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Abstract

This study intended to investigate the effect of perspective-taking on outgroup helping, with
warmth impression and outgroup status serving as the moderating variables. Data from this
study (n = 201) provided full support for all hypotheses specified. Warmth impression,
perspective-taking, and outgroup status turned out to have significant main effects on
outgroup helping. Two-way interaction effects between perspective-taking and warmth
impression (perspective-taking x warmth impression) as well as perspective-taking and
outgroup status (perspective-taking x outgroup status) on outgroup helping were also
significant. Finally, as predicted, outgroup helping was significantly affected by a three-way
interaction of perspective-taking, warmth impression and outgroup status. Both theoretical

and practical implications for these findings were discussed.
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Perspective-taking and outgroup helping: The moderating role of warmth impression

and outgroup status

1. Introduction

There is a growing debate surrounding the effect of perspective-taking on outgroup helping. Voluminous
studies have optimistically advocated their findings that persuading people to take the perspective of outgroup
members (i.e., perspective-taking) can be an effective tool to promote harmonious intergroup attitudes in general
(Dovidio et al., 2004; Galinsky & Ku, 2004; Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000; Vescio, Sechrist, & Paolucci, 2003)
and outgroup helping in particular (Batson, Chang, Orr, & Rowland, 2002; Batson, Early, & Salvarini, 1997;
Mashuri, Hasanah, & Rahmawati, 2012; Stiirmer, Snyder, Davis, & Maitner, 2009). However, other studies have
challenged this generalization by arguing that at individual level, perspective-taking is not immune to
perspective-takers’ self-serving motives (Galinsky, Maddux, Gilin, & White, 2008; Trotschel, Hiiffeimer,
Loschelder, Schwartz, & Gollwitzer, 2011; Vorauer & Sasaki, 2009). At group level, perspective-taking can
instead impair pro-outgroup behaviors among ingroup members whose social identity is threatened (Zebel,
Doosje, & Spears, 2009) and who strongly identify with their own group (Tarrant, Calitri, & Weston, 2012).

This study aimed at verifying whether or not perspective-taking is indeed beneficial to promote outgroup
helping in the lens of two moderating variables: ingroup’s warmth impression (low versus high) and outgroup’s
comparative status (lower versus higher). The scenario used to test this idea is a humanitarian natural disaster
assumed to afflict a neighboring country. Natural disaster can be a good, representative scenario to investigate
the dynamics of outgroup helping (Zagefka, Noor, Brown, Hopthrow, & de Moura, 2012; Zagefka, Noor, Brown,
de Moura, & Hopthrow, 2011). This is clearly evidenced for instance in case of December 2004 tsunami in
Southeast Asia in which the acts of helping to the victims came from people around the globe, transcending
geographical, national, or ethnic group boundaries (van Leeuwen, 2007; van Leeuwen & Mashuri, 2011).

2. Literature Review

2.1 Warmth impression and perspective-taking

A growing body of research has found that outgroup helping or the act of helping to members of a group
having multifarious different social categories, be they ethnicity, nationality, university affiliation, religion, and
so forth, is more prevalently ignited by strategic motives (Hardy & van Vugt, 2006; van Leeuwen & Téauber,
2011; van Vugt & Hardy, 2009). Such motives imply that, as explained by van Leeuwen and Tduber (2010), the
provision of help serves as a medium through which members of ingroup aspire to meet their vested interests to
exert power and dominance (Nadler & Halabi, 2006; Nadler, Harpaz-Gorodeisky, & Ben-David, 2009), to
restore a threatened identity (van Leeuwen, 2007), and to enhance good ingroup reputation and qualities
(Hopkins et al., 2007). Related to this last motive, recently van Leeuwen & Téduber (2012) have reported that
‘warmth’ proved to be one of those qualities which encourages willingness of members of ingroup to endorse
outgroup helping .

Warmth is a stereotype content which reflects some traits such as friendly, sincere, good-natured, and
trustworthy (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2004; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, & Glick, 1999).
Warmth predicts outgroup helping in two ways. Firstly, a group stereotyped as warm has been eliciting
facilitative behaviors such as helping, assisting, and defending others. On the contrary, a group stereotyped as
cold has been instead promoting intentions to actively harm this group (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007, 2008).
Secondly, as stated above, warmth is a quality that members of ingroup want to pursue, through outgroup
helping, to elevate their group image and reputation. For example, van Leeuwen & Téuber (2012) consistently
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found in their 3 experiments that in a response to refute unfavorable images about their own group such as stingy,
self-centered, and individualistic =~ imposed by members of another group (negative meta-stereotype),
participants’ concerns for the warmth image of their ingroup (i.e., friendly, social, generous, warm, and helpful)
predict outgroup helping.

To date, there have been no studies to examine the combined effect of perspective-taking and warmth
impression on outgroup helping. Perspective-taking and warmth impression are considered as two independent
determinants of outgroup helping, with the first serving as pro-social motive while the latter as a strategic motive.
Previous studies have demonstrated that perspective-taking elicits outgroup helping via the activation of a
pro-social motive of empathy (Batson et al., 2002; Batson, Early, & Salvarini, 1997; Batson, van Lange, Ahmad,
& Lishner, 2007; Mashuri, Hasanah, & Rahmawati, 2012). Pro-social motive in the context of intergroup helping
means that the provision of helping to another group (outgroup helping) is primarily directed to benefiting help
recipients. On the contrary, a strategic motive means that outgroup helping is primarily dedicated in favor of
ingroup as the helper (van Leeuwen & Téuber, 2011). This rationale therefore implies that the combination of a
pro-social motive of perspective-taking and a strategic motive of warmth impression requires the domination of
one motive, at the expense of another motive. Concisely speaking, perspective-taking can be still an effective
tool to promote outgroup helping only when the perspective-takers’ concerns for warmth impression is low.
When impression is high, the reverse effect will emerge, wherein perspective-taking no longer have impact in
outgroup helping.

2.2 Outgroup status and perspective-taking

Within the framework of Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), intergroup status differences mirror
comparative rank-orderings along prestigious dimension, encompassing relative task performance (Turner &
Brown, 1978), capabilities (Ellemers, van Knippenberg, de Vries, & Wilke, 1988), opportunities (Platow, Byrne,
& Ryan, 2005), and economic advantage (Tajfel &Turner, 1979). ) One of intergroup status differences that have
been widely connected to outgroup helping is economic or material superiority. In this domain of intergroup
helping studies, people tend to be reluctant to support for helping dedicated to members of another group having
higher economic status, more prominently in the condition in which the status is described as threatening the
currently economic advantage of ingroup (Cunningham & Platow, 2007; Halabi, et al., 2008; Jackson & Esses,
2000; Mashuri, Hasanah, & Rahmawati, 2012).

The reasons why higher outgroup status propels less degree of outgroup helping could be explained in terms
of Realistic Group Conflict Theory (RGCT: Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1961). This theory views
that observing members of another group as possessing more advantageous material status could be experienced
as economic threat, which in turn produces conflicting goals over scarce resources between the groups in
question (Jackson, 1993). Affirming this notion, Cikara, Botvinick, and Fiske (2011) identified that a competitive
orientation that fuelled intergroup hostility and conflict emerges as a result of economic threat.

To our knowledge, there has been no even one research explicitly combining the effect of economic
outgroup status and perspective-taking on outgroup helping. However, it is argued that the concept of economic
status can be connected to the concept of power, which has been investigated in relation to perspective-taking
(Galinsky, Magee, Inesi, & Gruenfeld, 2006; Tjosvold & Sagaria, 1978). Power is defined as the capacity to
influence other people by controlling over valuable resources (Keltner, et al., 2003). Based on this definition, it
can be concluded that having more superior economic status denotes having more power. Galinsky et al., (2006)
found that participants induced with high power are less likely to comprehend how other people see, think, and
feel. Power thus impairs people’s ability to take perspective-taking. Consistent with this reasoning, Bilewicz
(2009) also observed that perspective-taking can boost participants’ intentions to do outgroup helping only when
they have less power than members of the outgroup. In other words, the effect of perspective-taking on outgroup
helping will be most effective in the condition in which members of outgroup as the help recipient have higher
economic status, which also means in the same time that by having lower economic status the members of
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ingroup as the help providers are less powerful than those of outgroup. This effect therefore contradicts with the
sole, isolated effect of outgroup status on outgroup helping, wherein the higher the status of outgroup the less
likely it is that members of ingroup are willing to help that group.

2.3 The Present Study

This study is the first to examine the combined effects of perspective-taking, warmth impression, and
outgroup status on outgroup helping. Perspective-taking was manipulated using the successful paradigm used by
Mashuri, Hasanah, & Rahmawati (2012), which originally came from the procedure in the study by Batson and
Ahmad (2001). Warmth impression was measured by incorporating some traits which are previously developed
by Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick (2007, 2008) as well as van Leeuwen and Téuber (2012). The authors manipulated
outgroup status by replicating the paradigm used in the study by Mashuri, Hasanah, and Rahmawati, which was
adopted from the study by Cunningham and Platow (2007). Outgroup helping in this study was operationalized
both impersonally and personally. Impersonal outgroup helping means that the help actor is not the participants
themselves, but external agents such as the government. Personal out-helping implicates that the actor is the
participants themselves.

Based on theoretical rationales and empirical findings discussed above, the authors proposed several
hypotheses. Firstly, it was predicted that participants having high warmth impression more than those having low
warmth impression would report higher degree of outgroup helping (Hypothesis I). The next hypothesis
specified that lower outgroup status than higher outgroup status would trigger higher degree of outgroup helping
(Hypothesis 2). The authors also predicted that strong perspective-taking compared to weak perspective-taking
would elicit higher degree of outgroup helping (Hypothesis 3). Referring to a zero sum game relationship
between perspective-taking and warmth impression in which the salience or domination of the first victimizes
the latter or vice versa, the authors then predicted that strong perspective-taking than weak perspective-taking
would induce higher degree of outgroup helping only when warmth impression was low (Hypothesis 4). Based
on the argumentation that power hinders perspective-taking, it was also predicted that strong perspective-taking
than weak perspective-taking would elicit higher degree of outgroup helping, more particularly when the
members of outgroup was depicted as having higher status (Hypothesis 5). Finally, the authors predicted that
strong perspective-taking than weak perspective-taking would promote higher outgroup helping more
prominently when warmth impression was low and when the helping was addressed to outgroup having higher
status (Hypothesis 6).

3. Methods

3.1 Participants

Participants were 100 students from the Department of Islamic Education, STAIN Pekalongan, and 101
students from the Department of Psychology, University of Brawijaya (46 Males, 152 Females, 3 participants did
not mention their gender; My, = 19, SD,,. = 1.02). Participants were mainly Javanese (n = 191), and small
portion of them were Maduranese, Sundanese, and others (n = 10). They participated voluntarily, in exchange of
no rewards. The research was based on a 2 (Outgroup Status: higher versus lower) by 2 (Perspective-Taking:
strong versus weak) between-subjects design. Participants were randomly assigned to one of 4 combined
conditions: higher outgroup status and strong perspective-taking (n = 51), higher outgroup status and weak
perspective-taking (n = 49), lower outgroup status and strong perspective-taking (n = 53), lower outgroup status
and weak perspective-taking (n = 48).

3.2 Materials and Procedures

This study was conducted in a classroom setting in which participants completed a questionnaire containing
our measures and manipulations. Unless otherwise indicated, all measures were assessed using 5-points scale (1
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= not at all — 5 = very much), and scales were made by averaging the items. First of all, warmth impression was
measured using the scale developed by the authors in which participants were asked to rate the extent to which
some traits (i.e., generous, friendly, caring, faithful, reliable, and honest; a = .82; corrected item-total correlations
varied between .54 and .66) are typical for the Indonesians. This scale indeed represented warmth impression as
it highly correlated with a warmth trait which functioned as a filler item, r = .40, p = .000. Following this
measure was an article about a current academic survey of comparative income between the Vietnamese and the
Indonesians to manipulate outgroup status, which derived from the study by Mashuri, Hasanah, and Rahmawati
(2012). In the higher outgroup status condition, the article depicted that the average income of Vietnamese
surpassed that of Indonesians. On the contrary, in the lower outgroup status condition the income of Vietnamese
was less than that of Indonesians. Ostensibly published in a well-known newspaper in Indonesia, the article also
specified that the trend in both conditions was predicted to be stable over the next 10 years.

The next part of the questionnaire was a passage, which was adopted from the study by Mashuri, Hasanah,
and Rahmawati (2012). This passage in essence described about a current flood tragedy ostensibly afflicting
some provinces in Vietnam, published in a top Indonesian newspaper. Then, participants were presented with a
second passage to manipulate perspective-taking, using the same paradigm as that in the study by Mashuri,
Hasanah, and Rahmawati (2012). In the strong perspective-taking condition, participants were exposed with
verbal instructions to be emphatic toward as well as deeply concerned with others’ misery. In the reverse
direction, participants in the weak perspective-taking condition were instructed to be objective and detached as
much as possible in responding others’ misery. Subsequently following these manipulations, participants were
asked to answer an item (i.e., “The survey about comparative income of the Vietnamese and the Indonesians was
realistic and trusted”), which intended to measure the credibility of the manipulation of outgroup status.
Another single item (i.e., “The article about a flood disaster in Vietnam was realistic and trusted””) was given to
participants subsequently, which was to measure the credibility of the passage about the tragedy.

Two items to measure the degree to which participants understand content of the first article then followed
(i.e., “According to the article, the Vietnamese were poorer than the Indonesians”; “According to the article, the
average income of the Vietnamese was less than that of the Indonesians”; a = .89). Participants were also asked
to answer an item to measure the extent to which they understand the instructions in the second passage (i.e., “I
was instructed to try at my best to be objective and detached toward, as well as not affected by, others’ misery”).
Coming after this item was a filler item to measure the extent to which participants considered warm as the
Indonesians’ typical trait. The last part of the questionnaire was 5 items to measure outgroup helping, which was
created by the authors (e.g., “I was willing to give some of my clothes and household apparatus to the victims of
a flood disaster in Vietnam”; “I was willing to joint in a volunteer group to help the victims of a flood disaster in
Vietnam”; a = .65; corrected item-total correlations ranged from .328 to .490). Participants were finally asked
to inform their age and gender. After completing the questionnaire, participants were debriefed and thanked.

4. Results

4.1 Manipulation Checks

Participants’ belief in a statement regarding the comparative income survey between the Vietnamese and the
Indonesian (M= 3.37, SD = .82) was significantly above the midpoint of 3, #200) = 6.36, p = .00. This result
clearly indicated that the first article was highly realistic and credible. Participants’ belief in a vignette describing
a flood disaster currently afflicting Vietnam (M = 3.62, SD = .76) also significantly exceeded the midpoint of 3,
#201) = 11.51, p = .00, which confirmed the convincing credibility of the second article. Participants’ agreement
in statements that the income of the Vietnamese was below that of the Indonesians in the lower outgroup status
(M= 3.85, SD = .81) was significantly higher than in the higher outgroup status (M = 2.30, SD = .91), #(199) =
12.74, p = .00. This figure assured that the participants understand the instruction of the second article to
manipulate outgroup status in the right direction. It was subsequently found that participants’ agreement that they
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should try at their best to be objective toward and not affected by others’ misery in the weak perspective-taking
condition (M = 3.98, SD = 1.06) was significantly higher than in the strong perspective-taking condition (M =
2.76, SD = 1.30), #(199) = 7.25, p = .00. Thus, the instruction of the third article to manipulate perspective-taking
could also be comprehended correctly by the participants.

4.2 Preliminary Analyses

The effect of gender (coded O for female and 1 for male) on outgroup helping was assessed using an
independent sample t-test, the result of which both female (M = 3.69, SD = .64) and male (M = 3.74, SD = .53)
participants reported the same degree of outgroup helping, #(196) = .46, p = .65. The effect of age on outgroup
helping, which was assessed using a simple regression analysis, was also not significant, B = -.05, #(192) = -1.22,
p = .23. Implicatively, demographic variables of gender and age did not need to be controlled and included in the
next analyses to test the hypotheses.

4.3 Main Effect Analyses

Participants’ degree of outgroup helping was analyzed in a multiple regression analysis. In this analysis,
warmth impression (transformed to a dichotomous variable, coded 1 for high warmth impression, coded 0 for
low warmth impression), outgroup status (coded O for higher outgroup status, 1 for lower outgroup status),
perspective-taking (coded O for weak perspective-taking, 1 for strong perspective-taking), and all interaction
terms (i.e., outgroup status x perspective-taking, warmth impression X outgroup status, warmth impression X
perspective-taking, and warmth impression x outgroup status x perspective-taking) were entered as predictors.
The equation was significant, R*= 14, F(7,193) =4.47, p = .00.

The analysis revealed a main effect of warmth impression, B = .56, t = 3.41, p = .00. Supporting Hypothesis
1, participants with high warmth impression reported higher outgroup helping (M = 3.99, SD = .61) than those
with low warmth impression (M = 3.43, SD = .61), F(1, 193) = 11.26, p = .00. The main effect of outgroup status
was also significant, B = .70, t = 4.30, p = .00. In support of Hypothesis 2, participants in the lower outgroup
condition reported higher degree of outgroup helping (M = 3.86, SD = .63) than those in the higher outgroup
status condition (M = 3.55, SD = .55), F(1, 193) = 18.44, p = .00. Perspective-taking was also found to uniquely
affect outgroup helping, B = .48, r = 2.86, p = .01. The degree of outgroup helping among participants in the
strong perspective-taking condition (M = 3.93, SD = .55) was significantly higher than those in the weak
perspective-taking condition (M = 3.46, SD = .66), F(1, 193) = 8.17, p = .01. This result therefore corroborated
Hypothesis 3.

4.4 Interaction Effect Analyses

The multiple regression analysis described above also revealed a significant interaction effect of Warmth
Impression and Perspective-Taking on Outgroup Helping, B = -.60, t = -2.59, p = .01. As demonstrated in Figure
1, a simple slope analysis resulted in higher degree of outgroup helping in the strong perspective-taking
condition (M = 3.90, SD = .59) than in the weak perspective-taking condition (M = 3.43, SD = .67), F(1, 97) =
9.20, p = .00, but only when participants’ concerns for warmth impression was low. When the warmth
impression was high, strong perspective-taking did not trigger higher outgroup helping (M = 3.69, SD = .52) than
weak perspective-taking (M = 3.81, SD = .71), F(1, 96) = .52, p = .47. Accordingly, this finding was in line with
Hypothesis 4.

The interaction effect of perspective-taking and outgroup status on outgroup helping was only marginally
significant, but in expected direction, B = -.44, t = -1.91, p = .06. As shown in Figure 2, a simple slope analysis
revealed that strong perspective-taking elicited higher degree of outgroup helping (M = 3.78, SD = .53) than
weak perspective-taking (M = 3.31, SD = .57), F(1, 96) = 10.15, p = .00, but this held only in the higher
outgroup status condition. In the lower outgroup status condition, however, the degree of outgroup helping in the
strong perspective-taking condition (M = 3.88, SD = .53) was statistically the same as in the weak
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perspective-taking condition (M = 3.84, SD = .72), F(1, 97) = .04, p = .84. In conclusion, Hypothesis 5 was
also supported.
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Figure 1. The effect of Perspective-Taking (strong versus weak) on Outgroup Helping among participants with

low and high Warmth Impression
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Figure 2. The effect of Perspective-Taking (strong versus weak) on Outgroup Helping in the lower and higher

Outgroup Status condition

Finally, the interaction of warmth impression, outgroup status, and perspective-taking was also significant, B
= .82, t = 2.51, p = .01. As could be seen in Figure 3a, in the higher outgroup status condition, strong
perspective-taking elicited higher outgroup helping (M = 3.65, SD = .56) than weak perspective-taking (M = 3.18,
SD = 41), F(1, 46) = 11.24, p = .00, but only when participants’ degree of warmth impression was low. When
participants’ degree of warmth impression was high, however, in the condition of higher outgroup status, strong
perspective-taking elicited the same degree of outgroup helping (M = 3.94, SD = .46) as weak perspective-taking
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(M =3.68, SD = .86), F(1, 46) = 1.73, p = .20. In the lower outgroup status condition, as shown in Figure 3b,
strong perspective-taking compared to weak perspective-taking did not trigger higher degree of outgroup helping,
either when participants’ warmth impression was 10w, [Mgong perspective-Taking = 3-91, SDstrong Perspective-Taking = -60;
Miyeax perspective-Taking = 3.88, SDweak Perspective-Taking — 57, F(1, 51) = .05, p = .82], or high, [MSstrong Perspective-Taking =
3.94, SDsirong Perspective-Taking = 46; Myeax Perspective-Taking = 3.68, SDweax Perspective-Taking = .86; F(1, 46) = 1.73, p = .20].
All of these findings thus were in accordance with Hypothesis 6.
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Figure 3. (a) The effect of Perspective-Taking (strong versus weak) on Outgroup Helping among participants with low and high

Warmth Impression, directed to higher Outgroup Status, (b) The effect of Perspective-Taking (strong versus weak) on Outgroup

Helping among participants with low and high Warmth Impression, directed to lower Outgroup Status

5. Discussion

The main goal of this study was to attain a new insight regarding how outgroup helping is jointly influenced
by perspective-taking, warmth impression, and outgroup status. The results of this study demonstrated that
perspective-taking, warmth impression, and outgroup status uniquely explained outgroup helping. Strong
perspective-taking than weak perspective-taking, high warmth impression than low warmth impression, and
lower outgroup status than higher outgroup status aroused higher degree of outgroup helping. Some combined
interaction effects also held, in line with hypotheses specified. Firstly, strong perspective-taking compared to
weak perspective-taking triggered higher outgroup helping, but only when the degree of participants’ concerns
for warm traits was low instead of high. Secondly, strong perspective taking was more effective than weak
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perspective-taking in eliciting outgroup helping more particularly when outgroup helping was dedicated to
higher outgroup status and not lower outgroup status. Finally, strong perspective-taking turned out to encourage
higher outgroup helping than weak perspective-taking more primarily among participants with low warmth and
in the condition of higher outgroup status.

Some researchers in the past studies have treated pro-social motive and impression management as opposing
poles of a continuum of other-serving versus self-serving motivation which drive people to engage in helping
behavior (e.g., de Dreu, 2006; Meglino & Korsgaard, 2006). For example, Rioux and Penner (2001) found that
some people in the organization are indeed pro-socially motivated to help other people, in the sense that such
behavior is genuinely to serve the benefit of these people. However, the two researchers also identified that some
other people in the same organization are willing to help other people mainly to help their own images. This
finding thus confirmed the nature of pro-social motive and impression management as bipolar opposites in
driving helping behavior.

Other researchers however conversely have argued that pro-social motives and impression management
motive may coexist in shaping helping behavior. For example, across to studies Grant and Mayer (2009)
consistently found that pro-social motive and impression management motive interact positively in predicting
helping behavior and courtesy. More specifically, the two researchers observed that the high pro-social motive
than low pro-social motive contributed to higher helping behavior, but this effect emerged only among people
with high impression management. This is totally contradictive to what the authors found in this study in which
the strong perspective-taking (or the high pro-social motive) compared to weak perspective-taking (or low
pro-social motive) elicit higher outgroup helping, but only when participants’ concerns for warmth are low (low
impression management) instead of high (high impression management). Nevertheless, the difference is that
helping behavior in the study by Grant and Mayer was directed to members of people within the same
organization (ingroup helping) while helping behavior in our study is directed to members of people in other
country (outgroup helping).

Next studies thus may solve this contradictive finding by examining the interactive effect of
perspective-taking and warmth impression which is directed to either ingroup or outgroup. Moreover, van
Leeuwen and Téuber (2012) noticed that warmth impression could predict outgroup helping more specifically
under the presence of meta-stereotype. Accordingly, next studies also need to incorporate meta-stereotype
condition and test how perspective-taking jointly affect outgroup helping with warmth impression.

This study also revealed, as concluded above, that strong perspective-taking more than weak
perspective-taking is more promising in inducing higher outgroup helping especially when this helping is
addressed to higher outgroup status. At one hand, this result therefore is not in keeping with the sole effect of
outgroup status in which lower outgroup status than higher outgroup status generally urges higher outgroup
helping. At another hand, however, this result corroborated Galinsky and colleagues’ argumentation (2006) that
perspective-taking and power are opposing concepts, wherein power so often diminishes perspective-taking. It
needs to accentuate that the authors in this study analogized the concept of power and group status. More
specifically, members of ingroup portrayed as having lower material status than outgroup (i.e., higher outgroup
status) resembles having less power. Vice versa, members of ingroup portrayed as having higher material status
than outgroup (i.e., lower outgroup status) resembles having more power. In other words, higher outgroup status
also means ingroup having less power and lower outgroup status means ingroup having more power.

In many areas of study, researchers found that perspective-taking and power have contradictive effects. By
definition, the powerful than the powerless have more control over precious resources and are consequently less
dependent on other people. Thus, the powerful in actualizing their goals do not necessitate relying on accurate
and comprehensive understanding of others (Galinsky et al, 2006). Second, Fiske (1993) reported that the more
powerful the less likely it is that people take the perspective of others due to the observation that power is
typically associated with increased demands on attention. Finally, perspective-taking and power have opposing
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social implications in which the first promotes altruism and helping behavior (Batson, 1991) whereas the latter
enhances anti-social behavior such as sexual harassment (Bargh, Raymond, Pryor, & Strack, 1995). These
rationales could be a logical reason to answer why strong perspective-taking than weak perspective-taking, as
found in this study, elicited higher outgroup helping particularly when the outgroup described as having higher
status than ingroup (or when the ingroup described as having less power than outgroup). This effect may hold
only when people weakly and not strongly identify with their group, as noted by Tarrant, Calitri, & Weston
(2012), since perspective-taking is beneficial to boost pro-outgroup behavior only among these people. Next
studies need to verify this notion.

From the strategic motive standpoint (van Leeuwen 2007; van Leeuwen & Tauber, 2009; van Leeuwen &
Tauber, 2011), outgroup helping reflects unbalanced status relation between the helpers and recipients, wherein
the first are prevalently the more fortunate, the more skillful, and the rich whereas the latter are the less fortunate,
the less skillful, and the poor. This implies that out-group helping harbors a blatant categorization that the helpers
seem more superior to the recipients. Transcending this categorization boundary, perspective-taking was found to
evoke self-other overlap or a shared common identity, which in turn fosters social bond and facilitates social
coordination (Galinsky, Ku, & Wang, 2005).

Based on this positive finding, perspective-taking has been widely implemented as a core feature in diversity
training, a program to enhance harmonious intergroup relations by integrating instead of excluding the minority
into the organization (Pendry, Driscoll, & Field, 2007). This diversity training that is relied on the importance of
perspective-taking can be possibly applied for potential helpers to promote pro-social motive rather than
strategic motives in conducting or supporting for out-group helping. This way, people are willing to do out-group
helping not because they want to make their group look warm or because they consider the out-group as having
lower or higher economic status. Rather, people help outgroup simply because they consider that this group is
their fellow members, who have the same, more inclusive social category as, for example, human beings,
Southeast Asian people, and so forth.

Some limitations of this study are noteworthy. First, this study recruited mostly the Javanese, whereas in fact
Indonesia consists of people with multifarious ethnicities. As a result, this study cannot be generalized to ethnic
groups other than the Javanese. Second, outgroup helping in this study is not measured behaviorally, but verbally
in the form of paper-and-pencil. The findings in this study thus will be more robust if next studies measure
outgroup helping behaviorally and observe the same results. Finally, the sampling in this study is mainly
Indonesian university students. Implicatively, this study cannot be generalized to younger people (junior high
school students, senior high school students) or older people than university students.

6. Conclusion

This study confirmed an interactive instead of bipolar model of perspective-taking and impression
management of warmth in predicting outgroup helping. In line of this perspective, both perspective-taking and
warmth can coexist in affecting outgroup helping. More particularly, strong perspective-taking proved to be more
effective than weak perspective-taking in inducing people’s willingness to help members of outgroup especially
when their warmth impression is low. Moreover, this study also provides justification for the truism that
perspective-taking and power are opposite concepts in which power can limit the effect of perspective-taking on
outgroup helping. Strong perspective-taking than weak perspective-taking is still indeed beneficial to determine
outgroup helping but more strongly in the condition in which members of ingroup depicted as having less power
(or lower material status) than those of outgroup.

Given the beneficial role of perspective-taking in affecting outgroup helping, any factors deemed to promote
perspective-taking in the context of intergroup relation need to be identified and then implemented in concrete
programs by the Indonesian government. A meta-analysis study conducted by Pettigrew and Tropp (2008) for
example reported that perspective-taking in the context of intergroup relation could be enhanced through
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intergroup contact. As argued by Mashuri, Hasanah, & Rahmawati (2012), intergroup contact in the domain of
cross-country bilateral or multilateral relationships can be realized by, for example, promoting cooperation
among countries in terms of student exchange or cross-cultural exhibition.
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