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Introduction

The politics of post-colonial1 nations are marked by discus-
sions of the contemporary relevance of injustices perpe-
trated by settler colonisers against Indigenous peoples. For 
instance, Māori (the Indigenous peoples of Aotearoa, New 
Zealand) were colonised by British settlers in the 19th cen-
tury, resulting in the forced seizure of Māori land and 
resources, as well as the brutal suppression of te reo Māori 
(the Māori language; Orange, 2011; Walker, 2004). Although 
political activism has revitalised Māori culture and yielded 
some resource-based reparations in contemporary New 
Zealand (see Moon, 2009), many people still minimise the 
continual impacts of colonialism and oppose policies 
designed to redress ongoing discrimination (Craymer, 2023; 
Newton et  al., 2018; Sibley et  al., 2005). Similar patterns 
emerge in other post-colonial nations, including Australia 
(Augoustinos & LeCouteur, 2004; Maddison, 2012), Canada 
(Herkimer et  al., 2025; Warry, 2008), Chile (Figueiredo 
et  al., 2019), and South Africa (Park, 2022). Narratives 

positioning colonialism as irrelevant to contemporary soci-
ety are thus a pervasive, global barrier to Indigenous peo-
ples’ rights.

Sibley (2010) describes this phenomenon as historical 
negation—a culture-specific ideology that forms in response 
to discourses about inequality between Indigenous peoples 
and settler colonisers. Given that Indigenous peoples have an 
undeniable claim to the nation and experienced objective 
historical injustices, justifying race-based inequalities in 
post-colonial nations requires distinct belief systems com-
pared to other racial contexts (for discussion, see Sibley & 
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Although historical negation—the ideologically-based denial of the contemporary relevance of colonial injustices—sustains 
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Osborne, 2016). Indeed, ideologies that justify ethnic 
inequalities by asserting ethnic minority groups are foreign 
and “do not belong” are unintelligible when the minority 
group has an objective claim to the land. Likewise, it is dif-
ficult to (completely) reject well-documented historical 
injustices, particularly in societies with established treaty 
and reconciliation policies (such as New Zealand). Instead, 
settler colonisers may acknowledge past historical injustices 
but deny their relevance to contemporary society. Historical 
negation thus absolves contemporary settler colonisers of 
wrongdoing by separating the past from the present and min-
imising the intergenerational impacts of colonialism. 
Critically, historical negation minimises the responsibility of 
settler colonisers to equally distribute resources and make 
reparations towards Indigenous peoples, and thus foments 
opposition to resource-based reparative policies (e.g., 
Bertenshaw et  al., 2023) and Māori political mobilisation 
(Osborne et al., 2017).

Given the marked effects of historical negation on 
Indigenous progress, understanding how and why settler 
colonial groups endorse such ideologies is essential to identi-
fying—and redressing—barriers to equity for Indigenous 
peoples (see González et al., 2022, for a recent review). In the 
current study, we test whether historical negation emerges in 
response to settler colonisers’ perceptions of their contempo-
rary societal status—that is, how settler colonisers perceive 
their ingroup’s position compared to other ethnic groups. In 
post-colonial nations, narratives of colonialism and subse-
quent reparations (or lack thereof) shape how people perceive 
contemporary society and, in turn, how they perceive the 
present-day impacts of colonialism (Freel & Bilali, 2022; 
Lastrego et al., 2022). This process requires a thorough exam-
ination of how settler colonisers perceive and respond to pres-
ent-day social conditions, as well as how these assessments 
may impact the perceived relevance of historical colonial 
injustices to contemporary society. Such an approach aligns 
with wider calls to integrate history into studies of social psy-
chological processes (Atari et al., 2025; Dovidio et al., 2012; 
Gergen, 1973), particularly in post-colonial contexts (e.g., 
Liu & Hilton, 2005; Pihama et al., 2014).

The current pre-registered study meets this call by exam-
ining the role of ethnic group-based relative deprivation 
(GRD)—the feeling that one’s ethnic group is unfairly disad-
vantaged compared to other groups—in fostering historical 
negation among settler colonisers. Specifically, we examine 
whether GRD predicts changes in historical negation over 
time using a nationwide panel sample of New Zealand 
Europeans (the majority, settler coloniser group in New 
Zealand). Below, we first provide an overview of the New 
Zealand context, as well as past research examining the ante-
cedents of historical negation. We then introduce GRD as a 
potential motivator of historical negation among settler colo-
nisers before introducing our approach and hypotheses.

The New Zealand Context

New Zealand is a small Pacific nation with a population of 
approximately 5.3 million. New Zealand Europeans are New 
Zealand’s largest ethnic majority group (62.1% of the popu-
lation), while Māori are the largest ethnic minority group 
(17.8%; Statistics New Zealand, 2024). Despite New 
Zealand’s ostensibly egalitarian reputation (see OECD, 
2023), its colonial history is relatively recent; Māori were 
colonised by British settlers following the signing of Te Tiriti 
o Waitangi in 1840 (The Treaty of Waitangi; Orange, 2011). 
Although the Māori translation of Te Tiriti, signed by over 
500 Māori chiefs, promised Māori the right to tino rangati-
ratanga (self-determination and self-sovereignty) and land 
governance (Coxhead et  al., 2014, 2022), these promises 
were not met. Before the end of the 19th century, the Crown 
had stripped Māori of most of their land and material 
resources, and assimilation policies suppressed Māori cul-
ture, including te reo Māori (Thomas & Nikora, 1996). These 
generational losses continue to impact Māori today (Thom & 
Grimes, 2022; Wirihana & Smith, 2014).

The latter half of the 20th century saw a proliferation of 
political activism to challenge the Crown’s subjugation of 
Māori and revitalise Māori language and culture (coined the 
“Māori renaissance”; Moon, 2009; Paterson, 2010). 
Critically, Māori activism challenged the Crown’s interpreta-
tion of Te Tiriti, leading to the formation of the Waitangi 
Tribunal in 1975 (a commission where Māori can make 
claims for breaches of their Treaty rights; see Walker, 2004). 
In 1985, the Waitangi Tribunal was granted retrospective 
power to investigate claims of Te Tiriti breaches from the 
date of signing in 1840 (Waitangi Tribunal, 2025). Subsequent 
treaty settlements have facilitated some land and resource 
reparations for Māori iwi (tribes), with further activism 
resulting in the recognition of te reo Māori as an official lan-
guage of New Zealand in 1987 (Moon, 2009; Walker, 2004). 
Other initiatives have sought to redress the intergenerational 
impacts of colonialism on Māori health, including the 2017 
to 2023 Labour government’s establishment of the Māori 
Health Authority (Future of Health, 2022). Critically, recent 
research suggests the general population reports high and 
increasing support for teaching te reo Māori in schools 
(Matika et al., 2019) and increasing support for (symbolic) 
inclusion of Māori culture in New Zealand’s national iden-
tity among New Zealand Europeans (Bertenshaw et  al., 
2025a). In short, the past 50 years have seen a rise in (a) the 
acknowledgement of the undeniable harms of colonialism 
and (b) attempts to redress these harms. Nonetheless, the 
effects of colonisation are ongoing, and colonial systems and 
power structures continue to be reproduced today (see Reid 
et al., 2019, for discussion). These processes sustain inequi-
ties between Māori and settler colonisers, including across 
health (Reid et  al., 2019) and socioeconomic domains 
(Marriott & Alinaghi, 2021).
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Historical Negation Among New Zealand Europeans.  Despite 
increasing acknowledgement of the historical harms of colo-
nialism, there is significant heterogeneity in perceptions of 
the contemporary relevance of colonisation among New 
Zealand Europeans. Indeed, some New Zealand Europeans 
recognise that colonisation continues to shape New Zealand 
society and support both symbolic and resource-based repa-
rations (Bertenshaw et al., 2025; Sibley et al., 2005). How-
ever, recent research suggests that a greater proportion of 
New Zealand Europeans support the symbolic inclusion of 
Māori culture while simultaneously perceiving colonial 
injustices as irrelevant to present-day society (see Berten-
shaw et al., 2025). In other words, many New Zealand Euro-
peans express surface-level support for Indigenous progress 
while denying the need for continued reparations towards 
Māori. Understanding and addressing the motivators of his-
torical negation is thus crucial to continuing Indigenous 
progress in New Zealand—and other post-colonial nations 
(e.g., see Castro et al., 2022).

Psychological Motivators of Historical Negation

Prior research integrating post-colonial ideologies into the 
Dual Process Model of Ideology (Duckitt, 2001; Duckitt & 
Sibley, 2016) suggests that historical negation among New 
Zealand Europeans is motivated by goals to maintain group 
hierarchies (social dominance orientation [SDO]) and pro-
tect traditional norms (right-wing authoritarianism [RWA]; 
Osborne et al., 2021; Satherley & Sibley, 2018; Sibley & 
Liu, 2012). Recent research also suggests that RWA, sys-
tem justification, and binding moral foundations, including 
loyalty/betrayal and authority/subversion, motivate histori-
cal negation towards the Mapuche people in Chile (Castro 
et al., 2022). Perhaps unsurprisingly, these findings demon-
strate that the desire to maintain ingroup dominance and 
authority broadly motivates historical negation among set-
tler colonisers.

Group identity processes also foster historical negation. 
Given colonial injustices threaten a positive representation 
of coloniser groups (Bell, 2006, 2009), group members may 
use historical negation to maintain a positive ingroup iden-
tity. For instance, recent research suggests that patriotism—
that is, pride and commitment to one’s nation—predicts 
historical negation among settler colonisers (and vice versa; 
Bertenshaw et al., 2025b). More broadly, historical negation 
protects settler colonisers’ resources by negating any repara-
tive responsibilities and, accordingly, settler colonisers may 
leverage historical negation in response to perceived mate-
rial threats to group resources (see Sibley, 2010). In short, 
scholars theorise that historical negation is motivated by 
desires to (a) maintain ingroup dominance, (b) restore posi-
tive ingroup identity, and (c) alleviate material threats.

GRD and Historical Negation

The motivators of historical negation suggest that perceived 
group threats could also foster historical negation among set-
tler coloniser groups. Consistent with this possibility, we 
propose that perceived ethnic GRD (Runciman, 1966) moti-
vates historical negation. GRD describes the perception that 
one’s ethnic group is unfairly disadvantaged relative to other 
salient ethnic groups (for a meta-analytic review, see Smith 
et al., 2012). More specifically, GRD emerges when one (a) 
compares their ingroup to other groups, (b) cognitively 
appraises their ingroup as disadvantaged, (c) perceives this 
disadvantage as illegitimate, and (d) exhibits an affective 
response (e.g., anger or frustration) at the perceived injustice 
(Pettigrew, 2016; Smith et  al., 2012). Over 70 years of 
research demonstrates the predictive power of GRD in 
explaining how and when people respond to inequality, irre-
spective of one’s objective conditions (Smith et  al., 2012, 
2020). For instance, GRD is strongly associated with collec-
tive action, radicalisation, and intergroup attitudes across 
both minority and majority groups (e.g., Lilly et al., 2024a; 
Osborne et al., 2025; Thomas et al., 2020) and independently 
of other psychological constructs such as SDO or intergroup 
contact (Pettigrew, 2016).

The form and function of GRD among majority groups 
suggest its potential relevance to historical negation among 
settler colonisers. GRD is a subjective appraisal of societal 
status and, accordingly, both ethnic minority and majority 
groups can feel deprived. However, the psychological mean-
ing of GRD differs across groups; although GRD among eth-
nic minorities reflects (albeit imperfectly) their objective 
societal position, ethnic majority groups are objectively 
more advantaged than ethnic minorities. Rather than reflect-
ing their objective conditions, scholars argue that GRD 
among ethnic majorities stems from perceived challenges to 
their societal position by minority groups (Blumer, 1958; 
Taylor, 2002). Indeed, prior work suggests ethnic majorities 
see racial progress as “zero-sum” whereby increasing the 
rights of one group invariably decreases the rights of another 
(Norton & Sommers, 2011). GRD among majority groups 
thus reflects concerns that their group is “losing” its advan-
tage over other groups (Sengupta et al., 2019; Taylor, 2002). 
To reconcile this (perceived) status loss, ethnic majorities 
seek to regain their advantage via racial discourses that dis-
count the experiences of minority groups (for discussion, see 
Roediger, 1991; Taylor, 2002). For example, right-wing 
political leaders like Donald Trump capitalise on concerns 
that ingroup privileges can be “lost” to attract support (Mols 
& Jetten, 2016) and justify reversing anti-discrimination and 
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion initiatives (for discussion, 
see Ng et al., 2025).

In post-colonial nations, these narratives should emerge 
via historical negation, as positioning colonial injustices as 
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irrelevant to contemporary society provides a justification to 
oppose contemporary social change for Indigenous peoples 
and maintain hierarchies that privilege settler colonisers. In 
doing so, settler colonisers can address their feelings of GRD 
and reaffirm their advantaged societal position. Indeed, 
recent sociopolitical events support this possibility. 
Indigenous progress in New Zealand has been challenged 
with narratives of “reverse discrimination” among New 
Zealand Europeans that frame contemporary policies to 
redress colonial injustices as “racist” (RNZ, 2021), reflecting 
the longstanding myth of Māori “privilege” (Meihana, 2023). 
Similar to the United States, the current right-wing govern-
ment has used these narratives to justify reviewing the prin-
ciples of Te Tiriti and advancing “colour-blind” policies (see 
Guenzler, 2024). Recent research also suggests that per-
ceived discrimination among New Zealand European men 
correlates with greater perceptions that “discrimination 
towards Māori is no longer a problem in New Zealand” 
(Lilly, Kimberley, et al., 2025). In short, GRD among settler 
colonisers should evoke historical negation in an attempt to 
resolve the (perceived) threat Indigenous progress poses to 
their ingroup’s advantaged position.

Although no research to date empirically examines the 
relationships between GRD and historical negation, research 
examining the denial of discrimination against ethnic minor-
ities indirectly supports our predictions. Indeed, early rela-
tive deprivation research suggests that GRD among White 
Americans correlates with the denial of discrimination and 
resentment of affirmative action targeting African Americans 
(Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972). Similarly, the relationship 
between GRD and overt prejudice among German majority 
group members is partially explained by the denial that the 
Turkish minority group encounters discrimination (see 
Pettigrew et al., 2008). More broadly, GRD among majority 
groups predicts prejudice towards (Gheorghiu et  al., 2022; 
Pedersen & Walker, 1997), and resentment of (Taylor, 2002; 
Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972), minority groups. Together, 
these findings suggest that GRD fosters “whitelash” (see 
Lippard et al., 2020; Sengupta et al., 2019) and the denial of 
objective injustices faced by ethnic minorities among major-
ity group members. That said, the minimisation of current 
injustices is distinct from denying the relevance of past injus-
tices. Thus, studies directly assessing the relationship 
between GRD and historical negation are needed to deter-
mine whether GRD’s effects on discrimination narratives 
extend to narratives of historical intergroup relations.

Overview of the Present Study

In this pre-registered study, we investigate the longitudinal 
effects of GRD on historical negation across seven annual 
assessments of a large, nationwide sample of New Zealand 
Europeans. More specifically, we examine whether within-
person changes in GRD predict within-person changes in 
historical negation over time using random intercept 

cross-lagged panel modelling (RI-CLPM; see Hamaker 
et al., 2015; Osborne & Little, 2024). The RI-CLPM disen-
tangles the stable, “trait-like” differences between people 
from changes within individuals over time. As such, we can 
test whether (a) New Zealand Europeans higher in GRD gen-
erally report higher levels of historical negation (a between-
person effect) and (b) changes from an individual’s “typical” 
levels of GRD predict changes in an individual’s usual levels 
of historical negation over time (and vice-versa; within-per-
son effects). The latter test allows us to assess the temporal 
ordering of GRD and historical negation and focus on the 
psychological processes underlying historical negation at the 
individual level of analysis (for discussion, see Curran & 
Bauer, 2011).

Our analyses focus on fiscal ethnic GRD—that is, the per-
ception that Europeans are unfairly financially disadvan-
taged compared to other ethnic groups. Although other forms 
of relative deprivation exist (see Smith et al., 2012; Tyler & 
Lind, 2002), fiscal GRD is particularly relevant because 
Europeans are objectively financially advantaged compared 
to Māori and other non-Indigenous ethnic minority groups in 
New Zealand (Marriott & Alinaghi, 2021; Ministry of Social 
Development, 2019). Moreover, fiscal GRD involves per-
ceptions of one’s (financial) resources—an appropriate focus 
given the relationship between historical negation and oppo-
sition to resource-based reconciliation policies (Bertenshaw 
et al., 2023). That said, different forms of GRD have similar 
effects on intergroup attitudes (Smith et al., 2012), and GRD 
related to (perceived) unfair treatment (see Tyler & Lind, 
2002) also reflects status threat concerns relevant to histori-
cal negation. Thus, although we focus on fiscal ethnic GRD 
in our analyses, we expect ethnic GRD in general will foster 
historical negation among settler colonisers.

To identify the unique effects of GRD on historical nega-
tion, our analysis includes two key covariates: SDO and 
individual-based relative deprivation (IRD). As mentioned, 
historical negation is partly motivated by a desire to main-
tain group-based social hierarchies (Osborne et  al., 2021; 
Satherley & Sibley, 2018). Given that feelings of disadvan-
tage among majority groups motivate a desire to maintain 
(or reestablish) a high social status, GRD correlates posi-
tively with SDO (Lilly et al., 2024a) and related ideologies 
(e.g., nationalism; Sengupta et  al., 2019). Thus, adjusting 
for SDO ensures that any identified effects of GRD on his-
torical negation represent the effects of perceiving one’s 
group as disadvantaged rather than a general desire to main-
tain group-based hierarchies. Relatedly, prior research sug-
gests that IRD can “spill over” into GRD over time (Lilly 
et  al., 2023). Accordingly, studies of relative deprivation 
should include both IRD and GRD where possible (see also 
Schmitt et al., 2010).

Overview of Hypotheses.  The present study tests three focal 
hypotheses. First, within-person increases in SDO should pre-
dict subsequent within-person increases in historical negation 
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(Hypothesis 1). This merely replicates prior analyses of our 
data (Osborne et al., 2021) with a different number of waves 
(and different covariates) but allows us to include SDO as a 
covariate. Second, we expect within-person changes in IRD to 
be unassociated with within-person changes in historical nega-
tion (Hypothesis 2). Indeed, relative deprivation theory posits 
that IRD is a stronger correlate of intrapersonal (rather than 
intergroup) outcomes (Smith et  al., 2012). Thus, IRD is 
unlikely to impact the extent to which New Zealand Europe-
ans deny the continued relevance of historical injustices expe-
rienced by Māori. Nonetheless, we include IRD in our analysis 
to control for the established, longitudinal relationship between 
IRD and GRD (Lilly et al., 2023).

Finally, we expect within-person increases in GRD to pre-
dict subsequent within-person increases in historical nega-
tion over time (Hypothesis 3). By examining our hypothesis 
while adjusting for the within-person effects of SDO, we 
assess the extent to which historical negation is driven by the 
perception that New Zealand Europeans are disadvantaged 
(GRD) versus an underlying motivation to maintain inequal-
ity (SDO).

Method

Transparency and Openness

Our analyses and hypotheses were pre-registered on the 
Open Science Framework: https://osf.io/adpqk/. We report 
all measures, exclusions, and pre-registered analyses in the 
manuscript. Our supplementary analyses are robustness 
checks of our results and were not pre-registered. The data 
described here are part of the New Zealand Attitudes and 
Values Study (NZAVS)—an ongoing, nationwide panel 
study of New Zealand adults. The NZAVS data are not avail-
able publicly due to ethics restrictions. However, a de-identi-
fied dataset containing the variables analysed in this 
manuscript is available upon request from the corresponding 
author, or any member of the NZAVS advisory board for the 
purposes of replication. Materials and the data dictionary for 
the NZAVS, as well as the syntax for all models reported in 
this manuscript, are available via OSF: https://osf.io/75snb/
overview.

Sampling Procedure

We use all available data from Time 3 (2009) to Time 9 
(2017) of the NZAVS, the first and last consecutive waves to 
include all our focal variables. Participants were initially 
sampled from the electoral roll, which is compulsory in New 
Zealand (Time 1 [2009] N = 6,518; response rate = 16.6%). 
Subsequent booster sampling occurred at Time 3 (2011; 
nbooster = 2,966), Time 4 (2012; nbooster = 5,107), Time 5 
(2013; nbooster = 7,579), and Time 8 (2016; nbooster = 7,667) to 
diversify the sample and increase sample size. By Time 9 
(2017), 17,072 participants remained in the study (retention 

from Time 8 = 72.0%), and a total of 31,545 participants 
completed at least one of the nine waves. Further informa-
tion about the sampling procedure, retention rates, and ethics 
approvals for the NZAVS is available via the OSF.

Participants

Given our data stem from an ongoing longitudinal study, our 
sample size was determined by our ability to retain partici-
pants. Accordingly, we focused on the 26,759 participants 
who self-identified as New Zealand European and provided 
responses to our focal variables at one or more assessment 
occasions (Mwaves = 3.64, SD = 2.05, range: 1–7). Of these 
participants, most were born in New Zealand (81.8%) and 
the average age of participants at Time 3 (2011) was 44.49 
(SD = 14.35). Concerning gender, 62.1% were women, 
37.2% were men, and 0.7% were non-binary or gender 
diverse. Although all participants identified as New Zealand 
European, only 83.3% reported solely European affiliations. 
The remainder reported Māori (13.7%), Pasifika (1.8%), and 
Asian (1.2%) ethnic affiliations.2 Table 1 displays further 
sample characteristics at each assessment occasion.

Measures

Due to space constraints associated with a large omnibus sur-
vey, our focal measures are short-form scales of their respec-
tive constructs. However, where applicable, measures were 
validated against their full-form counterparts and displayed 
acceptable reliability (see Sibley et al., 2024). All items were 
rated on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale 
and averaged at each assessment occasion. Table S1 displays 
the descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations between 
our focal variables at each wave.

Group-Based Relative Deprivation.  We assessed GRD using 
two items adapted from Abrams and Grant (2012): (a) “I’m 
frustrated with what my ethnic group earns relative to other 
groups in New Zealand” and (b) “People from my ethnic 
group generally earn less than other groups in New Zealand” 
(rs = 0.38–0.43, ps < .001).

Individual-Based Relative Deprivation.  We assessed IRD using 
two items adapted from Abrams and Grant (2012): (a) “I’m 
frustrated by what I earn relative to other people in New Zea-
land”; and (b) “I generally earn less than other people in New 
Zealand” (rs = 0.41–0.44, ps < .001).

Social Dominance Orientation.  We assessed SDO using six 
items from Sidanius and Pratto’s (1999) 16-item SDO scale: 
(a) “It is OK if some groups have more of a chance in life 
than others”; (b) “Inferior groups should stay in their place”; 
(c) “To get ahead in life, it is sometimes okay to step on other 
groups”; (d) “We should have increased social equality” 
(reverse-scored); (e) “It would be good if groups could be 

https://osf.io/adpqk/
https://osf.io/75snb/overview
https://osf.io/75snb/overview
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equal” (reverse-scored); and (f) “We should do what we can 
to equalise conditions for different groups” (reverse-scored; 
ωs = .69–.79).

Historical Negation.  We assessed historical negation using 
three items from Sibley et  al. (2008): (a) “We should all 
move on as one nation and forget about past differences and 
conflicts between ethnic groups”; (b) “We should not have 
to pay for the mistakes of our ancestors”; and (c) “People 
who weren’t around in previous centuries should not feel 
accountable for the actions of their ancestors” (ωs = .83–
.85). Sibley et al. (2008) historical negation scale was devel-
oped from New Zealand political speeches, qualitative 
responses from earlier studies of “race talk” in New Zea-
land, and research on collective guilt and perceptions of his-
tory. This scale is thus particularly relevant to historical 
negation in New Zealand, although the scale has been suc-
cessfully adapted in other nations (e.g., Castro et al., 2022; 
Rivera Pichardo et al., 2023).

Analytic Approach

To test the within-person associations between GRD, IRD, 
SDO, and historical negation among New Zealand Europeans, 
we estimated an RI-CLPM in Mplus v.8.11 (Muthén & 
Muthén, 1998–2024). Although there are several methods to 
separate between- and within-person effects, including trait-
state modelling (Kenny & Zautra, 2001) and dynamic struc-
tural equation modelling (DSEM; Asparouhov et al., 2018), 
the RI-CLPM is a flexible approach well-suited to our data 
and hypotheses. Notably, approaches such as DSEM require 
intensive longitudinal data (at least 10 assessments, but often 
more; Schultzberg & Muthén, 2018). Yet RI-CLPMs can be 
conducted with as few as three waves of data. Moreover, the 
RI-CLPM is the least likely to encounter convergence issues 
(compared to other alternatives to traditional CLPMs; Orth 

et al., 2021). These advantages—coupled with the model’s 
conceptual similarities to the traditional CLPM (although see 
Usami, 2021)—make the RI-CLPM ideally suited to exam-
ining within-person processes in our study.

To estimate the RI-CLPM, we first specified four corre-
lated, time-invariant random intercepts using the seven 
assessments of each variable (see Hamaker et  al., 2015; 
Osborne & Little, 2024). The correlations between random 
intercepts reflect between-person effects (e.g., the extent to 
which individual differences in GRD are associated with 
individual differences in historical negation across all 
waves). After adjusting for these between-person associa-
tions, the lagged estimates of an RI-CLPM reflect within-
person effects. For instance, these effects reflect the extent to 
which within-person deviations from a person’s typical lev-
els of GRD predict subsequent within-person deviations in 
both GRD (an autoregressive effect) and historical negation 
(a cross-lagged effect) over time. Because we had no theo-
retical reason to expect these effects to differ over time, we 
assumed a stationary process where all congeneric paths 
were constrained to equality (see Orth et al., 2021). We thus 
report the average annual within-person associations between 
our focal constructs across the seven assessments.

Results

Fit indices for the stationary RI-CLPM indicate good model 
fit (χ2

(310) = 2808.13, p < .001; RMSEA = .017 [0.017, 
0.018]; CFI = 0.99; SRMR = .032). As shown in Figure 1 
(see also Table 2), the correlations between the random inter-
cepts reveal that New Zealand Europeans higher (versus 
lower) on SDO also tended to report higher IRD (b = 0.05, 
SE = 0.01, 95% CIs [0.032, 0.060], p < .001), GRD (b = 
0.12, SE = 0.01, [0.109, 0.134], p < .001), and historical 
negation (b = 0.37, SE = 0.01, [0.354, 0.385], p < .001). 
Europeans higher on IRD also tended to report higher GRD 

Table 1.  Sample Demographics Across the Seven Annual Assessments.

Variable T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9

Sample size 6,345 10,690 16,537 14,558 12,968 20,192 15,982
Age (SD) 51.57 (15.81) 50.36 (14.99) 48.56 (14.10) 50.19 (14.02) 51.63 (13.87) 50.46 (13.91) 52.13 (13.74)
Gender
  Woman 62.6% 62.8% 62.9% 63.3% 62.9% 62.6% 63.4%
  Man 37.4% 37.2% 37.1% 36.6% 37.0% 37.3% 36.5%
  Gender-diverse1 — — — 0.10% 0.10% 0.10% 0.10%
Household income2 (SD) 0.92 (0.74) 0.98 (0.82) 1.04 (0.83) 1.06 (0.89) 1.09 (0.88) 1.10 (0.94) 1.15 (0.95)
Religious (yes) 38.3% 38.6% 36.8% 37.9% 40.4% 36.4% 34.6%
Employed (yes) 71.6% 73.0% 77.4% 77.5% 76.8% 78.1% 77.1%
Partner (yes) 71.0% 71.3% 73.3% 76.1% 75.6% 76.3% 76.5%
Parent (yes) 74.3% 74.9% 73.9% 74.8% 76.3% 73.9% 74.9%
Born in NZ (yes) 80.7% 82.1% 82.2% 82.1% 82.1% 81.9% 81.7%

Note. 1Times 3–5 assessed gender with a forced-choice binary question (Are you male or female?). From Time 6, the gender measure was open-ended, 
and participants’ gender was coded.
2Annual household income (before tax) in NZ/$100,000.
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Figure 1.  Stationary RI-CLPM of the relationships between IRD, GRD, SDO, and HN.
Note. For clarity, the autoregressive and cross-lagged effects of IRD and SDO are displayed on the left-hand side only, while the autoregressive and cross-
lagged effects of GRD and HN are displayed on the right-hand side only. Covariances between the variables at each wave were estimated but excluded 
from the figure for clarity. Coefficients are unstandardised with 95% confidence intervals (but all constructs were measured on a common metric). 
Dashed lines represent non-significant paths.
IRD = individual-based relative deprivation; GRD = group-based relative deprivation; HN = Historical Negation; RI-CLPM = random intercept cross-
lagged panel modelling; SDO = social dominance orientation.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 2.  Between-Person Coefficients for an RI-CLPM of GRD, IRD, SDO, and HN.

Between-person coefficients 95% CI  

Association B SE LB UB p-value

GRD↔IRD 0.50 0.01 0.484 0.525 <.001
GRD↔SDO 0.12 0.01 0.109 0.134 <.001
GRD↔Historical negation −0.13 0.01 −0.155 −0.113 <.001
IRD↔SDO 0.05 0.01 0.032 0.060 <.001
IRD↔Historical negation 0.18 0.01 0.153 0.199 <.001
SDO↔Historical negation 0.37 0.01 0.354 0.385 <.001

Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence intervals; LB = lower bound; UB = upper bound; IRD = individual-based relative deprivation; GRD = group-based 
relative deprivation; HN = historical negation; RI-CLPM = random intercept cross-lagged panel modelling; SDO = social dominance orientation.
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(b = 0.50, SE = 0.01, [0.484, 0.525], p < .001) and historical 
negation (b = 0.18, SE = 0.01, [0.153, 0.199], p < .001). 
Unexpectedly, Europeans higher on GRD tended to score 
lower on historical negation (b = −0.13, SE = 0.01, [−0.155, 
−0.113], p < .001).

Turning to the within-person autoregressive effects, Table 
3 reveals that within-person changes in GRD (b = 0.06, SE 
= 0.01, 95% CIs [0.046, 0.068], p < .001), IRD (b = 0.13, 
SE = 0.01, [0.122, 0.144], p < .001), SDO (b = 0.13, SE = 
0.01, [0.116, 0.138], p < .001) and historical negation (b = 
0.15, SE = 0.01, [0.141 0.164], p < .001) predicted subse-
quent within-person changes in these same constructs over 
time. With respect to the cross-lagged associations, within-
person changes in SDO were unassociated with within-per-
son changes in IRD (ps ≥ .508) and GRD (ps ≥ .711) over 
time. However, consistent with Hypothesis 1, within-person 
changes in SDO predicted subsequent within-person changes 
in historical negation over time (b = 0.04, SE = 0.01, [0.025, 
0.055], p < .001). Although within-person changes in histori-
cal negation also predicted within-person changes in SDO (b 
= 0.01, SE = 0.003, [0.004, 0.018], p < .001), the within-
person effects of SDO on historical negation were stronger 
than the effects of historical negation on SDO (Wald(1) = 
14.69, p < .001). These results suggest that within-person 
changes in SDO are a stronger predictor of historical nega-
tion among Europeans than vice versa.

Turning to the within-person effects of IRD, within-per-
son changes in IRD predicted (small) within-person changes 
in GRD in the same direction (b = 0.01, SE = 0.004, 95% 

CIs [0.001, 0.017], p = .036), whereas within-person changes 
in GRD did not significantly predict within-person changes 
in IRD (b = 0.01, SE = 0.006, [−0.004, 0.019], p = .217). 
Within-person changes in IRD were not, however, signifi-
cantly associated with within-person changes in historical 
negation at the next time point (b = 0.00, SE = 0.004, 
[−0.012, 0.003], p = .273). Likewise, within-person changes 
in historical negation did not predict subsequent changes in 
IRD (b = 0.01, SE = 0.01, [−0.006, 0.020], p = .296). 
Consistent with Hypothesis 2, these results suggest that 
changes in Europeans’ feelings of being personally disad-
vantaged do not affect their denial of the contemporary rele-
vance of historical injustices faced by Māori (or vice versa).

Contrary to Hypothesis 3, within-person changes in GRD 
were also unassociated with within-person changes in histori-
cal negation at the next timepoint (b = 0.00, SE = 0.01, 95% 
CIs [−0.012, 0.006], p = .549). Likewise, within-person 
changes in historical negation did not predict within-person 
changes in GRD (b = 0.00, SE = 0.01, [−0.016, 0.007], p = 
.420). Similar to our results for IRD (but contrary to our 
hypothesis), these results suggest that changes in Europeans’ 
feelings of being collectively disadvantaged did not affect 
their endorsement of historical negation (or vice versa).

Sole-European Versus Multiracial Identity

Our pre-registered analyses focused on participants who 
identified as New Zealand European. Some participants, 
however, also identified with ethnic minority groups. 

Table 3.  Within-Person Coefficients for an RI-CLPM of GRD, IRD, SDO, and HN.

Within-person coefficients 95% CI  

OutcomeT PredictorT–1 b SE LB UB p-value

GRD GRD 0.06 0.006 0.046 0.068 <.001
  IRD 0.01 0.004  0.001 0.017 .036
  SDO 0.00 0.008 −0.017 0.015 .928
  Historical negation −0.01 0.006 −0.016 0.007 .420
IRD GRD 0.01 0.006 −0.004 0.019 .217
  IRD 0.13 0.006 0.122 0.144 <.001
  SDO −0.01 0.010 −0.026 0.013 .508
  Historical negation 0.01 0.007 −0.006 0.020 .296
SDO GRD 0.00 0.003 −0.007 0.005 .711
  IRD 0.00 0.003 −0.005 0.005 .913
  SDO 0.13 0.006 0.116 0.138 <.001
  Historical negation 0.01 0.003 0.004 0.018 .001
Historical negation GRD 0.00 0.005 −0.012 0.006 .549
  IRD 0.00 0.004 −0.012 0.003 .273
  SDO 0.04 0.008  0.025  0.055 <.001
  Historical negation 0.15 0.006 0.141 0.164 <.001

Note. N = 26,759. Model fit: χ2
(310) = 2,808.13, p < .001; RMSEA = 0.017 [0.017, 0.018]; CFI = 0.99; SRMR = 0.032. 95% CI = 95% confidence intervals; 

LB = lower bound; UB = upper bound; IRD = individual-based relative deprivation; GRD = group-based relative deprivation; HN = historical negation; 
RI-CLPM = random intercept cross-lagged panel modelling; SDO = social dominance orientation.
Significant cross-lagged paths denoted in bold.
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Although the attitudes of bi/multiracial people can mirror 
that of the dominant ethnic group (Houkamau & Sibley, 
2014)—including endorsement of post-colonial ideologies 
(Bertenshaw et  al., 2023)—ethnic minorities experience 
greater rates of discrimination and inequality than sole-iden-
tifying Europeans (Houkamau & Sibley, 2014; Statistics 
New Zealand, 2018). Moreover, our largest ethnic minority 
group comprises Māori, whose perceptions of colonial injus-
tices will likely differ from those of settler coloniser groups. 
Thus, the longitudinal associations between GRD and his-
torical negation may differ between sole-identifying 
Europeans and multiracial people.

To assess this possibility, we conducted a multigroup 
RI-CLPM (Mulder & Hamaker, 2021) to examine potential 
differences between sole-identifying (N = 22,296) and mul-
tiracial (N = 4,463) Europeans. Although these analyses 
were not pre-registered, they provide a robustness check of 
our results. We first estimated a multigroup RI-CLPM in 
which there were no constraints on the within-person esti-
mates across groups (χ2

(620) = 3277.54, p < .001; RMSEA = 
0.018 [0.017, 0.019]; CFI = 0.99; SRMR = 0.034). We then 
estimated a model where the lagged estimates were con-
strained to equality (χ2

(636) = 3297.30, p < .001; RMSEA = 
0.018 [0.017, 0.018]; CFI = 0.99; SRMR = 0.034). The chi-
square difference test of these two models was not statisti-
cally significant (Δχ2

(16) = 19.76, p = .231), suggesting that 
the within-person estimates do not differ depending on 
whether participants were sole-identifying or multiracial (see 
Table S2 for the full results).

We did, however, identify group differences in the 
between-person associations between our focal constructs 
(see Table S3). First, the between-person associations his-
torical negation had with IRD and SDO were stronger for 
sole-identifying Europeans, whereas the association between 
GRD and IRD was stronger for multiracial people. The rela-
tionship between IRD and SDO was also non-significant for 
multiracial people (p = .080). Moreover, whereas our pri-
mary analyses suggest that Europeans higher on GRD tend to 
be lower on historical negation (see Table S2), this was only 
true for multiracial Europeans. Specifically, multiracial peo-
ple higher on GRD tended to be lower on SDO and historical 
negation; sole-identifying Europeans higher on GRD tended 
to be higher on SDO and historical negation. Although GRD 
was more strongly associated with historical negation among 
sole-identifying Europeans than IRD (bdiff = 0.18, SE = 
0.01, 95% CIs [0.094, 0.141], p < .001), SDO was more 
strongly associated with historical negation than GRD (bdiff 
= 0.28, SE = 0.01, [0.263, 0.305], p < .001). Taken together, 
these results suggest the (expected) positive between-person 
associations GRD had with ideologies that perpetuate 
inequality (i.e., SDO and historical negation) were unique to 
sole-identifying Europeans, but that SDO was more strongly 
associated with historical negation than GRD.

Discussion

Historical negation undermines progress towards reconcilia-
tion and reparations for Indigenous peoples (Bell, 2006; 
Bertenshaw et al., 2023; Kidman et al., 2017). Understanding 
the motivators of historical negation is therefore necessary to 
advance Indigenous rights. In our pre-registered study, we 
examined whether feeling unfairly disadvantaged compared 
to other ethnic groups (GRD) fosters historical negation 
among settler colonisers. To do so, we conducted an 
RI-CLPM using seven annual waves of a nationwide sample 
of New Zealand Europeans. Critically, we controlled for the 
established effects of SDO on historical negation (e.g., 
Osborne et al., 2021), and IRD on GRD (Lilly et al., 2023) to 
determine the extent to which GRD independently predicts 
historical negation among settler colonisers. Below, we out-
line our results, as well as directions for future research.

Social Dominance Orientation

As expected, within-person changes in SDO predicted posi-
tive within-person changes in historical negation over time 
(Hypothesis 1). Although this relationship was bidirectional, 
the within-person effects of SDO were stronger than the cor-
responding effects of historical negation, suggesting that 
within-person increases in SDO foster historical negation 
among settler coloniser groups. These results are consistent 
with the Dark Duo Model of Colonial Ideology (Satherley & 
Sibley, 2018) and replicate prior research using our dataset 
(Osborne et  al., 2021), albeit using a different number of 
waves and different covariates.

Although our results corroborate the literature on the 
Dark Duo, we also extend prior work by identifying these 
effects among multiracial Europeans. Indeed, our supple-
mentary analyses revealed that within-person changes in 
SDO predicted comparable within-person changes in histori-
cal negation among sole-identifying and multiracial 
Europeans. These results corroborate prior work suggesting 
that (some) multiracial people adopt similar ideologies to the 
dominant group, despite their objective socioeconomic dis-
advantage (e.g., Houkamau & Sibley, 2014). Recent research 
also suggests that the relationships between historical nega-
tion and socio-political attitudes, such as resource policy 
opposition, generalise across settler colonisers and ethnic 
minority groups (Bertenshaw et al., 2023). Our results fur-
ther this work by identifying how the general tendency to 
endorse traditional group-based hierarchies and inequality 
(i.e., SDO) promotes historical negation over time among 
both sole-majority and multiracial groups. Educators and 
policymakers should thus target SDO among sole-identify-
ing and multiracial groups in efforts to improve reconcilia-
tion practices and increase recognition of the continued 
relevance of colonial injustices.
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Relative Deprivation

Although we obtained support for our hypotheses for SDO, 
the results for relative deprivation were mixed. Consistent 
with Hypothesis 2, within-person changes in IRD did not 
significantly predict within-person changes in historical 
negation (or vice versa). These results corroborate the asser-
tion that IRD affects interpersonal, rather than intergroup, 
outcomes (Smith et  al., 2012). Contrary to Hypothesis 3, 
however, within-person changes in GRD also did not signifi-
cantly predict within-person changes in historical negation 
(nor vice versa). These results suggest that changes in the 
extent to which New Zealand Europeans felt collectively 
deprived did not predict their denial of the contemporary rel-
evance of colonial injustices over time.

This is an encouraging finding in the wake of rising (per-
ceived) status threat (Simi et  al., 2024), reactionary social 
movements (Lilly, González, et  al., 2025), and racial dis-
courses (Craymer, 2023; RNZ, 2021) among majority and 
settler coloniser groups. Indeed, the right-leaning New 
Zealand government has targeted biculturalism and 
Indigenous rights, using concerns of Europeans “losing out” 
to justify disestablishing the Māori Health Authority and 
reviewing Principles of Te Tiriti (Paewai & Stewart, 2023). 
That GRD does not lead to historical negation among New 
Zealand Europeans alleviates concerns that similar narra-
tives undermine the perceived contemporary relevance of 
colonial injustices in the general population. Nonetheless, 
these results are surprising given the established relation-
ships between GRD and the denial of discrimination towards 
minority groups (e.g., Pettigrew et al., 2008; Taylor, 2002; 
Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972)—including Indigenous peo-
ples (Pedersen & Walker, 1997).

One possible explanation is that different domains of 
GRD are more predictive of historical negation than fiscal 
GRD. Certainly, fiscal GRD is relevant to understanding 
how perceived material threats may promote historical nega-
tion among settler coloniser groups. For instance, our results 
at the between-person level of analysis demonstrate that 
sole-identifying Europeans generally higher on GRD also 
score higher on historical negation, and prior studies suggest 
fiscal GRD correlates with prejudicial ideologies and oppo-
sition to progressive social change among settler colonisers 
(Lilly et al., 2024b; Sengupta et al., 2019). However, narra-
tives of settler coloniser disadvantage often stem from myths 
of Māori “privilege”—the erroneous belief that New Zealand 
Europeans are disadvantaged by policies designed to support 
Māori (see Meihana, 2023). Accordingly, equity or treat-
ment-based GRD assessing the extent to which Europeans 
feel unfairly disadvantaged in specific socioeconomic 
domains (such as education or employment) may yield sup-
port for the hypothesis that within-person changes in GRD 
precede historical negation. Moreover, prior work suggests 
that temporal GRD—perceived disadvantage compared to an 
earlier time point—is a strong predictor of right-wing and 
populist attitudes (Ferwerda et al., 2025; Versteegen, 2024). 

Thus, temporal GRD may be relevant to studies of historical 
negation, particularly given the relevance of temporal com-
parisons to studies of colonialism (see Lastrego et al., 2022). 
Finally, our GRD measure compares one’s ethnic group to 
“other groups in New Zealand”; further specifying compari-
sons between New Zealand Europeans and Māori may iden-
tify specific feelings of GRD surrounding Indigenous-settler 
coloniser relations. Although beyond the scope of our study, 
we encourage future research to explore how distinct forms 
of relative deprivation may contribute to historical negation.

Caveats and Future Directions

Our study has several strengths, including the use of large-
scale longitudinal data and an analytic approach designed to 
appropriately examine within-person processes (Hamaker 
et  al., 2015). Coupled with our robustness checks across 
sole-identifying and multiracial Europeans, these strengths 
increase confidence in our results. There are, however, limi-
tations worth noting. First, the (significant) effects reported 
in this study are relatively small. That said, small effect sizes 
are typical of RI-CLPMs, as participants’ responses are par-
titioned into between- and within-person variances (see Orth 
et  al., 2022; Osborne & Little, 2024). Moreover, historical 
negation is multiply determined beyond the variables 
assessed in this study (e.g., Castro et al., 2022; Sibley & Liu, 
2012). Although caution towards small effect sizes is war-
ranted (but see Götz et al., 2022), our effect sizes are unsur-
prising given the complexity of both historical negation and 
our analytic approach.

We also caution against overgeneralising our results from 
New Zealand to all post-colonial contexts. Indeed, although 
some processes underlying historical negation (and 
Indigenous-settler coloniser relations more broadly) emerge 
across contexts (González et  al., 2022), how post-colonial 
ideologies manifest differs across historical and contempo-
rary colonial structures. For instance, Castro et  al. (2022) 
found that RWA, but not SDO, predicted historical negation 
of injustices faced by the Mapuche people, suggesting some 
variation in the effects of SDO across post-colonial nations. 
Moreover, motivators of historical negation may differ in 
nations with ongoing movements to establish treaty and rec-
onciliation policies (e.g., Australia; see O’Sullivan, 2021). 
Mainstream political movements towards independence may 
uniquely impact how colonial ideologies are expressed (see 
Rivera Pichardo et al., 2022). Finally, historical negation is 
just one ideology formed in post-colonial nations and 
requires acknowledgement of the unjust harms of colonisa-
tion. Our results may not generalise to other post-colonial 
ideologies, nor to broader system-justifying beliefs about the 
perceived “fairness” of colonial events. Future research 
should thus consider how different historical and contempo-
rary narratives of colonial injustices manifest and further 
interrogate the roles of SDO and relative deprivation in dif-
ferent (post-)colonial contexts.
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Conclusion
The advancement of Indigenous rights requires acknowl-
edgement of past (and present) colonial injustices, signalling 
the need to understand the drivers of historical negation 
among settler colonisers. This pre-registered study examined 
the extent to which perceived GRD fosters historical nega-
tion across seven annual waves of data from a nationwide 
random sample of New Zealand Europeans. Although trait-
level GRD correlated positively with historical negation 
among (sole-identifying) New Zealand Europeans, within-
person changes in GRD were unassociated with within-per-
son changes in historical negation. These results suggest that 
feeling financially disadvantaged may contribute to, but does 
not drive, the minimisation of the contemporary relevance of 
colonial injustices among New Zealand Europeans. We 
encourage future work to continue examining the psycho-
logical processes underlying historical negation to increase 
awareness of—and ultimately redress—colonial inequities 
between settler colonisers and Indigenous peoples.
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Notes

1.	 We use the term “post-colonial” to maintain consistency with 
prior research examining colonial ideologies in settler colo-
nial contexts. We must emphasise, however, the enduring 
nature of colonialism. Colonial structures and inequities con-
tinue to impact Indigenous peoples globally, and no colonial 
nation is truly “post” colonisation; see Shohat (1992). Notes 
on the “Post-Colonial.” Social Text(31/32), 99–113. https://doi.
org/10.2307/466220.

2.	 Given that sole-identifying Europeans experience greater soci-
etal advantages than their bi/multiracial counterparts, we con-
ducted additional analyses examining differences between 
sole-identifying Europeans (N = 22,296) and multiracial peo-
ple (N = 4,463). These analyses were not pre-registered and 
are merely a robustness check of our findings (see the Online 
Supplementary Materials for further information).

References

Abrams, D., & Grant, P. R. (2012). Testing the social identity 
relative deprivation (SIRD) model of social change: The 
political rise of Scottish nationalism. British Journal of Social 
Psychology, 51(4), 674–689. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8309.2011.02032.x

Asparouhov, T., Hamaker, E. L., & Muthén, B. (2018). Dynamic 
structural equation models. Structural Equation Modeling: A 
Multidisciplinary Journal, 25(3), 359–388. https://doi.org/10.
1080/10705511.2017.1406803

Atari, M., Henrich, J., & Schulz, J. (2025). The chronospatial revo-
lution in psychology. Nature Human Behaviour, 9(7), 1319–
1327. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-025-02229-y

Augoustinos, M., & LeCouteur, A. (2004). On whether to apologize 
to Indigenous Australians: The denial of white guilt. In B. Doosje 
& N. R. Branscombe (Eds.), Collective guilt: International per-
spectives (pp. 236–261). Cambridge University Press.

Bell, A. (2006). Bifurcation or entanglement? Settler identity and 
biculturalism in Aotearoa New Zealand. Continuum, 20(2), 
253–268. https://doi.org/10.1080/10304310600641786

Bell, A. (2009). Dilemmas of settler belonging: roots, routes and 
redemption in New Zealand National Identity Claims. The 
Sociological Review, 57(1), 145–162. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-954X.2008.01808.x

Bertenshaw, Z., Houkamau, C. A., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. 
(2025). Identifying profiles of colonial ideologies: A test of 
the moral credentialer hypothesis. European Journal of Social 
Psychology, 55(4), 589–606. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.3158

Bertenshaw, Z., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2023). Barriers to 
biculturalism: Historical negation and symbolic exclusion 
predict longitudinal increases in bicultural policy opposition. 

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1826-9254
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8513-4125
https://osf.io/adpqk/
https://osf.io/75snb/
https://doi.org/10.2307/466220
https://doi.org/10.2307/466220
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02032.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02032.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.1406803
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.1406803
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-025-02229-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/10304310600641786
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-954X.2008.01808.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-954X.2008.01808.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.3158


12	 Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 00(0)

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 51(6), 967–983. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672231209657

Bertenshaw, Z., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2025a). The gradual 
decline of colonial ideologies (2009–2018): A latent growth 
curve analysis of historical negation and symbolic exclusion 
among settler colonizers. Political Psychology. https://doi.
org/10.1111/pops.70041

Bertenshaw, Z., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2025b). Patriotism 
longitudinally predicts the symbolic projection of Indigenous 
culture yet undermines recognition of historical injus-
tices. European Journal of Social Psychology. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ejsp.70030

Blumer, H. (1958). Race prejudice as a sense of group position. 
Pacific Sociological Review, 1(1), 3–7.

Castro, M. C., Arancibia, H., Bahamondes, J., & Figueiredo, A. 
(2022). Symbolic exclusion and historical negation regarding 
the Indigenous Mapuche People: A study of their moral and 
ideological causes in Chile. Race and Social Problems, 14(4), 
342–356. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-022-09358-3

Coxhead, C., Anderson, R., & Parsonson, A. R. (2022). Tino ran-
gatiratanga me te kāwanatanga: The report on stage 2 of the Te 
Paparahi o Te Raki inquiry: Part 1 (Wai 1040). https://forms.
justice.govt.nz/search/Documents/WT/wt_DOC_192668456/
Te%20Raki%20W.pdf

Coxhead, C., Morris, J., Ngatai, K., Walker, R., & Hill, R. S. 
(2014). He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti: The Declaration and 
the Treaty: The report on stage 1 of the Te Paparahi o Te 
Raki inquiry (Wai 1040). https://forms.justice.govt.nz/search/
Documents/WT/wt_DOC_85648980/Te%20RakiW_1.pdf

Craymer, L. (2023). Race issues emerge in New Zealand’s elec-
tion. Reuters. https://www.reuters.com/world/asia-pacific/race-
issues-emerge-new-zealands-election-2023-10-03/

Curran, P. J., & Bauer, D. J. (2011). The disaggregation of within-
person and between-person effects in longitudinal models of 
change. Annual Review of Psychology, 62, 583–619. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100356

Dovidio, J. F., Gaertner, S. L., Ditlmann, R. K., & West, T. V. 
(2012). Intergroup relations in post-conflict contexts: How 
the past influences the present (and future). In Restoring civil 
societies: The psychology of intervention and engagement fol-
lowing crisis. (pp. 135–155). Wiley Blackwell. https://doi.
org/10.1002/9781118347683.ch8

Duckitt, J. (2001). A dual-process cognitive-motivational 
theory of ideology and prejudice. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), 
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 33, pp. 
41–113). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(01)80004-6

Duckitt, J., & Sibley, C. G. (2016). The dual process motivational 
model of ideology and prejudice. In C. G. Sibley & F. K. 
Barlow (Eds.), The Cambridge handbook of the psychology of 
prejudice (pp. 188–221). Cambridge University Press.

Ferwerda, J., Gest, J., & Reny, T. (2025). Nostalgic deprivation and 
populism: Evidence from 19 European countries. European 
Journal of Political Research, 64(3), 1506–1518. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1475-6765.12738

Figueiredo, A., Rocha, C., Ferreiro, T., Guerrero, C., Varela, M., 
Montagna, P., & Salter, P. (2019). Representations of his-
tory and present-day intergroup relations between Indigenous 
and non-Indigenous people: The Mapuche in Chile. In S. 
Mukherjee & P. S. Salter (Eds.), History and collective  

memory from the margins: A global perspective (pp. 79–104). 
Nova Science Publishers.

Freel, S. H., & Bilali, R. (2022). Putting the past into action: How 
historical narratives shape participation in collective action. 
European Journal of Social Psychology, 52(1), 204–222. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2813

Future of Health. (2022). Te Aka Whai Ora/Māori Health Authority. 
https://www.futureofhealth.govt.nz/maori-health-authority/

Gergen, K. J. (1973). Social psychology as history. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 26(2), 309–320. https://
doi.org/10.1037/h0034436

Gheorghiu, M., Pehrson, S., & Christ, O. (2022). Status, relative 
deprivation, and moral devaluation of immigrants. British 
Journal of Social Psychology, 61(2), 510–531. https://doi.
org/10.1111/bjso.12493

González, R., Carvacho, H., & Jiménez-Moya, G. (2022). 
Psychology and indigenous people. Annual Review of 
Psychology, 73(73), 431–459. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
psych-012921-045304

Götz, F. M., Gosling, S. D., & Rentfrow, P. J. (2022). Small effects: 
The indispensable foundation for a cumulative psychological 
science. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 17(1), 205–
215. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620984483

Guenzler, J. (2024). NZ Right-Wing coalition rolls back Māori 
rights, sparking Treaty debate. National Indigenous Times. 
https://nit.com.au/20-09-2024/13835/nz-right-wing-coalition-
rolls-back-maori-rights-sparking-treaty-debate

Hamaker, E. L., Kuiper, R. M., & Grasman, R. P. (2015). A cri-
tique of the cross-lagged panel model. Psychological Methods, 
20(1), 102–116. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038889

Herkimer, J., Choma, B., & Nasser, L. (2025). Non-indigenous 
Canadians’ post-colonial ideologies, Allyship and collective 
guilt predict support for reconciliation, collective action and 
political tolerance. Journal of Community & Applied Social 
Psychology, 35(1), e70043. https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.70043

Houkamau, C. A., & Sibley, C. G. (2014). Social identity and 
differences in psychological and economic outcomes for 
mixed and sole-identified Māori. International Journal of 
Intercultural Relations, 40, 113–125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijintrel.2014.03.001

Kenny, D. A., & Zautra, A. (2001). Trait–state models for lon-
gitudinal data. In L. M. Collins & A. G. Sayer (Eds.), New 
methods for the analysis of change (pp. 243–263). American 
Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/10409-008

Kidman, J., O’Malley, V., MacDonald, L., Roa, T., & Wallis, 
K. (2017). Fragments from a contested past: Remembrance, 
denial and New Zealand history. Bridget Williams Books.

Lastrego, S., Janssens, C., Klein, O., & Licata, L. (2022). Attitudes 
shape implicit temporal trajectories: A quantitative test of 
the narrative structure of collective memories of colonial-
ism. Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 10(1), 7–20. 
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.7587

Lilly, K. J., González, R., Houkamau, C., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, 
D. (2025). Examining the antecedents, prevalence and tra-
jectories of reactionary collective action intentions among 
Europeans over time. European Journal of Social Psychology, 
55(2), 357–378. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.3148

Lilly, K. J., Kimberley, C., Bertenshaw, Z., Bahamondes, J., Sibley, 
C. G., & Osborne, D. (2025). Rise of the alt-white: Examining 
perceptions of reverse racial and gender discrimination among 

https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672231209657
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.70041
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.70041
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.70030
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.70030
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-022-09358-3
https://forms.justice.govt.nz/search/Documents/WT/wt_DOC_192668456/Te%20Raki%20W.pdf
https://forms.justice.govt.nz/search/Documents/WT/wt_DOC_192668456/Te%20Raki%20W.pdf
https://forms.justice.govt.nz/search/Documents/WT/wt_DOC_192668456/Te%20Raki%20W.pdf
https://forms.justice.govt.nz/search/Documents/WT/wt_DOC_85648980/Te%20RakiW_1.pdf
https://forms.justice.govt.nz/search/Documents/WT/wt_DOC_85648980/Te%20RakiW_1.pdf
https://www.reuters.com/world/asia-pacific/race-issues-emerge-new-zealands-election-2023-10-03/
https://www.reuters.com/world/asia-pacific/race-issues-emerge-new-zealands-election-2023-10-03/
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100356
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100356
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118347683.ch8
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118347683.ch8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(01)80004-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(01)80004-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12738
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12738
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2813
https://www.futureofhealth.govt.nz/maori-health-authority/
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0034436
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0034436
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12493
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12493
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-012921-045304
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-012921-045304
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691620984483
https://nit.com.au/20-09-2024/13835/nz-right-wing-coalition-rolls-back-maori-rights-sparking-treaty-debate
https://nit.com.au/20-09-2024/13835/nz-right-wing-coalition-rolls-back-maori-rights-sparking-treaty-debate
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038889
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.70043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2014.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2014.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/10409-008
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.7587
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.3148


Lilly et al.	 13

white men from 2014 to 2022. British Journal of Social 
Psychology, 64(4), e70010. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.70010

Lilly, K. J., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2023). Examining the 
between- and within-person effects of relative deprivation: 
Results from a 7-year longitudinal panel sample. European 
Journal of Social Psychology, 53, 435–449. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ejsp.2913

Lilly, K. J., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2024a). Asymmetries in 
responses to group-based relative deprivation: The moderating 
effects of group status on endorsement of right-wing ideology. 
Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 27(4), 823–844. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302231185267

Lilly, K. J., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2024b). Status-based 
asymmetries in relative deprivation during the COVID-19 pan-
demic. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 15(4), 
407–420. https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506231163016

Lippard, C. D., Carter, J. S., Embrick, D. G., & Bonilla-Silva, E. 
(2020). Protecting whiteness: Whitelash and the rejection of 
racial equality. University of Washington Press.

Liu, J. H., & Hilton, D. J. (2005). How the past weighs on the pres-
ent: Social representations of history and their role in identity 
politics. British Journal of Social Psychology, 44(4), 537–556. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X27162

Maddison, S. (2012). Postcolonial guilt and national identity: 
Historical injustice and the Australian settler state. Social 
Identities, 18(6), 695–709. https://doi.org/10.1080/13504630.
2012.709000

Marriott, L., & Alinaghi, N. (2021). Closing the gaps: An update on 
indicators of inequality for Maori and pacific people. Journal 
of New Zealand Studies, 32, 2–39. https://doi.org/10.26686/
jnzs.iNS32.6863

Matika, C. M., Houkamau, C. A., & Sibley, C. G. (2019). Support 
for teaching Te Reo Māori in primary schools. MAI Journal, 
8(2), 172–187.

Meihana, P. (2023). Privilege in perpetuity: Exploding a Pākehā 
myth. Bridget Williams Books.

Ministry of Social Development. (2019). Household incomes in 
New Zealand: Trends in indicators of inequality and hardship 
1982 to 2018. Ministry of Social Development

Mols, F., & Jetten, J. (2016). Explaining the appeal of populist 
right-wing parties in times of economic prosperity. Political 
Psychology, 37(2), 275–292. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12 
258

Moon, P. (2009). A chequered renaissance: The evolution of Maori 
society, 1984–2004. Te Kaharoa, 2(1), 23–41.

Mulder, J. D., & Hamaker, E. L. (2021). Three extensions of 
the random intercept cross-lagged panel model. Structural 
Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 28(4), 638–
648. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2020.1784738

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998–2024). Mplus user’s guide 
(8th ed.). Muthén & Muthén.

Newton, H. J., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2018). The predictive 
power of post-colonial ideologies: Historical negation and sym-
bolic exclusion undermine support for resource-based bicul-
tural policies. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 
62, 23–33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2017.03.005

Ng, E., Fitzsimmons, T., Kulkarni, M., Ozturk, M. B., April, K., 
Banerjee, R., & Muhr, S. L. (2025). The anti-DEI agenda: 
Navigating the impact of Trump’s second term on diversity, 
equity and inclusion. Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An 

International Journal, 44(2), 137–150. https://doi.org/10.1108/
EDI-02-2025-0116

Norton, M. I., & Sommers, S. R. (2011). Whites see racism as a 
zero-sum game that they are now losing. Perspectives on 
Psychological Science, 6(3), 215–218. https://doi.org/10.11 
77/1745691611406922

O’Sullivan, D. (2021). Treaties and re-setting the colonial rela-
tionship: Lessons for Australia from the Treaty of Waitangi. 
Ethnicities, 21(6), 1070–1092. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468796 
821999863

OECD. (2023). New Zealand. https://data.oecd.org/new-zealand.
htm

Orange, C. (2011). The Treaty of Waitangi (2nd ed.). Bridget 
Williams Books.

Orth, U., Clark, D., Donnellan, M. B., & Robins, R. W. (2021). 
Testing prospective effects in longitudinal research: Comparing 
seven competing cross-lagged models. Journal of personal-
ity and social psychology, 120(4), 1013–1034. https://doi.
org/10.1037/pspp0000358

Orth, U., Meier, L. L., Bühler, J. L., Dapp, L. C., Krauss, S., 
Messerli, D., & Robins, R. W. (2022). Effect size guidelines 
for cross-lagged effects. Psychological Methods, 29(2), 421–
433. https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000499

Osborne, D., Lilly, K. J., Kunst, J. R., Obaidi, M., & van Den Bos, 
K. (2025). The role of relative deprivation in the process of 
radicalization into violent extremism. In M. Obaidi & J. R. 
Kunst (Eds.), The Cambridge handbook of the psychology of 
violent extremism (pp. 323–344). Cambridge University Press.

Osborne, D., & Little, T. D. (2024). The random intercepts cross-
lagged panel model. In T. D. Little (Ed.), Longitudinal struc-
tural equation modeling (2nd ed.). The Guilford Press.

Osborne, D., Satherley, N., Little, T. D., & Sibley, C. G. (2021). 
Authoritarianism and social dominance predict annual 
increases in generalized prejudice. Social Psychological 
and Personality Science, 12(7), 1136–1145. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1948550620969608

Osborne, D., Yogeeswaran, K., & Sibley, C. G. (2017). Culture-
specific ideologies undermine collective action support: 
Examining the legitimizing effects of postcolonial belief sys-
tems. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 20(3), 333–
349. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216682352

Paewai, P., & Stewart, E. (2023). What does the new government 
mean for Māori? RNZ. https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/politi-
cal/503176/what-does-the-new-government-mean-for-maori

Park, A. S. J. (2022). Settler colonialism and the South African 
TRC: Ambivalent denial and democratisation without decolo-
nisation. Social & Legal Studies, 31(2), 216–237. https://doi.
org/10.1177/09646639211022786

Paterson, R. K. (2010). Taonga Māori Renaissance: Protecting 
the cultural heritage of Aotearoa/New Zealand. In Cultural 
Heritage Issues (pp. 107–134). Brill Nijhoff.

Pedersen, A., & Walker, I. (1997). Prejudice against Australian 
Aborigines: Old-fashioned and modern forms. European 
Journal of Social Psychology, 27(5), 561–587. https://doi.
org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199709/10)27:5<561::AID-
EJSP833>3.0.CO;2-3

Pettigrew, T. F. (2016). In pursuit of three theories: Authoritarianism, 
relative deprivation, and intergroup contact. Annual Review 
of Psychology, 67(1), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
psych-122414-033327

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.70010
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2913
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2913
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302231185267
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506231163016
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605X27162
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504630.2012.709000
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504630.2012.709000
https://doi.org/10.26686/jnzs.iNS32.6863
https://doi.org/10.26686/jnzs.iNS32.6863
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12258
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12258
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2020.1784738
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2017.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-02-2025-0116
https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-02-2025-0116
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691611406922
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691611406922
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468796821999863
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468796821999863
https://data.oecd.org/new-zealand.htm
https://data.oecd.org/new-zealand.htm
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000358
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000358
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000499
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550620969608
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550620969608
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216682352
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/political/503176/what-does-the-new-government-mean-for-maori
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/political/503176/what-does-the-new-government-mean-for-maori
https://doi.org/10.1177/09646639211022786
https://doi.org/10.1177/09646639211022786
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199709/10)27:5
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199709/10)27:5
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122414-033327
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122414-033327


14	 Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 00(0)

Pettigrew, T. F., Christ, O., Wagner, U., Meertens, R. W., Van 
Dick, R., & Zick, A. (2008). Relative deprivation and inter-
group prejudice. Journal of Social Issues, 64(2), 385–401. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00567.x

Pihama, L., Reynolds, P., Smith, C., Reid, J., Smith, L. T., & 
Nana, R. T. (2014). Positioning Historical Trauma Theory 
within Aotearoa new Zealand. AlterNative: An International 
Journal of Indigenous Peoples, 10(3), 248–262. https://doi.
org/10.1177/117718011401000304

Reid, P., Cormack, D., & Paine, S. J. (2019). Colonial histories, rac-
ism and health—The experience of Māori and Indigenous peo-
ples. Public Health, 172, 119–124. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
puhe.2019.03.027

Rivera Pichardo, E. J., Jost, J. T., & Benet-Martínez, V. (2022). 
Internalization of inferiority and colonial system justification: 
The case of Puerto Rico. Journal of Social Issues, 78(1), 79–
106. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12437

Rivera Pichardo, E. J., Vargas Salfate, S., & Knowles, E. D. (2023). 
The psychology of colonial ideologies: Decoupling pro-egal-
itarian and neo-colonial sources of support for Puerto Rico 
statehood. British Journal of Social Psychology, 62(2), 743–
767. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12591

RNZ. (2021). Collins says her party won’t stand for “racist sepa-
ratism” New Zealand. Radio New Zealand. https://www.rnz.
co.nz/news/political/441350/collins-says-her-party-won-t-
stand-for-racist-separatism-new-zealand

Roediger, D. R. (1991). The wages of whiteness: Race and the mak-
ing of the American working class. Verso Books.

Runciman, W. G. (1966). Relative deprivation and social justice: 
A study of attitudes to social inequality in twentieth-century 
England (Vol. 13). University of California Press.

Satherley, N., & Sibley, C. G. (2018). A dual process model of 
post-colonial ideology. International Journal of Intercultural 
Relations, 64, 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2018.03. 
003

Schmitt, M., Maes, J., & Widaman, K. F. (2010). Longitudinal 
effects of egoistic and fraternal relative deprivation on well-
being and protest. International Journal of Psychology, 45(2), 
122–130. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590903165067

Schultzberg, M., & Muthén, B. (2018). Number of subjects and time 
points needed for multilevel time-series analysis: A simula-
tion study of dynamic structural equation modeling. Structural 
Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 25(4), 495–
515. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.1392862

Sengupta, N. K., Osborne, D., & Sibley, C. G. (2019). On the psy-
chological function of nationalistic “Whitelash.” Political 
Psychology, 40(4), 759–775. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops. 
12563

Shohat, E. (1992). Notes on the “Post-Colonial.” Social Text, 
1(31/32), 99–113. https://doi.org/10.2307/466220

Sibley, C. G. (2010). The dark duo of post-colonial ideology: 
A model of symbolic exclusion and historical negation. 
International Journal of Conflict and Violence, 4(1), 106–123.

Sibley, C. G., & Liu, J. H. (2012). Social representations of history 
and the legitimation of social inequality: The causes and con-
sequences of Historical Negation. Journal of Applied Social 
Psychology, 42(3), 598–623. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-
1816.2011.00799.x

Sibley, C. G., Liu, J. H., Duckitt, J., & Khan, S. S. (2008). Social 
representations of history and the legitimation of social inequal-
ity: The form and function of historical negation. European 
Journal of Social Psychology, 38(3), 542–565. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ejsp.449

Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2016). Ideology and post-colonial 
society. Advances in Political Psychology, 37(1), 115–161. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12323

Sibley, C. G., Robertson, A., & Kirkwood, S. (2005). Pakeha atti-
tudes toward the symbolic and resource-specific aspects of 
bicultural policy in New Zealand: The legitimizing role of col-
lective guilt for historical injustices. New Zealand Journal of 
Psychology, 34(3), 171–180.

Sibley, C. G., Stronge, S., Lilly, K. J., Yogeeswaran, K., Van 
Tongeren, D. R., Milfont, T. L., Zubielevitch, E., Bulbulia, 
J., Wilson, M. S., Overall, N. C., & Osborne, D. (2024). 
Comparative reliability of 108 scales and their short-form 
counterparts. New Zealand Journal of Psychology, 53(2), 57–
76. https://doi.org/10.63146/001c.138416

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (1999). Social dominance: An inter-
group theory of social hierarchy and oppression. Cambridge 
University Press.

Simi, P., Futrell, R., & Burston, A. (2024). How threat mobilizes the 
resurgence and persistence of US white supremacist activism: 
The 1980s to the present. Annual Review of Sociology, 50(50), 
297–317. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-031021-112151

Smith, H. J., Pettigrew, T. F., & Huo, Y. J. (2020). Relative depriva-
tion theory: Advances and applications. In Social comparison, 
judgment, and behavior. (pp. 495–526). Oxford University 
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190629113.003.0018

Smith, H. J., Pettigrew, T. F., Pippin, G. M., & Bialosiewicz, S. 
(2012). Relative deprivation: A theoretical and meta-analytic 
review. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 16(3), 
203–232. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311430825

Statistics New Zealand. (2018). 2018 Census ethnic group sum-
maries. https://www.stats.govt.nz/tools/2018-census-ethnic-
group-summaries

Statistics New Zealand. (2024). Census results reflect Aotearoa 
New Zealand’s diversity. https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/cen-
sus-results-reflect-aotearoa-new-zealands-diversity/

Taylor, M. C. (2002). Fraternal deprivation, collective threat, and 
racial resentment. In I. Walker & H. J. Smith (Eds.), Relative 
deprivation: Specification, development, and integration (pp. 
13–43). Cambridge University Press.

Thom, R. R. M., & Grimes, A. (2022). Land loss and the inter-
generational transmission of wellbeing: The experience of iwi 
in Aotearoa New Zealand. Social Science & Medicine, 296, 
114804. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2022.114804

Thomas, D. R., & Nikora, L. W. (1996). From assimilation to bicul-
turalism: Changing patterns in Māori-Pakeha relationships. In 
D. R. Thomas & A. Veno (Eds.), Community psychology and 
social change: Australian and New Zealand perspectives (pp. 
231–256). Dunmore Press.

Thomas, E. F., Zubielevitch, E., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2020). 
Testing the social identity model of collective action longitu-
dinally and across structurally disadvantaged and advantaged 
groups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 46(6), 
823–838. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219879111

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00567.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/117718011401000304
https://doi.org/10.1177/117718011401000304
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2019.03.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2019.03.027
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12437
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12591
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/political/441350/collins-says-her-party-won-t-stand-for-racist-separatism-new-zealand
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/political/441350/collins-says-her-party-won-t-stand-for-racist-separatism-new-zealand
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/political/441350/collins-says-her-party-won-t-stand-for-racist-separatism-new-zealand
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2018.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2018.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207590903165067
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.1392862
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12563
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12563
https://doi.org/10.2307/466220
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2011.00799.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2011.00799.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.449
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.449
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12323
https://doi.org/10.63146/001c.138416
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-031021-112151
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190629113.003.0018
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868311430825
https://www.stats.govt.nz/tools/2018-census-ethnic-group-summaries
https://www.stats.govt.nz/tools/2018-census-ethnic-group-summaries
https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/census-results-reflect-aotearoa-new-zealands-diversity/
https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/census-results-reflect-aotearoa-new-zealands-diversity/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2022.114804
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219879111


Lilly et al.	 15

Tyler, T. R., & Lind, E. A. (2002). Understanding the nature 
of fraternalistic deprivation: Does group-based deprivation 
involve fair outcomes or fair treatment? In I. Walker & H. 
J. Smith (Eds.), Relative deprivation: Specification, devel-
opment, and integration (pp. 44–68). Cambridge University 
Press.

Usami, S. (2021). On the differences between general cross-lagged 
panel model and random-intercept cross-lagged panel model: 
Interpretation of cross-lagged parameters and model choice. 
Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 
28(3), 331–344. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2020.1821
690

Vanneman, R. D., & Pettigrew, T. F. (1972). Race and relative 
deprivation in the urban United States. Race, 13(4), 461–486. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/030639687201300404

Versteegen, P. L. (2024). Those were the what? Contents of nos-
talgia, relative deprivation and radical right support. European 
Journal of Political Research, 63(1), 259–280. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1475-6765.12593

Waitangi Tribunal. (2025). The tribunal and the treaty. https://wait-
angitribunal.govt.nz/en/about/the-treaty/about-the-tribunal-
and-the-treaty

Walker, R. (2004). Ka whawhai tonu mātou = Struggle without 
end. Penguin Books.

Warry, W. (2008). Ending denial: understanding Aboriginal issues. 
University of Toronto Press.

Wirihana, R., & Smith, C. (2014). Historical trauma, healing and 
well-being in Māori communities. MAI Journal, 3(3), 197–
210. https://journal.mai.ac.nz/content/historical-trauma-heal-
ing-and-well-being-m%C4%81ori-communities

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2020.1821690
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2020.1821690
https://doi.org/10.1177/030639687201300404
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12593
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12593
https://waitangitribunal.govt.nz/en/about/the-treaty/about-the-tribunal-and-the-treaty
https://waitangitribunal.govt.nz/en/about/the-treaty/about-the-tribunal-and-the-treaty
https://waitangitribunal.govt.nz/en/about/the-treaty/about-the-tribunal-and-the-treaty
https://journal.mai.ac.nz/content/historical-trauma-healing-and-well-being-m%C4%81ori-communities
https://journal.mai.ac.nz/content/historical-trauma-healing-and-well-being-m%C4%81ori-communities

