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A fundamental hypothesis of  social identity the-
ory is that individuals self-categorize based on 
their group membership and, consequently, 
express ingroup favoritism as a way to achieve 
and maintain a positive identity (Hogg & Abrams, 
1990; Scheepers & Ellemers, 2019; Tajfel, 1982; 
Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Moreover, it is proposed 
that ingroup positive distinctiveness serves as a 
source of  self-esteem that in turn propels indi-
viduals to favor ingroups over outgroups (Abrams 
& Hogg, 2010). This hypothesis was thoroughly 
examined across two prominent reviews (Aberson 
et  al., 2000; Rubin & Hewstone, 1998). First, 

Rubin and Hewstone’s (1998) literature review 
examined the hypotheses that (a) low self-esteem 
enhances ingroup favoritism (or intergroup dis-
crimination), and that (b) ingroup favoritism in 
turn elevates self-esteem (also see Hogg & 
Abrams, 1990). Their review yielded mixed 
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results: more studies supported the ingroup 
favoritism increases self-esteem relation than the 
low self-esteem enhances ingroup favoritism rela-
tion. The authors suggested that the lack of  sup-
port for the self-esteem and ingroup favoritism 
hypothesis in its entirety is due to the dearth of  
specific social self-esteem measures adopted in 
research (Rubin & Hewstone, 1998, p. 57).

Shortly after this review, Aberson et al. (2000) 
conducted a meta-analysis of  34 studies (113 
effect sizes) and found that high self-esteem indi-
viduals exhibited greater ingroup favoritism than 
low self-esteem individuals. However, there was 
no relation between self-esteem and ingroup 
favoritism when studies (a) used indirect versus 
direct measures (e.g., an indirect measure was 
when participants observed ingroup members 
complete a task together, whereas a direct meas-
ure was when participants were part of  the 
ingroup completing the task), and (b) adminis-
tered collective self-esteem measures (that were 
not confounded with group identification) as 
opposed to personal self-esteem measures. The 
latter results suggest that when self-esteem is 
based on one’s group, it is not associated with 
how much one favors the ingroup over the 
outgroup.

Notwithstanding the contribution of  the 
above reviews, they are limited by the fact that 
measures of  ingroup favoritism simultaneously 
evaluate the ingroup and the outgroup (e.g., 
measures include relative allocations of  points or 
money and ratings of  similarity between the 
ingroup and outgroup). Because past reviews do 
not disentangle the two group’s evaluations, it 
remains unclear whether self-esteem is linked to 
ingroup liking independent of  outgroup deroga-
tion. This is important to examine for several 
reasons.

First, early theorists maintained that ingroup 
favoritism reflects an inverse relation between 
ingroup and outgroup attitudes—increased liking 
for the ingroup corresponds to decreased liking 
for the outgroup (Sherif, 1966; Sherif  & Sherif, 
1953; Sumner, 1906; for a discussion, see Brewer, 
1999). From this perspective, Aberson et  al.’s 
(2000) meta-analysis can be interpreted as support 

for opposing relations between self-esteem and 
outgroup versus ingroup evaluations. In other 
words, high self-esteem individuals are more likely 
than low self-esteem individuals to like their 
ingroup but to derogate their outgroup.

Second, and to somewhat complicate matters, 
Brewer (1999) argued in a seminal review that 
ingroup liking and outgroup derogation are often 
studied interchangeably, but that they are not 
“two sides of  the same coin” (p. 430; also see 
Allport, 1954, Chapter 3). This suggests that 
ingroup liking and outgroup derogation are 
uniquely related to self-esteem. This would be 
consistent with the hypothesis that individuals 
like their ingroups because they provide material 
support, status, and a sense of  belonging and 
security (Correll & Park, 2005; Dovidio & 
Gaertner, 2010). Thus, individuals who feel good 
about themselves at least in part because of  their 
ingroups (high self-esteem individuals) should 
exhibit relatively strong ingroup liking. By com-
parison, individuals might express outgroup der-
ogation because outgroups are a source of  
competition for money, status, and power 
(Dovidio & Gaertner, 2010). Since high self-
esteem is linked to high power and status (e.g., 
Ellemers et al., 1999), high self-esteem individuals 
may be motivated to protect and maintain these 
resources by expressing negative attitudes toward 
outgroups. Consistent with this notion, evidence 
from cross-cultural correlational studies shows 
that high self-esteem individuals express greater 
outgroup derogation than low self-esteem indi-
viduals (Aberson et al., 2000; Amiot & Hornsey, 
2010; Crocker et  al., 1993; Falomir-Pichastor & 
Mugny, 2009; Utsey et al., 2002; Verkuyten, 1996; 
Verkuyten & Masson, 1995).

Third, it is important to examine ingroup liking 
separately from outgroup derogation because ste-
reotyping, prejudice, and discrimination are 
widely considered to be uniquely functional in 
maintaining people’s self-esteem (Allport, 1954; 
Branscombe & Wann, 1994; De Cremer & 
Oosterwegel, 1999; Fein & Spencer, 1997). For 
decades, theorists have proposed that outgroup 
derogation in particular functions to meet a vari-
ety of  psychological and evolutionary needs, 
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including enhancing group identity (Falomir-
Pichastor & Mugny, 2009; Jackson, 2002), main-
taining group norms (Browning, 1992; Goldhagen, 
1996), simplifying our complex social environment 
(Fazio et al., 2000; Katz, 1960), conserving cogni-
tive resources (Macrae et  al., 1994), and survival 
(Nowak & Lindsay, 1992; Suedfeld et  al., 2002). 
However, perhaps no instrumental role of  out-
group derogation is better known than ego-
defense or self-image maintenance (Crocker et al., 
1993; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Fein & Spencer, 
1997; Kunda & Spencer, 2003). According to this 
perspective, people who wish to feel better about 
themselves are motivated to express negative atti-
tudes toward others who are perceived as different 
and somewhat inferior, to address their low self-
image needs. Consistent with this viewpoint, 
numerous correlational studies with participants 
from varied social identities and cultures demon-
strate that low self-esteem individuals exhibit 
stronger stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimina-
tion than high self-esteem individuals (e.g., Heaven 
& Rajab, 1983; Little et al., 1998; Ruttenberg et al., 
1996; Valentine, 1998; Verkuyten, 1996; Verkuyten 
& Masson, 1995).

Finally, separating the distinct group evalua-
tions and examining their relations to self-esteem 
can address the broader issue of  the role of  self-
esteem in the judgment of  others regardless of  
their group membership. Theories of  social com-
parison (Wills, 1981), frustration–aggression 
(Dollard et al., 1939), and scapegoating (Miller & 
Bugelski, 1948) suggest that low self-esteem indi-
viduals are particularly motivated to express nega-
tive evaluations of  others in general. This is the 
case because, relative to high self-esteem individu-
als, low self-esteem individuals focus on worse off  
others for comparison (Friend & Gilbert, 1973), 
as social comparison theory would require; and 
exhibit high trait anger and strong frustration 
reactivity (Arslan, 2009; McLennan, 1987), as 
scapegoating and frustration–aggression theories 
would require. If  low self-esteem individuals wish 
to address these cognitive and affective motiva-
tional needs by derogating groups in general, then 
self-esteem should be equally related to both 
ingroup and outgroup evaluations. However, if  

the two group evaluations serve unique functional 
roles in self-esteem, as some of  the perspectives 
reviewed above suggest, then self-esteem should 
be distinctly related to ingroup evaluations versus 
outgroup evaluations.

Given the above review, the first goal of  the 
current research is to use the meta-analytic 
method to systematically examine across multiple 
studies the relation between self-esteem and 
ingroup evaluations separate from outgroup eval-
uations within the same study. In this manner, we 
extend previous reviews (Aberson et  al., 2000; 
Rubin & Hewstone, 1998) by clarifying the pre-
cise and unique functional role of  self-esteem in 
ingroup liking versus outgroup derogation.

Moderators of the Self-Esteem and 
Outgroup Evaluation Relation
The second goal of  the present meta-analysis is 
to examine the factors that may moderate the 
relation between self-esteem and outgroup evalu-
ations. We specifically target outgroup (as 
opposed to ingroup) evaluations in this relation 
for two reasons. First, and as per the above litera-
ture review, empirical evidence for the self-esteem 
and outgroup evaluations relation is quite mixed, 
so testing moderators can clarify when the rela-
tion emerges. Second, theories related to the self-
esteem and outgroup evaluations association 
provide a priori moderators for which we have 
the opportunity to test in the present meta-analy-
sis data. We focus on four moderators: type of  
self-esteem, intergroup status judgments, type of  
outgroup, and domain match between self-esteem 
and outgroup evaluation. We describe these mod-
erators next.

Personal versus collective self-esteem.  Outgroup dero-
gation functions to meet overall self-image needs, 
but is the latter rooted more in general personal 
self-esteem or collective self-esteem? Whereas 
personal self-esteem is an individual’s global posi-
tive thoughts and feelings about their own worth 
and importance (Robins et al., 2001; Rosenberg, 
1965), collective self-esteem is the extent to which 
individuals positively evaluate themselves based 
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on their group membership (Crocker & Luh-
tanen, 1990; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992; Scheep-
ers et al., 2009). Social identity theory posits that 
self-categorizing at the group level propels indi-
viduals to express ingroup favoritism to maintain 
their group’s positive distinctiveness (Abrams & 
Hogg, 1988). To the extent that ingroup favorit-
ism reflects an inverse relation between ingroup 
and outgroup attitudes (see above review), one 
might expect high collective self-esteem individu-
als to express stronger outgroup derogation than 
low collective self-esteem individuals. Moreover, 
because of  the group-based connection between 
collective self-esteem and outgroup evaluations, it 
is plausible that this relation would be stronger 
than the personal self-esteem and outgroup eval-
uations relation (see Aberson et al., 2000, p. 161).

Interestingly, Aberson et al. (2000) found that 
personal self-esteem was significantly related to 
ingroup favoritism, but collective self-esteem 
(after controlling for group identification) was 
not related to ingroup favoritism. Given that the 
present meta-analysis isolates evaluations of  the 
outgroup (separate from evaluations of  the 
ingroup), we are better able to test the precise 
role of  collective versus personal self-esteem in 
outgroup evaluations. Following the above theo-
retical review, we expect type of  self-esteem to 
moderate the relation between self-esteem and 
outgroup derogation; specifically, collective self-
esteem should be more strongly related to out-
group evaluations than personal self-esteem.

Intergroup status judgments.  High- versus low-status 
groups differ historically or presently in their 
respective wealth, power, education, employ-
ment, and experiences with discrimination (Fiske, 
1993; Keltner et al., 2003; van Laar et al., 2010). 
Since members of  low-status groups may wish to 
avoid confirmation of  their low status, they may 
be more motivated to use outgroup derogation to 
boost their self-esteem. This rationale is in line 
with a self-protection hypothesis, which argues 
that individuals and groups with a poor self-
image avoid confirming it by negatively evaluat-
ing outgroups(Crocker et al., 1993, p. 57; see also 
Blaine & Crocker, 1993). Empirical support for 

the self-protection hypothesis comes from 
research showing that low-status group members 
with low self-esteem tend to express greater out-
group derogation than those members with high 
self-esteem (Heaven & Rajab, 1983; Kelly & 
Duckitt, 1995; Ruttenberg et al., 1996; Verkuyten, 
1996; Verkuyten & Masson, 1995; but see 
Andreopoulou & Houston, 2002; Kelly & Duck-
itt, 1995).

However, because some high-status groups 
may perceive their status to be unstable, illegiti-
mate, or pervious (Bettencourt et  al., 2001), or 
they simply feel entitled (Richeson & Ambady, 
2003), their high self-esteem may be tied to the 
expression of  outgroup derogation. A self-
enhancement hypothesis suggests that individu-
als with power use the opportunity to express 
outgroup derogation as a means to protect and 
maintain their resources (Crocker et  al., 1993). 
Support for the self-enhancement hypothesis 
comes from research showing that high-status 
group members with high self-esteem tend to 
express greater outgroup derogation than those 
with low self-esteem (e.g., Quinton et  al., 1996; 
Utsey et  al., 2002; Verkuyten & Masson, 1995). 
The present meta-analysis of  multiple data sets 
tests if  either or neither hypothesis is supported.

Real versus minimal groups.  Does the self-esteem 
and outgroup evaluation relation equally emerge 
when evaluations target arbitrary groups in a min-
imal group paradigm as opposed to real and more 
emotionally significant groups? Real groups are 
formed in society from intergroup distinctions 
(e.g., Turks vs. Dutch), while minimal groups are 
groups created in the laboratory based on trivial 
criteria (e.g., a coin toss; Billig & Tajfel, 1973; 
Locksley et al., 1980). Real groups tend to have an 
intense, long-term sense of  group identification 
and emotional significance, whereas minimal 
groups possess a short-term sense of  identifica-
tion and significance (Gaertner & Insko, 2000; 
Hunter et al., 2005). Frequent group experiences 
should produce stronger group-based feelings, so 
we might expect real group members to be par-
ticularly motivated to maintain their positive dis-
tinctiveness by derogating relevant outgroups. 
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However, social identity theory (Tajfel, 1970, 
1981) posits that minimal groups should be a par-
ticularly compelling context (because of  the 
absence of  preexisting influences) in which to 
test the predicted relations between self-esteem 
and intergroup evaluations. Considering these 
ideas, the relation between self-esteem and out-
group derogation may be similar when the evalu-
ated outgroup is either real or minimal.

Domain match between self-esteem and outgroup evalua-
tion.  Domain match is the conceptual corre-
spondence between the domains of  self-esteem 
and outgroup evaluation. For example, the rela-
tion between ethnicity-based collective self-
esteem and ethnicity-based outgroup derogation 
constitutes a domain match, but the relation 
between either personal or gender-based self-
esteem and ethnicity-based outgroup derogation 
does not. Both the domain specificity of  self-
esteem and that of  outgroup derogation are 
expected to strengthen the self-esteem and out-
group derogation relation (see e.g., Falomir-
Pichastor & Mugny, 2009). If, as per social identity 
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), group members 
derive their self-esteem from their group mem-
bership and are motivated to achieve a positive 
and distinctive social identity by addressing rele-
vant outgroup threats via negative outgroup eval-
uations, then the relation between high self-esteem 
and strong outgroup derogation should be 
stronger when domain match is present versus 
when it is not.

Method

Screening of Literature and Study Selection
To be comprehensive in our literature search, 
we sought to identify all psychology and sociol-
ogy articles that assessed self-esteem and 
ingroup favoritism, and whose measures of  the 
latter allowed us to separate evaluations of  
ingroups from those of  outgroups. As dis-
played in Figure 1, first, we searched the 
PsycINFO and Sociological Abstracts data-
bases for all peer-reviewed articles and 

dissertation manuscripts. We used the keyword 
“self-esteem” in combination with each of   
the following two sets of  keywords: (a) for  
outgroup evaluations: “stereotyping,” “preju-
dice,” “discrimination,” “attitudes,” “out-
group,” “bias,” and “derogation” (for a total of  
seven Boolean searches in each of  the two data-
bases); and (b) for ingroup favoritism: “inter-
group,” “intragroup,” “ingroup,” “group” in 
conjunction with “attitudes,” “liking,” “favorit-
ism,” “bias,” and “derogation” (for a total of  20 
Boolean searches in each of  the two databases). 
For dissertation abstracts that indicated or sug-
gested that self-esteem and ingroup favoritism 
were measured, we e-mailed the authors twice 
to request their data for possible inclusion. 
Second, we reviewed the reference sections of  
the articles found in the above Boolean searches 
and of  four past relevant reviews (Aberson 
et  al., 2000; Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Hogg & 
Abrams, 1990; Rubin & Hewstone, 1998). 
Third, we sent three requests for published and 
nonpublished data to the listservs of  the Society 
for Personality and Social Psychology and the 
Society for the Psychological Study of  Social 
Issues. The above literature screening proce-
dure concluded in October 2021. Finally, the 
authors independently reviewed 158 abstracts 
that resulted from the above searches.

The above extensive search yielded a total of  
72 papers (65 published and seven unpublished 
dissertations) for possible inclusion. Each 
author independently reviewed all papers. We 
excluded 43 papers for the following reasons: (a) 
23 papers did not provide the necessary data to 
calculate an effect size. We attempted twice to 
contact the authors to obtain additional data, 
but they did not respond to our requests (16) or 
they no longer had the data because they were 
lost (e.g., computer damage) or dated (seven); 
(b) 14 papers used an ingroup favoritism meas-
ure in which ingroup evaluations were insepara-
ble from outgroup evaluations (e.g., in a point 
distribution task, participants assigned a single 
set of  points to the ingroup relative to an out-
group; e.g., Hogg & Sunderland, 1991); and (c) 
for six papers, the authors’ current contact 
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information was unavailable. The final selection 
yielded a total of  29 papers that reported 37 
studies or independent samples (33 published 
and four unpublished studies), with data from 
up to 15,764 participants for inclusion in the 
meta-analysis.

Effect Size Computation and Coding of 
Moderator Variables
To ensure the accuracy of  effect size computa-
tions and the reliability of  the coding of  modera-
tor variables, the first author and either the 
second or third author independently computed 
all effect sizes and coded each one for moderator 
analyses following the procedures described 
below. Minimal disagreements were easily 
resolved through discussion. To compute effect 
sizes, we used the strategies and conventions rec-
ommended by Borenstein et  al. (2009) and 
Johnson and Eagly (2000). All major equations 
and procedures are reported below.

We examined the method and results sections 
of  all papers and collected the reported data 
from which effect sizes could be computed. For 
articles that did not report an r value, we 
requested such data from the authors. All but 
authors of  four articles responded; for those 
four articles, we used the reported means (M) 
and standard deviations (SD) to calculate d val-
ues. Specifically, we calculated the standardized 
difference,

d M M
SD

=
−� � �A B ,

where MA and MB are the sample means of  two 
groups, and pooled SD is the

Pooled� A A B B

A B

SD
n SD n SD

n n
=

−( ) ( ) + −( ) ( )
+ −

1 1
2

2 2

where nA and nB are the group sample sizes, and 
SDA and SDB are the group standard deviations.

Figure 1.  Paper screening process.
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Next, d was converted to a correlation coeffi-
cient r,

r d

d
=

+2 4

Finally, all r values were converted to a Z value 
using Fisher’s (1921) r-to-Z transformation (Zr),

z r
rr e=

+
−

1
2

1
1

log .� �

In line with meta-analysis conventions, we per-
formed all meta-analytic calculations on Zr values 
(Borenstein et al., 2009; Johnson & Eagly, 2000). 
Each effect size (Zr) represents the relation 
between self-esteem and a group evaluation such 
that a positive effect size means that higher self-
esteem is associated with stronger positive group 
evaluations, and a negative effect size means that 
higher self-esteem is associated with stronger 
negative (or weaker positive) group evaluations.

The above procedures yielded a total of  106 
effect sizes. This included up to 71 effect sizes of  
the self-esteem and outgroup evaluation relation 
that were coded for the four categorical modera-
tor variables discussed in the introduction: (a) 
personal or collective self-esteem, (b) real or min-
imal groups, (c) high-status group judging low-
status group or vice versa, and (d) domain match 
or not a match between self-esteem and outgroup 
evaluation.1 Supplemental Table 1 lists all studies 
and their corresponding effect sizes (https://osf.
io/9hvuc/).

Publication Bias
We used two interrelated approaches to assess 
publication bias. First, we created a funnel plot 
graph to examine the asymmetry of  the associa-
tion between the 106 effect sizes (Zr) and their 
corresponding standard errors (SEs; see supple-
mental Figure 1, https://osf.io/9hvuc/). A visual 
inspection of  the funnel plot graph indicates a 
symmetric shape of  a funnel around the overall 
effect size. Second, we submitted all 106 effect 
sizes to an Egger’s linear regression test of  funnel 
plot asymmetry (Egger et  al., 1997; Sterne & 

Egger, 2005). Results indicated that there was no 
evidence of  publication bias, t(104) = 0.92, 
p = .338.

Results and Discussion
To calculate the meta-analysis indexes, we used 
the strategies and conventions recommended by 
Borenstein et  al. (2009) and Johnson and Eagly 
(2000; see also Cafri et al., 2010). We adopted ran-
dom effects model over fixed effects model pro-
cedures for several important reasons. First, the 
present studies vary in sample types (e.g., regional 
and cultural differences), so we expected differ-
ent effect sizes across different studies. Second, 
we sought to generalize the results of  our meta-
analysis to the population of  studies from which 
we sampled. Lastly, random effects models are 
associated with less Type I error when testing 
mean effect sizes and moderators, and with less 
error in small confidence intervals around mean 
effect size estimates. Next, we report the equa-
tions consistent with random effects models. To 
ensure the reliability of  our statistics, the coau-
thors independently analyzed the data. All data 
are publicly available (https://osf.io/9hvuc/).

First, we calculated a measure of  central ten-
dency of  our effect sizes, the overall mean effect 
size (M*):

M
W Y

W

k
i

k
i

* i
*
i

i
*

�= =

=

∑
∑

1

1

,

where k is the number of  effect sizes, Yi is the 
standardized individual effect size (Zr), and W*

i is 
the adjusted weight for random effects models,

W
Vi
Yi

*
* �.=
1

V*
Yi is the within-study variance,

V V TY Yi i

* = + 2 ,

where T2 is the between-studies variance,

T Q df
C

2 =
− �.

https://osf.io/9hvuc/
https://osf.io/9hvuc/
https://osf.io/9hvuc/
https://osf.io/9hvuc/
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Q represents the homogeneity of  our effect sizes,

Q WY
WY

Wi

k

i i
i
k

i i

i
k

i

= −
=

=

=

∑ ∑
∑

�
1

2 1
2

1

( )
,

where k and Yi are noted above, and Wi is the 
weight for each effect size,

W
ni = −
1
3( )

and

C W
W
Wi
i

i
= −∑ ∑

∑
�

2

.

Next, we calculated two indexes to evaluate effect 
sizes. First, lower limit (LL) and upper limit (UL) 
confidence intervals (CI),

LL M SEM M* *
* �= − ×1 96.

and

UL M SEM M* *
* �= + ×1 96. ,

where 1.96 is the unit-normal value for a 95% CI, 
M* is the overall mean effect size (see above), and 
SEM* is the estimated standard error of  the sum-
mary effect,

SE VM M* *= .

VM* is the variance of  the summary effect,

V
W

M

i
k

i

*
*

=
=∑
1

1

.

The second is a Z value (Z*) for M*,

Z M
SEM

*
*

*

= ,

which can be interpreted by evaluating its corre-
sponding p value.

Finally, for moderator analyses, we calculated 
Z*

Diff, the magnitude of  the difference between 
mean effect sizes:

Z Diff
SEDiff

Diff

*
*

*

= ,

where Diff* is the difference between the two 
effects,

Diff M MA B
* * *�= − ,

and SEDiff* is the estimated variance,

SE V VDiff M MA B
* * *= + .

Relation Between Self-Esteem and Ingroup 
Versus Outgroup Evaluations
The first major goal of  this meta-analysis is to 
test if  the relation between self-esteem and group 
evaluations varies when the group evaluation tar-
gets an ingroup versus an outgroup. Table 1 
reports all descriptive and inferential statistics. 
High self-esteem individuals expressed stronger 
positive ingroup evaluations than low self-esteem 
individuals, M* = 0.15, 95% CI [0.09, 0.22], 
Z* = 4.56, p < .001; and a majority of  effect sizes 
were positive (k = 35, 66%). Furthermore, high 
self-esteem individuals expressed stronger posi-
tive outgroup evaluations than low self-esteem 
individuals, M* = 0.06, 95% CI [0.02, 0.11], 
Z* = 2.76, p = .006; and a majority of  effect sizes 
were positive (k = 42, 79%). Very important to 
the present meta-analysis, the index of  the self-
esteem and ingroup evaluation relation was statis-
tically stronger than the index of  the self-esteem 
and outgroup evaluation, Z*

Diff  = −2.19, p = .028.
These results suggest that the self-esteem and 

ingroup favoritism relation is driven by high self-
esteem individuals liking ingroups and, to a lesser 
extent, outgroups more than low self-esteem 
individuals. Moreover, because the meta-analysis 
yielded a clear and systematic relation of  self-
esteem to ingroup attitudes and outgroup atti-
tudes, the data suggest that contexts in which 
individuals are given the opportunity to express 
judgments of  both the ingroup and the outgroup 
activate positive distinctiveness. Positive distinc-
tiveness is tied to self-esteem, and our data sug-
gest that it is more tethered to positive evaluations 
of  the ingroup than to those of  the outgroup.

The above results also support the idea that 
low self-esteem individuals derogate both 
ingroups and outgroups (i.e., all groups regardless 
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of  group membership) to address self-esteem 
needs. Furthermore, the relatively weak but statis-
tically significant relation between self-esteem and 
outgroup evaluations across the multiple effect 
sizes is consistent with the mixed evidence 
reviewed in the introduction. As we discussed in 
the introduction, it is plausible that other contex-
tual and individual factors drive individuals who 
vary in self-esteem to express outgroup bias.

Moderator Analyses of the Relation 
Between Self-Esteem and Outgroup 
Evaluations
We conducted a between-effect size analysis of  
variance to test the role of  four potential 

moderators in the relation between self-esteem 
and outgroup evaluations. The results show that 
the effect sizes were not homogeneous, 
Q(53) = 372.34, p < .010, suggesting that effect 
size variability is explained by moderating fac-
tors. Moderator analysis can account for system-
atic differences at the multiple levels of  a factor 
(e.g., personal vs. collective self-esteem) and thus 
shed light on the specific conditions under which 
the relation between self-esteem and outgroup 
liking or derogation exists (or not). For the four 
categorical moderators discussed in the intro-
duction, we tested the homogeneity of  the effect 
sizes within each level by calculating the follow-
ing descriptive and inferential statistics (see Table 
2): the frequency of  effect sizes (k), weighted 

Table 1.  Summary of the relation between self-esteem and group evaluations as a function of group target.

Group evaluation target k n M*
i Z*

i 95% CI Z*
Diff

Ingroup 53 15,741 0.15 4.56 * [0.09, 0.22] –2.19*

Outgroup 53 15,764 0.06 2.76* [0.02, 0.11]  

Note. k = number of effect sizes per level; n = sample size by level; M*
i = weighted mean effect size by level; Z*

i = standardized 
weighted mean effect size by level; CI = confidence intervals; Z*

Diff = the magnitude of difference in mean effect between the 
two subgroups.
*All ps < .050.

Table 2.  Summary of descriptive and inferential statistics: Moderators for the relation between self-esteem and 
outgroup evaluations.

Moderator variables and levels k n M*
i Z*

i 95% CI Z*
Diff

Self-esteem
  Personal 41 11,355 0.05 2.24* [0.01, 0.10] 0.11
  Collective 30 6,988 0.06 1.43 [−0.02, 0.14]  
Intergroup status judgements
  High-status group judged low-status group 16 3,091 0.01 0.18 [−0.12, 0.15] −1.37
  Low-status group judged high-status group 15 4,381 0.13 2.59* [0.03, 0.23]  
Group type  
   Real 50 16,253 0.07 2.84* [0.02, 0.12] −1.56
  Minimal 20 2,069 0.00 −0.05 [−0.08, 0.08]  
Domain match between self-esteem and outgroup evaluation
  Match 23 5,518 0.05 0.90 [−0.06, 0.15] −0.18
   No match 47 12,804 0.06 2.63* [0.01, 0.10]  

Note. k = number of effect sizes per level; n = sample size by level; M*
i = weighted mean effect size by level; Z*

i = standardized 
weighted mean effect size by level; CI = confidence intervals; Z*

Diff = the magnitude of difference in mean effect between the 
two subgroups.
*All ps < .050.
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mean effect sizes (Mi
*), confidence intervals (CI), 

and standardized weighted mean effect sizes (Zi
*) 

for the effect sizes that corresponded to each 
level of  the moderator (relevant formulas listed 
above). Finally, we calculated the magnitude of  
the difference in mean effect sizes of  each mod-
erator level (ZDiff*).

Personal versus collective self-esteem.  Personal self-
esteem was measured in 41 effect sizes, and collec-
tive self-esteem was measured in 30 effect sizes. 
High personal self-esteem individuals expressed 
greater positive outgroup evaluations than low 
personal self-esteem individuals, Mi

* = 0.05, 95% 
CI [0.01, 0.10], Zi

* = 2.24, p = .025; and most effect 
sizes were positive (k = 26, 63%). However, col-
lective self-esteem did not covary with outgroup 
evaluations, Mi

* = 0.06, 95% CI [−0.02, 0.14], 
Zi

* = 1.43, p = .153. Although the weighted mean 
effect sizes corresponded to different patterns, 
they were not statistically different, ZDiff* = 0.11, 
p = .910. The patterns, however, were consistent 
with Aberson et al.’s (2000) meta-analysis, show-
ing that personal self-esteem is a better predictor 
than collective self-esteem of  how one evaluates 
outgroups.

Intergroup status judgments.  Low-status groups’ 
judgments of  high-status groups were assessed in 
15 effect sizes, and high-status groups’ judgments 
of  low-status groups were assessed in 16 effect 
sizes. Low-status members with high self-esteem 
were more likely to positively evaluate high-status 
outgroup members than low-status members 
with low self-esteem were, Mi

* = 0.13, 95% CI 
[0.03, 0.23], Zi

* = 2.59, p = .010; and most effect 
sizes were positive (k = 12, 80%). However, the 
self-esteem and outgroup evaluation relation was 
nonexistent when high-status groups judged low-
status groups, Mi

* = 0.01, 95% CI [−0.12, 0.15], 
Zi

* = 0.18, p = .856. Although the weighted mean 
effect sizes corresponded to different patterns, 
they were not statistically different, ZDiff* = −1.37, 
p = .169. The low-status pattern of  results is con-
sistent with a self-protection hypothesis—low-
status group members who also possess low 
self-esteem are more likely to express outgroup 

derogation, potentially to protect their dampened 
self-regard.

Real versus minimal groups.  Real groups were tar-
geted in 50 effect sizes, and minimal groups were 
used in 20 effect sizes. Among real groups, high 
self-esteem was associated with strong positive 
outgroup evaluations, Mi

* = 0.07, 95% CI [0.02, 
0.12], Zi

* = 2.84, p = .005, and most effect sizes 
were positive (k = 35, 70%). However, among 
minimal groups, the self-esteem and outgroup 
evaluations relation was nonexistent, Mi

* = 0.00, 
95% CI [−0.08, 0.08], Zi

* = −0.05, p = .961. 
Although the weighted mean effect sizes corre-
sponded to different patterns, they were not sta-
tistically different, ZDiff* = −1.56, p = .119. The 
different patterns, however, suggest that the 
intense, long-term sense of  group identification 
among real group members is a prerequisite for 
propelling the motivational link between self-
esteem and outgroup evaluations. However, it 
does not appear that, in general, self-esteem be a 
source of  motivation for evaluating outgroups in 
a minimal group setting.

Domain match between self-esteem and outgroup evalua-
tion.  Domain match was coded in 23 effect sizes, 
while no-domain match was coded in 47 effect 
sizes. When domain match was not present, high 
self-esteem individuals expressed stronger posi-
tive outgroup evaluations than low self-esteem 
individuals, Mi

* = 0.06, 95% CI [0.01, 0.10], 
Zi

* = 2.63, p = .009, and most of  the effect sizes 
(k = 32, 68%) were positive. However, when 
domain match was present, there was no differ-
ence in outgroup evaluation by level of  self-
esteem, Mi

* = 0.05, 95% CI [−0.06, 0.15], 
Zi

* = 0.90, p = .366. Although the weighted mean 
effect sizes corresponded to different patterns, 
they were not statistically different, ZDiff* = −0.18, 
p = .856.

General Discussion
The first goal of  the present meta-analysis was 
to systematically examine the relation between 
self-esteem and evaluations of  the ingroup 



Rivera et al.	 11

separate from those of  the outgroup. The 
results revealed that high self-esteem was asso-
ciated with greater ingroup liking and greater 
outgroup liking, but that the former relation 
was stronger than the latter. Because our meta-
analysis directly speaks to the relation between 
self-esteem and distinct levels of  liking ingroups 
versus outgroups, it provides support for the 
hypothesis that ingroup liking and outgroup 
derogation are uniquely related to self-esteem 
(Brewer, 1999), and, thus, their underlying 
motivational processes are, at least to some 
extent, distinct. Altogether, these data suggest 
that, at the individual difference level, judg-
ments of  ingroups and outgroups do not func-
tion equally to meet self-esteem needs.

The second goal of  the meta-analysis was to 
examine if  the self-esteem and outgroup evalua-
tion relation is moderated by four theoretically 
driven factors. First, low self-esteem was associ-
ated with strong outgroup derogation only when 
studies measured personal self-esteem, but no rela-
tion emerged when studies measured collective 
self-esteem. This suggests that individuals’ feelings 
about their global self-worth are more relevant to 
outgroup derogation than their feelings about their 
group membership. This notion seems counterin-
tuitive to social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 
1979, 1986), which posits that the self-concept 
consists of  one’s personal identity and one’s social 
(group) identity. Because individuals develop a 
positive emotional attachment to their social 
groups, social identities can be a source of  value, 
positive distinctiveness, and collective self-esteem 
(Hogg & Abrams, 1990; Swann & Bosson, 2010; 
Tajfel, 1970, 1981, 1982; Turner et  al., 2006). 
Moreover, Turner et al. (2006) propose that social 
contexts can lead individuals to self-categorize 
with their social versus personal identities. 
Situations that require an individual to interact 
with outgroup members—such as when individu-
als are given the opportunity to judge outgroups—
induce categorization of  the self-concept with a 
social identity. In this context, social identity sali-
ence can function to motivate ingroup members to 
express outgroup derogation because outgroups 
threaten the distinctiveness of  the ingroup and 

compromise identity-based positive feelings such 
as self-esteem (Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; 
Turner et al., 2006). Altogether, this rationale sug-
gests that collective self-esteem would be more 
likely to predict outgroup judgments than personal 
self-esteem (also see Gabarrot et  al., 2009). 
However, our meta-analysis does not support this 
hypothesis; moreover, our results are generally 
consistent with Aberson et al. (2000), who found 
that personal self-esteem, but not collective self-
esteem, was the self-esteem predictor of  evaluating 
the outgroup relative to the ingroup.

Second, intergroup status also moderated the 
self-esteem and outgroup judgment relation. 
Among individuals from low-status groups, those 
with low self-esteem were somewhat more likely 
to derogate high-status outgroup members than 
those with high self-esteem. However, the self-
esteem and outgroup derogation relation was 
nonexistent when high-status groups judged low-
status groups. These results partially support the 
idea that low-status groups may chronically wish 
to avoid confirmation of  their low status, and 
thus are motivated to use outgroup derogation to 
boost their self-image (self-protection hypothe-
sis; Crocker et al., 1993, p. 57; see also Blaine & 
Crocker, 1993). People with limited wealth, 
resources, power, and education wish to avoid 
any confirmation of  their low status and, thus, 
express relatively strong derogation against out-
groups with substantial wealth, resources, and/or 
education.

Third, we found that when studies targeted 
real groups, low self-esteem was associated with 
strong outgroup derogation. These results sup-
port the idea that real groups have a stronger 
identification with their groups than minimal 
groups and are therefore especially likely to use 
outgroup derogation to meet self-esteem needs 
(Gaertner & Insko, 2000; Hunter et  al., 2005). 
However, we did not find support for a self-
esteem and outgroup derogation relation when 
studies targeted minimal groups. This suggests 
that because minimal group contexts are void of  
preexisting intergroup interactions, they do not 
provide the qualitative experience necessary to 
yoke one’s self-concept to outgroup evaluations. 
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Although minimal group paradigms yield auto-
matic preferences for the ingroup over the out-
group (Otten & Wentura, 1999), these preferences 
do not appear to extend to self-image motives.

Finally, low self-esteem was associated with 
strong outgroup derogation when there was no 
conceptual correspondence between the meas-
ured domains of  self-esteem and outgroup dero-
gation, but this relation was nonexistent when 
there was correspondence. The latter data appear 
to be inconsistent with the notion that a domain 
match between self-esteem and outgroup deroga-
tion should strengthen their interrelation. For 
example, Falomir-Pichastor and Mugny (2009) 
demonstrated across multiple correlational stud-
ies that strong gender-based, but not personal, 
self-esteem was related to high levels of  prejudice 
against gay men among men but not women. The 
authors suggested that because self-esteem stems 
from group membership, and positive group-
based identity is related to heightened differences 
between the ingroup and outgroup, then a rela-
tion emerges between self-esteem specific to a 
group (i.e., gender) and a relevant outgroup eval-
uation (i.e., gay men).

By comparison, the present results showing 
that a relation emerged when there was no cor-
respondence are generally consistent with self-
image maintenance theories (Lewin, 1935; Steele 
& Liu, 1981; Tesser & Cornell, 1991; for a review, 
see Tesser, 2000), which argue that activity in one 
domain can substitute for an activity in a different 
domain when addressing the same self-image 
concerns. The self-system consists of  multiple 
values, attributes, and identities that are chroni-
cally or momentarily important to an individual’s 
self-concept. As a result, the self-system is con-
sidered to be flexible—one of  multiple self-con-
cept domains that function to achieve global 
self-integrity. As it relates to the current meta-
analysis, it is plausible that self-image motiva-
tional processes activated in one self-related 
domain (ethnic self-esteem) can be manifested in 
another seemingly distinct self-related domain 
(gender outgroup derogation). Moreover, self-
image maintenance theories and their extensions 
suggest that affirming a poor self-image is most 

likely met in a domain that is seemingly unrelated 
to one’s overall self-image (Sherman & Hartson, 
2011; Steele et al., 1993; Tesser, 2000). Altogether, 
applying the above logic, a relation between self-
esteem and outgroup evaluations should emerge 
when a global self-esteem measure is matched 
with a measure that judges a specific outgroup, 
which is consistent with the present data.

Self-Esteem: Two Caveats
Fundamental to social identity theory (and the 
present meta-analysis) is that self-esteem is the 
mechanism underlying both the ingroup and out-
group evaluations that constitute ingroup favorit-
ism. The present meta-analysis demonstrates that 
self-esteem is distinctly associated with ingroup 
versus outgroup evaluations, but it is unable to 
provide a test of  the causal mechanism because 
none of  the data are from experiments that 
manipulated self-esteem. Experiments that are 
most likely to demonstrate causal self-esteem 
effects are in the self-image maintenance litera-
ture, namely the self-threat and self-affirmation 
research. A self-threat is a situation in which a 
favorable self-view (e.g., intelligence for students) 
or one’s integrity is “questioned, contradicted, 
impugned, mocked, challenged, or otherwise put 
in jeopardy” (Baumeister et  al., 1996, p. 8). By 
comparison, a self-affirmation is an opportunity 
to positively address self-image needs in a threat-
ening situation that, in turn, enables individuals to 
cope with the threat (Sherman & Hartson, 2011; 
Steele, 1998). Most relevant to the present meta-
analysis, studies that have tested the effects of  
self-affirmation and self-threat on ingroup versus 
outgroup evaluations (i.e., ingroup favoritism) 
have demonstrated mixed findings (Crocker et al., 
1987, Study 1), for example, demonstrated that 
participants who received failure feedback (i.e., a 
self-threat) evaluated the ingroup relatively posi-
tively, but did not evaluate an outgroup any dif-
ferently when compared to participants in a 
no-feedback condition. In terms of  self-affirma-
tion, Ehrlich and Gramzow (2015, Experiment 1) 
demonstrated that participants in a self-affirma-
tion condition expressed less negative outgroup 
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evaluations, but did not differ in their positive 
outgroup evaluations nor in their positive or neg-
ative ingroup evaluations when compared to par-
ticipants in a control condition. While some of  
these results are conceptually consistent and oth-
ers are conceptually inconsistent with our meta-
analysis, these and other relevant studies that we 
screened did not include measures of  self-esteem 
and, thus, were excluded from our meta-analysis. 
Hence, it is unknown if  the self-image manipula-
tions had a causal self-esteem effect. Future 
research should address these limitations.

A second caveat is the variability in self-esteem 
measures used across the studies in the meta-
analysis. One could argue that the present meta-
analytic results are moderated by the quality of  
the self-esteem measures. We conducted a sys-
tematic analysis of  the internal reliabilities for all 
effect sizes and found, in sum, that the majority 
of  studies used reliable measures, contributing to 
the validity of  the present meta-analytic findings 
(for detailed information, readers are referred to 
the supplemental material and supplemental 
Table 1; https://osf.io/9hvuc/).

Threats to Validity
Although a meta-analysis may be a powerful sta-
tistical tool to draw conclusions about the ubiq-
uity of  an empirical phenomenon in the 
psychological literature, it is susceptible to fac-
tors that threaten its validity (see Shadish et al., 
2002; Song et al., 2000). One such issue is publi-
cation bias, which generally exists because statis-
tically significant data are more likely to be 
published than data with null results. As a result, 
the literature may reflect a partial and very opti-
mistic conclusion. Our quantitative tests suggest 
no evidence of  publication bias. Another way to 
address this issue in a meta-analysis is to thor-
oughly and systematically identify studies that 
did not make the publication cut or those that 
were not submitted for publication. To this end, 
and as we note in the Method section, first, we 
sent a request for nonpublished (and published) 
data to the main listservs in psychology. Second, 
we conducted a thorough literature search of  

dissertation papers in premier databases in psy-
chology and sociology. This search yielded a total 
of  approximately 833 abstracts that included the 
keywords of  interest (see Method). Authors 
independently read the abstracts and agreed on 
158 abstracts that explicitly stated or implied that 
they measured one of  our keyword constructs. 
Of  these, we contacted 51 authors for whom we 
were able to identify a current e-mail address to 
request missing data. Of  the 10 authors who 
responded, four did not meet our meta-analysis 
criteria (e.g., did not measure outgroup deroga-
tion), two did not follow up with data, one no 
longer had the data, and four were included in 
our meta-analysis database. This included one 
dissertation (Sibley, 2009) that yielded four effect 
sizes (rs = .12, .13, .14, .15) that were consistent 
with our meta-analysis results.

A second plausible threat to validity is study 
quality. A meta-analysis can be limited by studies 
with less rigor because they are likely to introduce 
a great degree of  random variance in the data. 
Most (if  not all) studies have some degree of  
“imperfection.” Excluding these studies would 
leave a meta-analysis with little, if  any, data. As 
noted in the Method and the Results and 
Discussion sections, each author independently 
inspected all studies (as well as all coding and 
analyses), giving special attention to the quality of  
measures and designs. No study presented any 
major concern. Thus, we are fairly confident that 
study quality did not pose any serious threat to 
our meta-analysis.

Future Directions
Future reviews should explore the components 
of  bias as a moderator in the relation between 
self-esteem and outgroup derogation. Outgroup 
bias can be partitioned into three components: 
stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination 
(Dovidio & Gaertner, 2010; Fiske, 1998; Fiske 
et al., 2010).Stereotyping is defined as the cogni-
tive component of  bias; relevant measures assess 
characteristics and traits that differentiate one 
group from other groups, portray the typical 
member of  a group, or demonstrate the 

https://osf.io/9hvuc/
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uniformity among group members. Prejudice is 
the affective component of  bias; relevant meas-
ures assess negative versus positive evaluations of  
outgroup members. Finally, discrimination is 
defined as unwarranted negative behavioral 
actions; relevant measures assess intentional or 
observable actions toward outgroup members. 
The literature in general does not make any defin-
itive predictions about how the three outgroup 
derogation components should be related to self-
esteem. A review of  our data revealed that we did 
not have enough data points to examine this as a 
potential moderator. However, this distinction is 
theoretically important because the three bias 
components tap into the cognitive, affective, and 
behavioral aspects of  outgroup derogation, so 
one might argue that prejudice, the affective com-
ponent, most likely impacts self-esteem, another 
affective construct.

In addition, future reviews should systemati-
cally explore how certain contexts can influence 
the relations between self-esteem and ingroup 
and outgroup evaluations. For example, how do 
threatening versus affirming motivational and 
contextual cues impact these relations? In line 
with Leary et al. (2009), a threat is operationalized 
as receiving self-relevant or ingroup-relevant neg-
ative feedback that challenges an important self-
concept, making an ego-threatening event 
cognitively salient, or expectation that one will 
be placed in a self- or group-threatening situa-
tion. In line with Sherman and Hartson (2011), 
an affirmation is operationalized as maintaining 
the value and integrity of  the self  or of  the 
group. An affirmation can be manipulated by 
administering a value-related scale or essay task, 
writing about an important self-relevant or 
group-relevant attribute, or providing bogus 
positive feedback on a self-relevant or group-
relevant attribute (McQueen & Klein, 2006). A 
review of  our data revealed that we did not have 
enough data points to examine these motiva-
tional contexts as a moderator. One could argue 
that because a self  or group threat dampens self-
esteem, individuals who receive such a threat will 
express greater outgroup derogation because 
they would be especially motivated to elevate 

their self-esteem. By comparison, an affirmation 
typically boosts self-esteem and fulfills self-
image needs (Koole et al., 1999, Study 3; Steele, 
1988). Therefore, it is plausible that affirmed 
individuals will be less motivated to maintain 
their self-esteem and thus either express less out-
group derogation or no longer see the utility in 
expressing outgroup derogation (i.e., no relation 
between self-esteem and outgroup derogation).

Lastly, the science of  implicit bias has grown 
exponentially over the last 25 years (Gawronski & 
Payne, 2010; Kurdi & Banaji, 2021), particularly 
because of  the benefits of  using “implicit” meas-
ures to assess attitudes toward socially sensitive 
topics such as self-esteem and outgroup deroga-
tion. Implicit measures, such as reaction time tasks, 
may allow researchers to circumvent two problems 
with using self-report measures: introspective limi-
tations and self-presentation concerns. Moreover, 
implicit measures are often better than explicit 
ones at tapping into automatically activated mental 
representations (see Gawronski & Payne, 2010). 
Hence, it would be theoretically and empirically 
interesting to examine the use of  explicit versus 
implicit measures as a moderator of  the self-
esteem and outgroup derogation relation. 
Unfortunately, with the exception of  one study 
(Jordan et al., 2005), studies that assessed implicit 
self-esteem and implicit ingroup favoritism (and 
that met our other criterion) are absent from our 
meta-analysis. In that one study, Jordan et al. (2005) 
found that high implicit personal self-esteem was 
associated with less ethnic/racial explicit discrimi-
nation (r = −.29), which is consistent with our 
meta-analysis results (data reported by C. Jordan, 
personal communication).

For the purposes of  the present meta-analysis, 
we cannot include data stemming from a tradi-
tional Implicit Association Test (IAT) because it 
cannot be decomposed into ingroup and out-
group evaluations (e.g., Davis et  al., 2007; 
Dunham et  al., 2007; Gonsalkorale et  al., 2007; 
Jordan et  al., 2012; Rudman & Goodwin, 2004; 
Rudman et  al., 2001). Thus, future research 
should incorporate the use of  both implicit and 
explicit measures to understand the implicit social 
cognitive processes that underlie the self-esteem 
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and outgroup derogation relation when one or 
both constructs are automatically activated. 
Measures such as the Single Category IAT 
(Karpinski & Steinman, 2006) may be beneficial 
here because this assessment does not incorpo-
rate an evaluation of  an ingroup relative to an 
outgroup. The Single Category IAT may there-
fore allow for more precision than the standard 
dual category IAT.

Summary
In conclusion, the present meta-analysis extends 
past reviews (Aberson et  al., 2000; Rubin & 
Hewstone, 1998) on the relation between self-
esteem and ingroup favoritism in several impor-
tant ways. First, it appears that self-esteem is 
uniquely related to the relative groups targeted in 
measures of  ingroup favoritism. High self-esteem 
individuals are more likely than low self-esteem 
individuals to express strong liking for both 
groups, but stronger when the target is the ingroup 
than when it is the outgroup. By clarifying the 
unique role of  self-esteem in outgroup derogation 
versus ingroup liking, we have a better under-
standing of  ingroup favoritism. Second, the gen-
eral relation between self-esteem and outgroup 
evaluations was relatively weak, but additional 
analyses revealed that it emerged when personal as 
opposed to collective self-esteem was targeted, 
when real as opposed to minimal groups were 
evaluated, when low-status groups judged high-
status groups, and when there was no domain 
match between self-esteem and outgroup 
derogation.

Acknowledgements
We thank four anonymous reviewers, Vanessa LoBue, 
and the Rutgers Implicit Social Cognition (RISC) 
Laboratory for their comments on an earlier version of 
this paper. Also, we are grateful to Michael Borenstein 
and his colleagues, and to Blair Johnson and Alice 
Eagly for their instrumental resources on conducting a 
meta-analysis. Furthermore, we thank Christina 
Baggett, Diane Berlinksi, Samuel Brew, Farbod Fallah, 
Aiya Fawzy, Assia Ghoul, Fanta Keita, Sean Mohit, 
Krishna Patel, Priyanka Vaghani, Marie Vogel, Inga 
Yusufov, and, especially, Lisa Panila, for their help with 

manuscript preparation. Finally, we are indebted to the 
researchers who responded with patience and enthusi-
asm to our numerous requests and questions.

Funding
The author(s) received no financial support for the 
research, authorship, and/or publication of this 
article.

ORCID iD
Luis M. Rivera  https://orcid.org/0000-0002- 
8240-7407

Supplemental material
Supplemental material for this article is available online.

Note
1.	 Variation in effect sizes throughout the meta-

analysis is due to studies providing or not provid-
ing distinct data for coding.

References
Aberson, C. L., Healy, M., & Romero, V. (2000). Ingroup 

bias and self-esteem: A meta-analysis. Personality 
and Social Psychology Review, 4(2), 157–173. https://
doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0402_04

Abrams, D., & Hogg, M. A. (1988). Comments on the 
motivational status of self-esteem in social iden-
tity and intergroup discrimination. European Jour-
nal of Social Psychology, 18(4), 317–334. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180403

Abrams, D., & Hogg, M. A. (2010). Social identity and 
self-categorization. In J. F. Dovidio, M. Hew-
stone, P. Glick & V. M. Esses (Eds.), The SAGE 
handbook of prejudice, stereotyping and discrimination 
(pp. 179–193). Sage.

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Addison-
Wesley.

Amiot, C. E., & Hornsey, M. J. (2010). Collective self-
esteem contingency and its role in predicting inter-
group bias. Self and Identity, 9(1), 62–86. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15298860802605895

Andreopoulou, A., & Houston, D. M. (2002). The 
impact of collective self-esteem on intergroup 
evaluation: Self-production and self-enhancement. 
Current Research in Social Psychology, 7(14), 243–256. 
https://crisp.org.uiowa.edu/sites/crisp.org.
uiowa.edu/files/2020-04/7.14.pdf

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0402_04
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0402_04
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180403
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420180403
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860802605895
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860802605895


16	 Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 00(0)

Arslan, C. (2009). Anger, self-esteem, and perceived 
social support in adolescence. Social Behavior & 
Personality: An International Journal, 37(4), 555–564. 
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2009.37.4.555

Baumeister, R. F., Smart, L., & Boden, J. M. (1996). 
Relation of threatened egotism to violence and 
aggression: The dark side of high self-esteem. 
Psychological Review, 103(4), 5–33. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0033-295x.103.1.5

Bettencourt, B. A., Charlton, K., Dorr, N., & Hume, D. 
L. (2001). Status differences and in-group bias: A 
meta-analytic examination of the effects of status 
stability, status legitimacy, and group permeabil-
ity. Psychological Bulletin, 127(4), 520–542. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.127.4.520

Billig, M., & Tajfel, H. (1973). Social categorization 
and similarity in intergroup behaviour. European 
Journal of Social Psychology, 3(1), 27–52. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ejsp.2420030103

Blaine, B., & Crocker, J. (1993). Self-esteem and self-
serving biases in reactions to positive and negative 
events. An integrative review. In R. F. Baumeister 
(Ed.), Self-esteem: The puzzle of low self-regard (pp. 
55–85). Plenum Press.

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L. V., Higgins, J. P. T., & 
Rothstein, H. R. (2009). Introduction to meta-analysis. 
John Wiley & Sons.

Branscombe, N. R., & Wann, D. L. (1994). Collective 
self-esteem consequences of outgroup derogation 
when a valued social identity is on trial. European 
Journal of Social Psychology, 24(6), 641–657. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420240603

Brewer, M. B. (1999). The psychology of preju-
dice: Ingroup love or outgroup hate? Journal 
of Social Issues, 55(3), 429–444. https://doi.
org/10.1111/0022-4537.00126

Browning, C. (1992). Ordinary men: Reserve Police Battalion 
101 and the final solution in Poland. HarperCollins 
Publishers.

Cafri, G., Kromrey, J. D., & Brannick, M. T. (2010). A 
meta-meta-analysis: Empirical review of statistical 
power, Type I error rates, effect sizes, and model 
selection of meta-analyses published in psychol-
ogy. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 45(2), 239–270. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171003680187

Correll, J., & Park, B. (2005). A model of the ingroup 
as a social resource. Personality and Social Psychology 
Review, 9(4), 341–359. https://doi.org/10.1207/
s15327957pspr0904_4

Crocker, J., Blaine, B., & Luhtanen, R. (1993). Preju-
dice, intergroup behaviour and self-esteem: 
Enhancement and protection motives. In M. 

A. Hogg & D. Abrams (Eds.), Group motivation: 
Social psychological perspectives (pp. 52–67). Harvester 
Wheatsheaf.

Crocker, J., & Luhtanen, R. (1990). Collective self-
esteem and ingroup bias. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 58(1), 60–67. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.1.60

Crocker, J., Thompson, L. L., McGraw, K. M., & 
Ingerman, C. (1987). Downward comparison, 
prejudice, and evaluations of others: Effects of 
self-esteem and threat. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 52(5), 907–916. https://doi.
org/10.1037//0022-3514.52.5.907

Davis, S. C., Leman, P. J., & Barrett, M. (2007). Children’s 
implicit and explicit ethnic group attitudes, ethnic 
group identification, and self-esteem. International 
Journal of Behavioral Development, 31(5), 514–525. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025407081461

De Cremer, D., & Oosterwegel, A. (1999). Collective 
self-esteem, personal self-esteem, and collective 
efficacy in in-group and outgroup evaluations. 
Current Psychology, 18(4), 326–339. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s12144-999-1007-1

Dollard, J., Miller, N. E., Doob, L. W., Mowrer, O. 
H., & Sears, R. R. (1939). Frustration and aggression. 
Yale University Press.

Dovidio, J. F., & Gaertner, S. L. (2010). Intergroup 
bias. In S. T. Fiske, D. T. Gilbert & L. Gardner 
(Eds.), Handbook of social psychology (pp. 1084–
1121). John Wiley & Sons.

Dunham, Y., Baron, A. S., & Banaji, M. R. (2007). Chil-
dren and social groups: A developmental analysis 
of implicit consistency in Hispanic Americans. 
Self and Identity, 6(2–3), 238–255. https://doi.
org/10.1080/15298860601115344

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of 
attitudes. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich College Pub-
lishers.

Egger, M., Smith, G. D., Schneider, M., & Minder, 
C. (1997). Bias in meta-analysis detected by 
a simple, graphical test. British Medical Journal, 
315(7109), 629–634. https://doi.org/10.1136/
bmj.315.7109.629

Ehrlich, G. A., & Gramzow, R. H. (2015). The politics 
of affirmation theory: When group-affirmation 
leads to greater ingroup bias. Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 41(8), 1110–1122. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167215590986

Ellemers, N., Kortekaas, P., & Ouwerkerk, J. W. (1999). 
Self-categorisation, commitment to the group and 
group self-esteem as related but distinct aspects of 
social identity. European Journal of Social Psychology, 29(2–

https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2009.37.4.555
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.103.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.103.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.127.4.520
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.127.4.520
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420030103
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420030103
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420240603
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420240603
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00126
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00126
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171003680187
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0904_4
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0904_4
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.1.60
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.1.60
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.52.5.907
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.52.5.907
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025407081461
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-999-1007-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-999-1007-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860601115344
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860601115344
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.315.7109.629
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215590986
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215590986


Rivera et al.	 17

3), 371–389. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-
0992 (199903/05 )29 : 2/3%3C371 : :AID-
EJSP932%3E3.0.CO;2-U

Falomir-Pichastor, J. M., & Mugny, G. (2009). “I’m 
not gay .  .  . I’m a real man!”: Heterosexual men’s 
gender self-esteem and sexual prejudice. Personal-
ity and Social Psychology Bulletin, 35(9), 1233–1243. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167209338072

Fazio, R. H., Ledbetter, J. E., & Towles-Schwen, T. 
(2000). On the costs of accessible attitudes: 
Detecting that the attitude object has changed. 
Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 78(2), 197–
210. http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.197

Fein, S., & Spencer, S. J. (1997). Prejudice as self-image 
maintenance: Affirming the self through derogating 
others. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73(1), 
31–44. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.1.31

Fisher, R. A. (1921). On the “probable error” of 
a coefficient of correlation deduced from a 
small sample. Metron, 1, 1–32. https://doi.
org/10.2307/2331973

Fiske, S. T. (1993). Controlling other people: The impact 
of power on stereotyping. American Psychologist, 
48(6), 621–628. http://doi.org/10.1037//0003-
066X.48.6.621

Fiske, S. T. (1998). Stereotyping, prejudice, and dis-
crimination. In D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. 
Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (pp. 
357–411). McGraw-Hill.

Fiske, S. T., Gilbert, D. T., & Lindzey, G. (2010). Hand-
book of social psychology. John Wiley & Sons.

Friend, R. M., & Gilbert, J. (1973). Threat and fear of 
negative evaluation as determinants of locus of 
social comparison. Journal of Personality, 41(3), 328–
340. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1973.
tb00097.x

Gabarrot, F., Falomir-Pichastor, J. M., & Mugny, G. 
(2009). Being similar versus being equal: Inter-
group similarity moderates the influence of in-
group norms on discrimination and prejudice. 
British Journal of Social Psychology, 48(2), 253–273. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466608X342943

Gaertner, L., & Insko, C. A. (2000). Intergroup dis-
crimination in the minimal group paradigm: 
Categorization, reciprocation, or fear? Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 79(1), 77–94. 
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.79.1.77

Gawronski, B., & Payne, B. K. (2010). Handbook of 
implicit social cognition: Measurement, theory, and appli-
cations. Guilford Press.

Goldhagen, D. (1996). Hitler’s willing executioners: Ordinary 
Germans and the Holocaust. Little, Brown and Co.

Gonsalkorale, K., Carlisle, K., & von Hippel, W. 
(2007). Intergroup threat increases implicit ste-
reotyping. International Journal of Psychology & Psy-
chological Therapy, 7(2), 189–200.

Heaven, P. C., & Rajab, D. (1983). Correlates of self-
esteem among a South African minority group. 
Journal of Social Psychology, 121(2), 269–270. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1983.9924497

Hogg, M. A., & Abrams, D. (1990). Social motivation, 
self-esteem and social identity. In D. Abrams & 
M. A. Hogg (Eds.), Social identity theory: Constructive 
and critical advances (pp. 28–47). Wiley.

Hogg, M. A., & Sunderland, J. (1991). Self-esteem and 
intergroup discrimination in the minimal group 
paradigm. British Journal of Social Psychology, 30(1), 51–
62. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1991.
tb00922.x

Hunter, J. A., Cox, S. L., O’Brien, K., Stringer, M., 
& Boykes, M. (2005). Threats to group value, 
domain-specific self-esteem and intergroup dis-
crimination amongst minimal and national groups. 
British Journal of Social Psychology, 44(Pt 3), 329–353. 
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466604x17939

Jackson, J. W. (2002). The relationship between group 
identity and intergroup prejudice is moderated 
by sociostructural variation. Journal of Applied 
Social Psychology, 32(5), 908–933. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00248.x

Johnson, B. T., & Eagly, A. H. (2000). Quantitative 
synthesis of social psychological research. In H. 
T. Reis & C. M. Judd (Eds.), Handbook of research 
methods in social and personality psychology (pp. 496–
528). Cambridge University Press.

Jordan, C. H., Logel, C., Spencer, S. J., & Zanna, M. 
P. (2012). Discrepancies between implicit and 
explicit attitudes, prejudices, and self-esteem: A 
model of simultaneous accessibility. In B. Gaw-
ronski & F. Strack (Eds.), Cognitive consistency: A 
fundamental principle in social cognition (pp. 202–222). 
The Guilford Press.

Jordan, C. H., Spencer, S. J., & Zanna, M. P. 
(2005). Types of high self-esteem and preju-
dice: How implicit self-esteem relates to 
ethnic discrimination among high explicit self-
esteem individuals. Personality and Social Psy-
chology Bulletin, 31(5), 693–702. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167204271580

Karpinski, A., & Steinman, R. B. (2006). The Single 
Category Implicit Association Test as a measure 
of implicit social cognition. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 91(1), 16–32. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.1.16

https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199903/05)29:2/3%3C371::AID-EJSP932%3E3.0.CO;2-U
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199903/05)29:2/3%3C371::AID-EJSP932%3E3.0.CO;2-U
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199903/05)29:2/3%3C371::AID-EJSP932%3E3.0.CO;2-U
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167209338072
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.197
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.1.31
https://doi.org/10.2307/2331973
https://doi.org/10.2307/2331973
http://doi.org/10.1037//0003-066X.48.6.621
http://doi.org/10.1037//0003-066X.48.6.621
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1973.tb00097.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1973.tb00097.x
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466608X342943
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.79.1.77
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1983.9924497
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1983.9924497
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1991.tb00922.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1991.tb00922.x
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466604x17939
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00248.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb00248.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204271580
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204271580
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.1.16
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.1.16


18	 Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 00(0)

Katz, D. (1960). The functional approach to the study 
of attitudes. Public Opinion Quarterly, 24(2), 163–
204. https://www.jstor.org/stable/2746402

Kelly, M., & Duckitt, J. (1995). Racial preference and 
self-esteem in Black South African children. 
South African Journal of Psychology, 25(4), 217–223. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/008124639502500403

Keltner, D., Gruenfeld, D. H., & Anderson, C. 
(2003). Power, approach, and inhibition. Psy-
chological Review, 110(2), 265–284. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0033-295x.110.2.265

Koole, S. L., Smeets, K., van Knippenberg, A., & 
Dijksterhuis, A. (1999). The cessation of rumina-
tion through self-affirmation. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 77(1), 111–125. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.111

Kunda, Z., & Spencer, S. (2003). When do stereotypes 
come to mind and when do they color judgment? 
A goal-based theoretical framework for stereotype 
activation and application. Psychological Bulletin, 
129(4), 522–544. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.129.4.522

Kurdi, B., & Banaji, M. (2021). Implicit social cogni-
tion: A brief (and gentle) introduction. In A. S. 
Reber & R. Allen (Eds.), The cognitive unconscious: 
The first half-century (pp. 323-C17.P137). Oxford 
University Press.

Leary, M. R., Terry, M. L., & Allen, A. B. (2009). The 
concept of ego threat in social and personality psy-
chology: Is ego threat a viable scientific construct? 
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 13(3), 151–
164. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309342595

Lewin, K. (1935). A dynamic theory of personality: Selected 
papers. McGraw-Hill.

Little, B. L., Murry, W. D., & Wimbush, J. C. (1998). 
Perceptions of workplace affirmative action 
plans: A psychological perspective. Group & 
Organization Management, 23(1), 27–47. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1059601198231003

Locksley, A., Ortiz, V., & Hepburn, C. (1980). Social cate-
gorization and discriminatory behavior: Extinguish-
ing the minimal intergroup discrimination effect. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39(5), 773–
783. http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.39.5.773

Luhtanen, R., & Crocker, J. (1992). A collec-
tive self-esteem scale: Self-evaluation of 
one’s social identity. Personality and Social Psy-
chology Bulletin, 18(3), 302–318. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167292183006

Macrae, C. N., Milne, A. B., & Bodenhausen, G. V. 
(1994). Stereotypes as energy-saving devices: A 

peek inside the cognitive toolbox. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 66(1), 37–47. http://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.1.37

McLennan, J. P. (1987). Irrational beliefs in relation to 
self-esteem and depression. Journal of Clinical Psychol-
ogy, 43(1), 89–91. https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-
4 6 7 9 ( 1 9 8 7 0 1 ) 4 3 : 1 % 3 C 8 9 : : A I D -
JCLP2270430112%3E3.0.CO;2-I

McQueen, A., & Klein, W. (2006). Experimental 
manipulations of self-affirmation: A systematic 
review. Self and Identity, 5(4), 289–354. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15298860600805325

Miller, N. E., & Bugelski, R. (1948). Minor studies 
of aggression: II. The influence of frustrations 
imposed by the in-group on attitude expressed 
toward out-groups. Journal of Psychology, 25(2), 
437–442. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.19
48.9917387

Nowak, R. F., & Lindsay, D. R. (1992). Discrimination 
of Merino ewes by their newborn lambs: Impor-
tant for survival? Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 
34(1–2), 61–74. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-
1591(05)80057-7

Otten, S., & Wentura, D. (1999). About the 
impact of automaticity in the minimal group 
paradigm: Evidence from affective prim-
ing tasks. European Journal of Social Psychology, 
29(8), 1049–1071. https://doi.org/10.1002/
(SICI)1099-0992(199912)29:8%3C1049::AID-
EJSP985%3E3.0.CO;2-Q

Quinton, W. J., Cowan, G., & Watson, B. D. (1996). 
Personality and attitudinal predictors of sup-
port of Proposition 187—California’s anti-
illegal immigrant initiative. Journal of Applied 
Social Psychology, 26(24), 2204–2223. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1996.tb01796.x

Richeson, J. A., & Ambady, N. (2003). Effects of situ-
ational power on automatic racial prejudice. Jour-
nal of Experimental Social Psychology, 39(2), 177–183. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(02)00521-
8

Robins, R. W., Hendin, H. M., & Trzesniewski, K. 
H. (2001). Measuring global self-esteem: Con-
struct validation of a single-item measure and the 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 27(2), 151–161. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167201272002

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. 
Princeton University Press.

Rubin, M., & Hewstone, M. (1998). Social identity 
theory’s self-esteem hypothesis: A review and 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/2746402
https://doi.org/10.1177/008124639502500403
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.110.2.265
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.110.2.265
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.111
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.77.1.111
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.4.522
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.4.522
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309342595
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601198231003
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601198231003
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.39.5.773
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167292183006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167292183006
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.1.37
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.1.37
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679(198701)43:1%3C89::AID-JCLP2270430112%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679(198701)43:1%3C89::AID-JCLP2270430112%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-4679(198701)43:1%3C89::AID-JCLP2270430112%3E3.0.CO;2-I
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860600805325
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860600805325
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1948.9917387
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1948.9917387
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1591(05)80057-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-1591(05)80057-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199912)29:8%3C1049::AID-EJSP985%3E3.0.CO;2-Q
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199912)29:8%3C1049::AID-EJSP985%3E3.0.CO;2-Q
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199912)29:8%3C1049::AID-EJSP985%3E3.0.CO;2-Q
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1996.tb01796.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.1996.tb01796.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(02)00521-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(02)00521-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167201272002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167201272002


Rivera et al.	 19

some suggestions for clarification. Personality and 
Social Psychology Review, 2(1), 40–62. https://doi.
org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0201_3

Rudman, L. A., & Goodwin, S. A. (2004). Gender 
differences in automatic in-group bias: Why 
do women like women more than men like 
men? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
87(4), 494–509. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.87.4.494

Rudman, L. A., Greenwald, A. G., & McGhee, D. 
E. (2001). Implicit self-concept and evaluative 
implicit gender stereotypes: Self and ingroup 
share desirable traits. Personality and Social Psy-
chology Bulletin, 27(9), 1164–1178. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167201279009

Ruttenberg, J., Zea, M. C., & Sigelman, C. K. (1996). 
Collective identity and intergroup prejudice among 
Jewish and Arab students in the United States. The 
Journal of Social Psychology, 136(2), 209–220. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1996.9713995

Scheepers, D., & Ellemers, N. (2019). Social identity 
theory. In K. Sassenberg & M. Vliek (Eds.), Social 
psychology in action (pp. 129–143). Springer.

Scheepers, D., Spears, R., Manstead, A. S. R., & Doosje, 
B. (2009). The influence of discrimination and 
fairness on collective self-esteem. Personality and 
Social Psychology Bulletin, 35(4), 506–515. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0146167208329855

Shadish, W. R., Cook, T. D., & Campbell, D. T. (2002). 
Generalized causal inference: Methods for mul-
tiple studies. In W. R. Shadish, T. D. Cook & 
D. T. Campbell (Eds.), Experimental and quasi-
experimental designs for generalized causal inference (pp. 
417–455). Houghton Mifflin.

Sherif, M. (1966). In common predicament: Social psychol-
ogy of intergroup conflict and cooperation. Houghton 
Mifflin.

Sherif, M., & Sherif, C. W. (1953). Groups in harmony and 
tension: An integration of studies of intergroup relations. 
Harper & Brothers Publishers.

Sherman, D. K., & Hartson, K. A. (2011). Reconciling 
self-protection with self-enhancement. Self-affir-
mation theory. In M. D. Alicke & C. Sedikides 
(Eds.), Handbook of self-enhancement and self-protection 
(pp. 128–151). The Guilford Press.

Sibley, C. (2009). The New Zealand Attitudes and Values 
Survey 2009: Sampling procedure and technical details 
[Unpublished technical report]. The University of 
Auckland.

Song, F., Easterwood, A., Gilbody, S., Duley, L., 
& Sutton, A. J. (2000). Publication and other 

selection biases in systematic reviews. Health 
Technology Assessment, 4(10), 1–115. https://doi.
org/10.3310/hta410

Steele, C. M. (1998). Stereotyping and its threat are real. 
American Psychologist, 53(6), 680–681. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0003-066X.53.6.680

Steele, C. M. (1988). The psychology of self-affirma-
tion: Sustaining the integrity of the self. In L. 
Berkowitz (Eds.), Advances in experimental social psy-
chology (pp. 261–302). Academic Press.

Steele, C. M., & Liu, T. J. (1981). Making the dissonance 
act unreflective of self: Dissonance avoidance and 
the expectancy of a value-affirming response. Per-
sonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 7(3), 393–397. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/014616728173004

Steele, C. M., Spencer, S. J., & Lynch, M. (1993). 
Self-image resilience and dissonance: The role 
of affirmational resources. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 64(6), 885–896. https://doi.
org/10.1037//0022-3514.64.6.885

Sterne, J. A. C., & Egger, M. (2005). Regression methods 
to detect publication and other bias in meta-anal-
ysis. In H. R. Rothstein, A. J. Sutton & M. Boren-
stein (Eds.), Publication bias in meta-analysis: Prevention, 
assessment and adjustments (pp. 99–110). John Wiley.

Suedfeld, P., Paterson, H., Soriano, E., & Zuvic, S. (2002). 
Lethal stereotypes: Hair and eye color as survival 
characteristics during the Holocaust. Journal of 
Applied Social Psychology, 32(11), 2368–2376. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb01867.x

Sumner, W. G. (1906). Folkways: A study of the social 
importance of usages, manners, customs, mores, and mor-
als. Ginn.

Swann, W. B., & Bosson, J. K. (2010). Self and identity. 
In S. T. Fiske, D. T. Gilbert & G. Lindzey (Eds.), 
Handbook of social psychology (pp. 589–628). John 
Wiley & Sons.

Tajfel, H. (1970). Experiments in intergroup discrimi-
nation. Scientific American, 223(5), 96–103. https://
www.jstor.org/stable/24927662

Tajfel, H. (1981). Human groups and social categories. Cam-
bridge University Press.

Tajfel, H. (1982). Social psychology of intergroup rela-
tions. Annual Review of Psychology, 33, 1–39. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.33.020182.000245

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative the-
ory of inter-group conflict. In W. G. Austin & 
S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of inter-group 
relations (pp. 33–47). Brooks/Cole.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The social identity 
theory of inter-group behavior. In S. Worchel & 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0201_3
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0201_3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.4.494
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.4.494
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167201279009
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167201279009
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1996.9713995
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1996.9713995
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208329855
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167208329855
https://doi.org/10.3310/hta410
https://doi.org/10.3310/hta410
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.53.6.680
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.53.6.680
https://doi.org/10.1177/014616728173004
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.64.6.885
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.64.6.885
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb01867.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.tb01867.x
https://www.jstor.org/stable/24927662
https://www.jstor.org/stable/24927662
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.33.020182.000245
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.33.020182.000245


20	 Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 00(0)

L. W. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations. 
(pp. 7–24) Nelson-Hall.

Tesser, A. (2000). On the confluence of self-esteem 
maintenance mechanisms. Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 4(4), 290–299. https://doi.
org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0404_1

Tesser, A., & Cornell, D. P. (1991). On the conflu-
ence of self-processes. Journal of Experimental 
Social Psychology, 27(6), 501–526. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0022-1031(91)90023-Y

Turner, J. C., Reynolds, K. J., Haslam, S. A., & Veen-
stra, K. E. (2006). Reconceptualizing personality: 
Producing individuality by defining the personal 
self. InT. Postmes & J. Jetten (Eds.), Individuality 
and the group: Advances in social identity (pp. 11–36). 
Sage. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446211946.n2

Utsey, S. O., McCarthy, E., Eubanks, R., & 
Adrian, G. (2002). White racism and subopti-
mal psychological functioning among White 
Americans: Implications for counseling and 
prejudice prevention. Journal of Multicultural Coun-
seling and Development, 30(2), 81–95. http://doi.
org/10.1002/j.2161-1912.2002.tb00481.x

Valentine, S. (1998). Self-esteem and men’s negative 
stereotypes of women who work. Psychological 
Reports, 83(3), 920–922. https://doi.org/10.2466/
pr0.1998.83.3.920

van Laar, C., Derks, B., Ellemers, N., & Bleeker, D. 
(2010). Valuing social identity: Consequences 
for motivation and performance in low-status 
groups. Journal of Social Issues, 66(3), 602–617. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2010 
.01665.x

Verkuyten, M. (1996). Personal self-esteem and preju-
dice among ethnic majority and minority youth. 
Journal of Research in Personality, 30(2), 248–263. 
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1996.0016

Verkuyten, M., & Masson, K. (1995). “New racism,” 
self-esteem, and ethnic relations among minor-
ity and majority youth in the Netherlands. Social 
Behavior and Personality, 23(2), 137–154. https://
doi.org/10.2224/sbp.1995.23.2.137

Wills, T. A. (1981). Downward comparison princi-
ples in social psychology. Psychological Bulletin, 
90(2), 245–271. http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.90.2.245

https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0404_1
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0404_1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(91)90023-Y
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(91)90023-Y
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446211946.n2
http://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-1912.2002.tb00481.x
http://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-1912.2002.tb00481.x
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1998.83.3.920
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1998.83.3.920
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2010.01665.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2010.01665.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1996.0016
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.1995.23.2.137
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.1995.23.2.137
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.90.2.245
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.90.2.245

