differences in the emotions elicited by scenarios 1, 2, 3 and 4.
There was a significant main effect of scenario on compassion F(3,13) = 13.79, p < .001, empathy F(3,13) = 13.28, p < .001, and sadness F(3,13) = 8.60, p < .001.  No significant differences were found for anger, fear, or guilt. Post hoc pairwise comparisons were conducted to investigate whether differences between the means occurred between scenarios 1 and 2, 2 and 3, 1 and 4, and 3 and 4. For compassion, significant differences were found between 1 and 2 (p = .000), between 1 and 4 (p = .000), between 3 and 4 (p = .000), and between 2 and 3 (p = .000).  In other words, scenario 2 triggered the highest level of compassion (M = 3.37, SD = 1.08), followed by scenario 1 (M = 3.25, SD = 1.23), scenario 4 (M = 1.25, SD = 1.39), and scenario 3 (M = 0.87, SD = 1.14). 
Regarding empathy, significant differences were found between scenario 1 and 3 (p = .000), between scenario 1 and 4 (p = .000), between scenario 2 and 4 (p = .000), and between 2 and 3 (p = .000). This means that scenario 1 and 2 triggered the highest level of empathy (M = 3.25, SD = 1.57; M = 3.25; SD= 1.29 respectively), followed by scenario 4 (M = 1.50, SD = 1.31) and scenario 3 (M = 0.87, SD = 1.14). 
In reference to sadness, significant differences were found between scenario 1 and 3 (p = .001), scenario 2 and 3 (p = .002), and between scenario 2 and 4 (p = .022). Scenario 2 triggered the highest level of sadness (M = 3.17, SD= 1.66), followed by scenario 1 (M = 3.00, SD= 1.62), scenario 4 (M = 2.00, SD= 1.65), and scenario 3 (M = 1.23, SD = 1.56). Taken together, the scenarios portraying a disadvantaged individual (1 and 2) significantly triggered compassion, empathy, and sadness in comparison to advantaged situations (3 and (4). Ethnic group only influenced the result for compassion, for which there were significant differences between scenario 1 and 2. Even though both scenarios reflected a disadvantaged condition, the Afro-Ecuadorian image elicited more compassion than the Indigenous one.
No consideration of fear or guilt was made. However, regarding anger, some individuals suggested the need for a distinction between anger at the individual and anger at the situation, since in some cases they felt that the situation was unfair to the person. Therefore, we distinguished “anger at the person” from “anger at the situation”. 
2.3.2. Experiment
Undergraduate students were asked to take part in a computer-based social psychology experiment. After volunteering, they were taken to the laboratory setting where they were provided with an informed consent. They then responded to a background questionnaire, frequency and valence of contact with various ethnic groups, and the IELCS. Subsequently, they were randomly assigned to one of the two experimental conditions in which perceived threat was manipulated: Condition 1 (low threat/disadvantaged) and Condition 2 (high threat/advantaged). In each condition, there was an equal distribution of men and women.  
After viewing the scenarios reflecting their condition, participants were asked: To what extent does the person in the image make you feel? The following emotions were provided: anger at the person, anger at situation, compassion, empathy, and sadness. In addition, they were asked whether they would help the person in the image. Once the experiment ended, participants filled out measures of SDO and altruism. They also signed a confidentiality commitment to not disseminate information about the experiment until it had finished.  
Results
Table 1 shows descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations. Emotions were robustly correlated with the experimental manipulation. More specifically, participants in Condition 1 (low threat: disadvantaged) reported less anger at the person, more anger at the situation, and more compassion, empathy, and sadness. The follow-up univariate tests across conditions were also significant for all the emotions: anger at the person F(1, 67) = 62.58, p <.001, η2=.48; anger at the situation, F(1, 67) = 30.47, p <.001, η2 = .31; compassion F(1, 67)=56.16, p<.001, η2=.45; empathy F(1, 67) = 53.29, p < .001, η2= .44; and sadness F(1, 67)=  20.87 p < .001, η2=.23. Participants from Condition 1 were also more willing to help the individual in the image. However, experimental condition did not influence SDO or altruism. 
More frequent contact with Indigenous people/Afro-Ecuadorians positively correlated with the valence of contact, anger at the situation, compassion, sadness, and altruism. However, the valence of contact was only related to specific help and altruism. Interestingly, more frequent contact with White people was correlated with stronger endorsement of dominance beliefs (SDO-D). Feeling anger at the situation, compassion, empathy, sadness, and particular help were associated with belief in social egalitarianism (SDO-E). However, the only emotion that was associated with belief in dominance over other groups (SDO-D) was sadness (negative correlation). The variables that were strongly related (p < .001) to altruism were frequent contact with Indigenous /Afro-Ecuadorian individuals, a more internal locus of control, higher levels of sadness, and weaker endorsement of social dominance beliefs (both SDO-E and SDO-D). Anger at the situation and more positive valence of the contact with Indigenous people and Afro-Ecuadorians were also correlated with altruism (p < .05).
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	Condition 1
(N = 37)
	Condition 2
(N = 32)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	M(SD)
	M(SD)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17

	1.Condition (1 = disadvantaged, 2= advantaged)
	
	
	
	.18
	.02
	-.04
	.00
	-.05
	-.06
	-.10
	-.69***
	.56***
	.67***
	.66***
	.48***
	.28*
	-.16
	-.06
	.08

	2. Contact frequency (Indigenous/Afro-Ecuad).
	3.31(1.02)
	3.71(1.22)
	
	
	.59***
	-.07
	,04
	,18
	-.05
	-.07
	-.04
	.32**
	.28*
	.21
	.33**
	.17
	-.16
	-.12
	.41***

	3.Contact valence I/A-E. (negative-positive)
	3.31(1.02)
	4.71(2.38)
	
	
	
	.06
	.28*
	.18
	.03
	-.16
	.04
	.17
	.14
	.05
	.23
	.25*
	-.08
	-.14
	.26*

	4. Contact frequency (White)
	2.58(.96)
	2.50(.88)
	
	
	
	
	.57***
	-.25*
	-.10
	-.06
	.20
	.02
	-.12
	-.13
	-.06
	-.09
	.22
	.35**
	-.18

	5. Contact valence (White)
	3.02(1.15)
	3.03(1.19)
	
	
	
	
	
	-.09
	.09
	-.07
	.16
	.17
	-.02
	-.04
	-.00
	-.10
	.21
	.28*
	-.09

	6.  Contact frequency (Mestizo)
	3.75(.49)
	3.68(.73)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.47***
	-.20
	-.12
	-.13
	-.15
	-.10
	.07
	.07
	-.00
	-.17
	.29*

	7.  Contact valence (Mestizo)
	3.52 (.56)
	3.43(.87)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.20
	-.04
	-.11
	-.21
	-.18
	-.16
	.14
	,11
	.01
	.14

	8. Locus of control
	9.29(3.47)
	8.62(2.99)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.08
	-.10
	-.13
	-.03
	-.24*
	-.31**
	.22
	.22
	-.38**

	9. Anger-person
	4.62(2.84)
	.40(1.07)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.15
	-.48***
	-.50***
	-.27*
	-.26*
	.00
	.03
	-.00

	10. Anger-situation
	4.97(2.86)
	8.40(2.19)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.54***
	.55***
	.49***
	.26*
	-.39**
	-.16
	.28*

	11. Compassion
	2.45(2.23)
	7.40(3.22)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.84***
	.71***
	.41***
	-.26*
	-.15
	.12

	12.  Empathy
	2.10(1.99)
	6.84(3.31)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.67***
	.35**
	-.26*
	-.23
	.13

	13. Sadness
	3.10(3.05)
	6.62(3.33)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.50***
	-.39**
	-.34**
	.42***

	14. Willingness to help
	.91(.75)
	1.37(.79)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.36**
	-.27*
	.45***

	15. SDO-E
	17.10(7.08)
	14.75(7.37)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.39**
	-.34**

	16. SDO-D
	10.94(5.59)
	10.18(6.17)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-.35**

	17. Altruism
	81.02(9.54)
	82.84(11.78)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 1. Means, standard deviations, confidence intervals, and correlations between variables.

***p < .001, **p < .001, *p < .05.

3.1. Which factors better predict SDO-E, SDO-D, and altruism? 
Multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine which variables better predicted SDO-E, SDO-D, and altruism. Tables 2, 3, and 4 display the results. Regarding SDO-E, greater sadness only predicted a heightened belief in egalitarianism between social groups. SDO-D was better predicted by male gender, sadness, and frequent contact with White individuals. Finally, altruism was better predicted by sadness, frequent contact with Indigenous people/Afro-Ecuadorians, and internal locus of control. No interaction was significantly yielded as a predictor. 

Table 2. Prediction of SDO-E.
	Predictor variables
	Beta
	R2
	ΔR2

	Sadness
	-.40***
	.16
	.16




Table 3. Prediction of SDO-D.
	Predictor variables	
	Beta
	R2
	ΔR2

	Gender
	-.33**
	.16
	.16

	Sadness
	-.30**
	.26
	.09

	Frequency of contact (White)
	.29
	.35
	.08




Table 4. Prediction of altruism.
	Predictor variables
	Beta
	R2
	ΔR2 

	Sadness
	.49***
	.18
	.18

	Frequency of contact Indigenous/Afro-Ecuadorians
	.33**
	.24
	.08

	Locus of control
	-.29**
	.32
	.09



Discussion
This research examined the influence of emotions toward low-status ethnic groups in Ecuador (Indigenous people and Afro-Ecuadorians) regarding social dominance and altruism. Our first hypothesis was that there would be differences in emotions, depending on threat condition. As in previous studies in which threat elicited negative emotions (i.e., fear, anger, hostility, disgust, worry, and sadness) (Sadler et al., 2005), the participants exposed to disadvantaged ethnic groups reported less anger at the person, but more anger at the situation. They also reported feeling more compassion, empathy, and sadness. 
SDO and altruism were not directly affected by experimental manipulation. We expected changes in SDO derived from threat (Morrison & Ybarra, 2008), and thought that the same would be true for altruism. However, probably because SDO and altruism are predispositions and part of belief systems, they are not easily changed (e.g., Lehmiller & Schmitt, 2007; Sidanius et al., 2004). An individual’s dispositions may be built over the passage of time. For example, a longitudinal study showed that even though threat increases SDO, this tends to happen later (Onraet et al., 2014). Therefore, though SDO could be malleable (Pratto et al., 2006), the effects may not be immediate. Another interpretation is that when both the target of the emotion and the action are clearly identified, the individual’s disposition to behave in a certain way is affected. Even though altruism was not affected by the condition, the participant’s willingness to help the person in the image did differ. Further research should explore this relationship and ascertain whether certain dominance beliefs shift when they are directed at individuals rather than at a group. 
Emotions were differently related to SDO and altruism. In our study, greater anger at the situation, compassion, empathy, and sadness were associated with lower SDO-E scores, whereas only sadness was associated with lower SDO-D scores. Previous research shows that SDO is characterized by low empathy and concern for others (Duckitt & Sibley, 2010), and this was the case in our study, especially for SDO-E. 
In this sense, emotions seem to be more important for egalitarian beliefs than for dominance beliefs. It is probable that when participants view a disadvantaged out-group, this activates thoughts of unfairness in their minds, which are more likely to be resolved through egalitarian beliefs. Ho et al. (2015) found that while SDO-D was associated with certain personality variables (e.g., Machiavellianism, narcissism, psychopathy, and openness to experience), SDO-E was more closely related to emotionality and moral foundations such as fairness. Although further research is needed to clarify this relationship, our findings suggest that SDO-D is more closely linked with idiosyncratic and structural aspects of the individual whereas SDO-E is more related to emotional concerns and feelings of unfairness. This coincides with previous research in which SDO-D and SDO-E, though related (r = .39), are distinct categories belonging to the same construct.
Although emotions were differently associated with SDO-D and SDO-E, only sadness predicted SDO-E. In contrast, for the prediction of SDO-D, sadness as well as gender and frequency of contact with White individuals were the predictors. Kossowska et al. (2008) showed that sadness enhances SDO when a high-status out-group is targeted. Nevertheless, in our study the out-group was low status. As previously observed, sadness probably induces interpersonal bonding (Vigil, 2008) and may be more closely related to the disadvantaged situation of the out-group, which goes beyond membership in the out-group. However, further research on this issue is necessary. In addition, male gender predicted greater support for dominance beliefs. In various cultures it has been shown that men endorse social dominance more strongly than women (Foels & Reid, 2010), which might be due to traditional gender roles (Christopher & Wojda, 2008). 
Regarding altruism, predictors were greater levels of sadness, frequent contact with Indigenous people/Afro-Ecuadorians, and internal locus of control.  The role of sadness in prosocial behavior has been widely evidenced (Giuliani, Villar, Arias, & Serrat, 2015). However, we expected other emotions such as empathy to also influence altruism because of the large number of findings linking both (Einolf, 2008). 
Altruism was also favored by the participants’ contact with the ethnic group. This is in consonance with the Intergroup Contact Theory (ICT) (Pettigrew, 1998). However, the valence of the contact was not a predictor factor, which agrees with Pettigrew (2008), who found no correlations between negative or positive contacts with SDO. On the other hand, a greater tendency to consider that things are meant to happen because a person has control over them (internal locus of control) is more related to altruism. 
Our study had certain limitations. First, all of the participants were young undergraduate students with a high socioeconomic status. The extent to which the results can be generalized to individuals with different characteristics is not known. Future research should explore whether this phenomenon is also present in individuals in different age cohorts since older adults show higher levels of prejudice than younger ones (Stewart et al., 2009). Thus, it would be interesting to evaluate whether their social dominance beliefs are more or less malleable in comparison to younger samples. Finally, dominance beliefs and altruism were only evaluated through self-reported measures, but no actual behavior was investigated. Therefore, generalization of these results to real-life situations should be done with caution. 
Our research highlights the importance of emotions as mediators between perceived threat and social dominance and altruism. Strikingly, sadness emerged as the most relevant variable to reduce dominance beliefs and favor altruism. Another finding was that contact with high-status individuals was important for the prediction of SDO-D. Further research should explore whether similar results would be obtained in population samples of Indigenous and Afro-Ecuadorian ethnic groups as compared to Mestizo and White groups. In addition, the role of ideology should be of interest, due to its relationship with attitudes (Kubin & Brandt, 2020).
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