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RESEARCH ARTICLE

Group evaluations as self-group distancing: Ingroup typicality
moderates evaluative intergroup bias in stigmatized groups

Iniobong Essien’? | Sabine Otten® | Juliane Degner?

'FernUniversitit in Hagen, Hagen, Germany

Abstract

Outgroup favoritism among members of stigmatized groups can be seen as a form

2Universitat Hamburg, Hamburg, Germany

3University of Groningen, Groningen, The
Netherlands of self-group distancing. We examined how intergroup evaluations in stigmatized
groups vary as a function of ingroup typicality. In Studies 1 and 2, Black participants
(N = 125,915; N = 766) more strongly preferred light-skinned or White relative to

dark-skinned or Black individuals the lighter their own skin tone. In Study 3, over-
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with disabilities (N = 35,058) more strongly preferred non-disabled relative to disa-
bled individuals the less visible they judged their own disability. Relationships be-
tween ingroup typicality and intergroup evaluations were at least partially mediated
by ingroup identification (Studies 2 and 3). A meta-analysis across studies yielded an
average effect size of r = .12. Furthermore, higher ingroup typicality was related to
both ingroup and outgroup evaluations. We discuss ingroup typicality as an individual
constraint to self-group distancing among stigmatized group members and its rela-

tion to intergroup evaluations.
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about our ingroup. More specifically, we argue that ingroup and
1 | INTRODUCTION outgroup evaluations can reflect a tendency to distance the self
from a stigmatized identity, and that this tendency is constrained
Picture Tyree and Jamal, who both view themselves as Black by the extent to which an individual appears more or less typical
Americans. Whereas Jamal is very dark-skinned, Tyree's complex- for the ingroup.
ion is very light. This difference is also reflected in their daily life
experiences. Most people agree that Jamal is Black; fewer people
are that confident when judging Tyree. May these different per- 2 | SELF-GROUP DISTANCING AMONG
MEMBERS OF STIGMATIZED GROUPS

ceptions and experiences influence how these two individuals

generally think and feel about Black Americans relative to White

Americans? The present research explores how categorizing one-
self as a member of a stigmatized group, yet appearing more or
less typical for or similar to that group, may shape how we feel

In many societies, members of stigmatized groups—social groups that
are ascribed comparatively less prestige than others (Brown-lannuzzi,
Lundberg, Kay, & Payne, 2015; Tajfel & Turner, 1979)—frequently
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experience discrimination and threats to their social identity (Schmitt,
Branscombe, Postmes, & Garcia, 2014). However, individuals differ in
how they cope with their ingroup's disadvantage. Experiences of dis-
advantage prompt some individuals to pursue group-level strategies
aimed at improving the status of the ingroup (collective action; Tajfel
& Turner, 1979); yet others pursue individual-level strategies aimed
at improving their personal situation (see de Lemus & Stroebe, 2015).
Individual-level and group-level strategies to cope with group disad-
vantage are often incompatible with one another. Self-group distanc-
ing represents one such individual-level strategy that comes at the
expense of group-level outcomes. Broadly, self-group distancing
describes strategic behaviors displayed by members of stigmatized
groups, who sacrifice group goals in order to pursue individual goals
(Derks, van Laar, & Ellemers, 2016). For example, individuals might
distance themselves by perceiving or emphasizing their dissimilarities
with the ingroup (Weiss & Lang, 2012), endorsing negative stereo-
types about the ingroup (Derks, Ellemers, van Laar, & Groot, 2011),
describing themselves more in terms of (positive) outgroup charac-
teristics (Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Derks, van Laar, Ellemers, &
Raghoe, 2015), psychologically distancing themselves from the in-
group (Derks, van Laar, Ellemers, & Groot, 2011), or evaluating the
stigmatized ingroup negatively (Guimond, Dif, & Aupy, 2002). The
current research focuses on relative preferences for an outgroup over
the ingroup, which we argue also represents a way of distancing the
self from a stigmatized social identity.

Scholars attribute self-group distancing among members of stig-
matized groups to the biased and identity threatening social con-
texts they have to navigate in their daily lives (see Derks et al., 2016).
According to this view, self-group distancing is a consequence of stig-
matized group members’ effort to assimilate to outgroup contexts,
in which they are frequently exposed to threats to their social iden-
tity. These outgroup contexts are shaped by dominant groups, and
stigmatized group members thus likely encounter negative ingroup
stereotypes as well as positive outgroup stereotypes, decreasing
their willingness to be categorized according to their (stigmatized)
group membership (Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999).
Consequently, distancing the self from negative ingroup stereotypes
and/or associating the self with positive outgroup stereotypes seems
to provide a way for stigmatized group members to cope with social
identity threats, and to personally thrive in social contexts which are
biased against them. Lastly, not all members of stigmatized groups
react to identity threatening contexts in a similar fashion. Instead, self-
group distancing seems to be more likely among individuals who are
less identified with their stigmatized ingroup (Derks et al., 2016). Thus,
the extent to which individuals identify with their stigmatized ingroup
seems to provide an important antecedent to self-group distancing.

So far, most research has investigated self-group distancing in
organizational and work settings, and specifically among women
in leadership roles. For example, low gender identified senior po-
licewomen described themselves in more masculine terms when
they were reminded of experiences in which they were stereotyped
(Derks, van Laar, et al., 2011). Similarly, low gender identified senior

women leaders in another study who reported having experienced
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more gender discrimination characterized themselves with more
masculine traits (Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011). Lastly, self-group
distancing has also been observed in other social identity domains.
For example, older adults were more likely to distance themselves
from their age group when they were exposed to negative age ste-
reotypes (Weiss & Freund, 2012). Other research suggests that
Gay men might distance themselves from negative ingroup stereo-
types by displaying stereotypically male behaviors (Bishop, Kiss,
Morrison, Rushe, & Specht, 2014; Clarkson, 2006; Eguchi, 2009).
Taken together, self-group distancing represents an individ-
ual-level strategy aimed at individual mobility, often at the ex-
pense of group interests; is thought to reflect stigmatized group
members’ responses to social identity threats; and is more likely
observed among individuals who are less identified with their
ingroup. Given these insights, we argue that ingroup and/or out-
group evaluations among members of stigmatized groups may re-

flect self-group distancing.

3 | GROUP EVALUATIONS AS A
MANIFESTATION OF SELF-GROUP
DISTANCING

Ingroup favoritism is a robust phenomenon, influencing feelings,
beliefs, and behaviors (Greenwald & Pettigrew, 2014; Hewstone,
Rubin, & Willis, 2002; Mullen, Brown, & Smith, 1992). Theorizing
suggests that identifying with and favoring one's ingroup affects
well-being (e.g., self-esteem; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), and might also
provide a buffer against social rejection (Branscombe, Schmitt, &
Harvey, 1999). The occurrence of ingroup favoritism, however, also
depends on a group’s position within status and power hierarchies in
society. Specifically, members of stigmatized groups do not always
display ingroup favoritism.

Whereas stigmatized group members often self-report similar de-
grees of ingroup liking to non-stigmatized group members (e.g., Mullen
etal., 1992), they sometimes display evaluative outgroup favoritism on
implicit measures (e.g., Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, 2002).> In our
view, outgroup favoritism on evaluative measures reflects, at least to
some degree, self-group distancing (see also Derks et al., 2016). Self-
group distancing among members of stigmatized groups is often a re-
sponse to stereotyping in biased contexts (e.g., Derks, Ellemers, et al.,
2011; Derks, van Laar, et al., 2011; Weiss & Freund, 2012). Because the
valence of stereotypes is causally related to the valence of group eval-
uations (e.g., Phills, Hahn, & Gawronski, 2020), stigmatized group
members’ exposure to stereotypes is likely to have downstream conse-
qguences for group evaluations. Consequently, outgroup favoritism
may directly follow from the activation or endorsement of negative

ingroup stereotypes and/or positive outgroup stereotypes. This

This article uses the term "implicit" to refer to indirect measurement procedures and
their outcomes. However, this "implicit-as-indirect" conceptualization (Corneille &
Hutter, 2020, p. 1) does not equate implicit and explicit measurement outcomes with
different mental representations or features of automaticity.
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rationale is further supported by findings that outgroup favoritism is
more pronounced in groups to the extent that they are stigmatized by
others (i.e., negatively evaluated; Essien, Calanchini, & Degner, 2020;
Rudman, Feinberg, & Fairchild, 2002). Taken together, we view out-
group favoritism among members of stigmatized groups as one mani-
festation of self-group distancing, because such group evaluations
might at least in part reflect the activation or endorsement of negative
ingroup and/or positive outgroup stereotypes.

Findings regarding stigmatized group members’ intergroup
evaluations on implicit measures vary greatly, and different stud-
ies have documented ingroup favoritism, outgroup favoritism, or no
group preferences (Axt, Ebersole, & Nosek, 2014; Degner, Essien, &
Reichardt, 2016; Essien et al., 2020; Rae, Newheiser, & Olson, 2015;
Rudman et al., 2002). Thus far, these variations in intergroup evalua-
tions have not been exhaustively explained. Here, we suggest that one
moderator of group evaluations may be the degree of similarity indi-
viduals perceive between themselves, their ingroup, and a non-stigma-
tized outgroup. More specifically, we assume that group members who
appear as less phenotypically prototypical for the stigmatized ingroup
and thus more similar to a non-stigmatized outgroup may be more

likely to display outgroup favoritism as a form of self-group distancing.

4 | PHENOTYPIC PROTOTYPICALITY
AS (DIS)SIMILARITY WITH GROUP
PROTOTYPES

Phenotypic prototypicality refers to the degree to which individu-
als’ appearances are perceived as similar to a group prototype
(Davies, Hutchinson, Osborne, & Eberhardt, 2016). For example,
Blacks with darker skin tone or with more Afrocentric facial fea-
tures (e.g., broader nose, fuller lips) are more readily perceived
as prototypically Black. Such phenotypic racial prototypicality
has been linked to many real-life outcomes (Maddox, 2004). For
example, Black individuals with darker skin tone were evaluated
more negatively than those with lighter skin tone on both, implicit
and explicit measures (e.g., Hagiwara, Kashy, & Cesario, 2012).
Furthermore, Black individuals who were perceived as more pro-
totypical were more likely to be rejected by non-Black outgroup
members (Hebl, Williams, Sundermann, Kell, & Davies, 2012), more
strongly associated with attributes stereotypically linked with
Blacks (e.g., Blair, Judd, Sadler, & Jenkins, 2002), and more likely
to be perceived as threatening than those who were perceived as
less prototypical (e.g., Dixon & Maddox, 2005; Eberhardt, Davies,
Purdie-Vaughns, & Johnson, 2006; Kahn & Davies, 2011; Ma &
Correll, 2011). Such effects influence outcomes in other important
areas of everyday life, such as the educational system. Compared
with individuals with lighter skin tone, dark-skinned individuals
were judged as less competent, and these judgments were associ-
ated with lower educational expectations (Meeus, Mayor, Gonzalez,
Brown, & Manzi, 2017). Together, these studies suggest that higher
phenotypic prototypicality among members of stigmatized groups

is related to more negative experiences in outgroup contexts.

These findings regarding prototypicality also suggest that phe-
notypic appearance, in addition to group membership per se, shapes
interaction experiences. We propose that, eventually, these experi-
ences may relate to stigmatized group members’ own perceptions
and attitudes about both ingroup and outgroups. In other words, we
suggest that to the extent that ingroup typicality reflects phenotypic
appearance, it might influence stigmatized group members’ ability
to (psychologically) distance themselves from or connect with their
ingroup and outgroups. However, most research has investigated
how stigmatized group members are perceived, judged, and treated
by others, and only few studies have actually looked at how pheno-
typic prototypicality may relate to their own perceptions and group
evaluations.

Perceived ingroup prototypicality may be associated with a
number of psychological processes that construe the self as prox-
imal to or distant from the ingroup and, in turn, may relate to dif-
ferences in group evaluations. For example, less prototypical Black
individuals displayed less ingroup identification (Harvey, LaBeach,
Pridgen, & Gocial, 2005). Similarly, Black participants with lighter
skin tone reported less closeness to Black people than those with
darker skin tone (Brown, Ward, Lightbourn, & Jackson, 1999).
Lastly, less prototypical Black and Latino individuals were less
likely to be identified with their racial ingroups than more proto-
typical individuals (Wilkins, Kaiser, & Rieck, 2010). In sum, to the
extent that members of stigmatized groups are perceived as more
prototypical they seem to be more identified with their ingroup.
Crucially, these relationships with identification were not only ob-
served for self-reported prototypicality (Harvey et al., 2005), but
also for other-rated prototypicality (Brown et al., 1999; Wilkins
et al., 2010). Thus, relationships between ingroup prototypicality
and identification may at least in part reflect actual phenotypic
differences in appearance between members of stigmatized
groups. In our view, this suggests that ingroup prototypicality
may constrain stigmatized group members’ ability to identify with
the ingroup. Because ingroup identification is related to ingroup
liking and satisfaction with the ingroup (Leach et al., 2008), low
ingroup prototypicality may also be related to lower levels of in-
group favoritism.

Furthermore, perceived ingroup typicality may be associated
with stigmatized group members’ perception of group boundaries.
Stigmatized group members who appear less phenotypically pro-
totypical may perceive group boundaries as more permeable, thus
perceiving a higher liberty to distance the self from the ingroup.
Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) assumes that the per-
ception of permeability of group boundaries influences whether
group members who are unsatisfied with the lower status of their
ingroup attempt to leave the group, a strategy termed individual mo-
bility. According to social identity theory, individual mobility might
manifest itself not only in the sense of physically leaving a group,
but also in the sense of psychologically distancing the self from the
group, that is by disidentifying from the former ingroup (Tajfel &
Turner, 1979). Hence, we argue that ingroup typicality might pose

an individual constraint to the permeability of group boundaries,
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affecting stigmatized group members’ tendency to distance them-
selves from the ingroup.

Lastly, weak group boundaries may decrease ingroup identi-
fication (cf. Reimer et al., 2016) and increase perspective-taking
with outgroup members (e.g., Todd & Burgmer, 2013), thereby
decreasing positive ingroup evaluations and enhancing positive
outgroup evaluations (e.g., Rae et al., 2015). Taken together, we
suggest that phenotypic appearance should be related to the ex-
tent to which members of stigmatized groups perceive themselves
as typical for the ingroup. We further suggest that ingroup typi-
cality and the resulting sense of (dis)similarity and (dis)connection
with the ingroup may be related to ingroup and outgroup favorit-
ism in stigmatized group members’ intergroup evaluations on im-

plicit and explicit measures.

5 | THE PRESENT RESEARCH

We present four studies in which we investigated effects of in-
group typicality on evaluative ingroup favoritism on implicit and
explicit measures. We analyzed data from two sources: Project
Implicit and the American National Election Studies (ANES).
Project Implicit is a website where visitors can complete various
Tests (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, &
Schwartz, 1998) as well as explicit measures. For many target do-

Implicit Association

mains, data have been collected for more than a decade, yielding
massive, openly available datasets (https://osf.io/y9hiq/; see Xu
etal., 2017). ANES provides survey data from representative prob-
ability samples of adult U.S. citizens, which focus on political be-
havior and also include measures of intergroup attitudes (see
http://www.electionstudies.org). We reviewed these sources for
datasets, in which (a) participants self-categorized as members of
a stigmatized social identity and that (b) included at least one vari-
able differentiating between different levels of phenotypic proto-
typicality as a proxy for ingroup typicality. Three Project Implicit
datasets and two ANES waves (2012 and 2016) fulfilled these cri-
teria, investigating intergroup evaluations regarding skin tone and
racial attitudes (Study 1 and 2), weight status (Study 3), and disa-
bility (Study 4). Different variables were available as indirect indi-
cators of ingroup typicality. In Studies 1 and 2, we assumed that
Black participants with lighter skin tone have lower perceived/
phenotypic typicality for Blacks (or higher similarity to Whites).
We investigated effects of self-reported skin tone (Study 1) and
other-observed skin tone (Study 2). In Study 3, we assumed that
overweight participants have lower perceived/phenotypic typical-
ity for the overweight category (or higher similarity to the normal-
weight category) the lower their self-reported weight status and
the lower they believed others judge their weight status. Finally, in
Study 4, we assumed that disabled participants have lower per-
ceived/phenotypic typicality for the category disabled and higher
similarity to non-disabled people the more they were able to hide
their disability, the less they felt affected by their disability in daily

life, and the less severe they judged their disability. In all four
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studies, we examined how these variables were related to group
evaluations. In addition, we explored in Study 2 and 3 whether
ingroup typicality was related to ingroup identification. Lastly, we
conducted a series of meta-analyses across studies, which exam-
ined (a) the overall magnitude of the relationship between ingroup
typicality and intergroup evaluations and (b) whether ingroup typi-
cality was related to ingroup and/or outgroup evaluations. All
analyses were done using R.2 Analyses scripts are accessible via

Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/z4xwx/).

6 | STUDY 1

In Study 1, we explored how Black participants’ evaluations of light-
skinned and dark-skinned people varied depending on their own skin

tone perception.

6.1 | Method
6.1.1 | Participants

Participants were visitors of the Project Implicit demonstration
website (https://implicit.harvard.edu) between 2004 and 2015 who
self-categorized as Black or African American (N = 125,915). Given
such large sample size, achieved power for small effects (p = .1) was
1-p = 1.0 (two-tailed).

6.1.2 | Measures

Self-reported skin tone
Black participants’ self-reported skin tone was measured on a scale
ranging from 1 (very dark) to (very light)—see Table 2 for all response

options and descriptive statistics.

Skin tone IAT

In the skin tone IAT, attribute stimuli were positive and negative words
that had to be categorized as good versus bad. The target stimuli were
dark-skinned and light-skinned male and female faces—see https://osf.

io/y%hiq/, for a complete overview of stimuli and procedures.

Self-reported preference

Participants indicated their relative preference for dark-skinned
over light-skinned people on a scale from 1 (strong preference for
dark-skinned people) to 7 (strong preference for light-skinned people),

with the midpoint indicating no preference.

2R (Version 3.6.2; R Core Team, 2017) and the R-packages corx (Version 1.0.2;
Conigrave, 2019), data.table (Version 1.12.8; Dowle & Srinivasan, 2017), here (Version
0.1; Miller, 2017), irr (Version 0.84.1; Gamer, Lemon, Fellows, & Singh, 2019), jmv
(Version 1.0.8; Selker, Love, & Dropmann, 2018), knitr (Version 1.28; Xie, 2015), MBESS
(Version 4.6.0; Kelley, 2018), metafor (Version 2.1.0; Viechtbauer, 2010), papaja (Version
0.1.0.9942; Aust & Barth, 2018), and tidyverse (Version 1.3.0; Wickham, 2017).
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TABLE 1 Mean IAT D Scores, self-reported preference scores, feeling thermometer difference scores, and their standard deviations as a

function of Black participants’ self-reported skin tone in Study 1

IAT
M SD n
All Black participants 0.09 0.45 125,915
| consider my skin to be
(1) Very dark 0.05 0.46 3,834
(2) Dark 0.04 0.45 24,534
(3) Somewhat dark 0.06 0.45 21,910
(4) Medium 0.09 0.45 42,636
(5) Somewhat light 0.14 0.45 14,785
(6) Light 0.19 0.46 11,191
(7) Very light 0.21 0.48 1,843
White participants 0.40 0.40 465,925

Preference Thermometer

M SD n M SD n

379 1.08 115,738 -0.37 1.86 121,597
346 1.33 3,536 -1.13  2.58 3,749
3.57 113 22,853 -0.83 1.94 24,085
371 1.06 20,497 -0.59 1.84 21,530
3.86 1.02 39,623 -0.27 171 41,838
404 1.01 13,953 0.09 1.68 14,564
411  1.07 10,523 0.26 1.72 11,003
398 117 1,742 0.14 213 1,811
4.27 095 434,900 0.54 1.72 450,702

Note: IAT = IAT D Score; Preference = self-reported preference score; Thermometer = feeling thermometer difference score. Higher means on IATs
and self-report measures indicate a stronger preference for light-skinned over dark-skinned individuals. Variable sample sizes are based on missing
values in the different dependent variables. For comparison, we also report average scores for the non-stigmatized group (i.e., White participants).

1 2 3 4 5
1. Typicality -

2. IAT 0.09" -

3. Preference 016" 011" -

4. Thermometer 020" 010" 0.56" -

5. Ingroup 013" 0.087" 0.25" 0417

6. Outgroup -0.03""  0.00 -020""  -0.41"

0.67""

TABLE 2 Zero-order correlations

M sb of Black participants’ self-reported
3.67 1.34 skin tone, IAT D Scores, self-reported
0.09 0.45 preference scores, and individual feeling
thermometers in Study 1
3.79 1.08
-0.37  1.86
2.50 2.29
2.87 2.29

Note: Typicality = measure of ingroup typicality (i.e., self-reported skin tone); IAT = IAT D Score;
Preference = self-reported preference score; Thermometer = feeling thermometer difference
score; Ingroup = feeling thermometer regarding dark-skinned people; Outgroup = feeling
thermometer regarding dark-skinned people. Higher means on IATs and self-report measures
indicate a stronger preference for light-skinned over dark-skinned individuals.

*p < .05.
**p < .01.
***p <.001.

Feeling thermometers
Participants indicated their feelings regarding light-skinned and dark-

skinned people using two scales from 1 (very cold) to 11 (very warm).

6.2 | Results

We used IAT D Scores and self-reported preference scores as reported
in the dataset. In addition, we computed feeling thermometer differ-
ence scores by subtracting participants’ evaluations of dark-skinned
people from evaluations regarding light-skinned people. In all measures,
more positive scores indicate a relative preference for light-skinned
people over dark-skinned people. Table 1 presents descriptive statistics
for measures of intergroup evaluations for the different levels of self-
reported skin tone. As means of comparison, we also report average

scores for the non-stigmatized group (e.g., White participants).

Overall, Black participants had a positive IAT D Score, which sig-
nificantly differed from zero t(125,914) = 69.69, p <.001, d, = .20, 95%
Cl [0.19, 0.20], indicating an overall small preference of light-skinned
relative to dark-skinned people on the IAT. We also tested participants’
mean self-reported preference scores against the scale midpoint,
t(115,737)=-66.77,p < .001,d, = -.20, 95% CI [-0.20, -0.19], and their
thermometer difference scores against zero, t(121,596) = -69.65, p <
.001, d, = -.20, 95% CI [-0.21, -0.19], indicating a preference for dark-
skinned relative to light-skinned people on both self-report measures.

Table 2 reports correlations between self-reported skin tone and
group evaluations. Importantly, we observed a small positive cor-
relations between participants’ self-reported skin tone and their IAT
D Scores, r(120,731) = .09, p < .001, 95% CI [0.09, 0.10], their self-re-
ported preference scores, r(112,725) = .16, p < .001, 95% ClI [0.16,
0.17], and their thermometer difference scores, r(118,578) = .20, p <
.001, 95% CI1[0.19, 0.20].
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6.3 | Discussion

Black participants showed stronger preferences for light-skinned
relative to dark-skinned individuals on the IAT and two self-report
measures to the extent that they self-reported lighter skin tone. This
provides initial support for the assumption that differencesiningroup
typicality explain variance in intergroup evaluations. However, a re-
versed interpretation remains plausible. Participants may perceive
their skin tone to be lighter because of their stronger relative prefer-
ence for light-skinned relative to dark-skinned people and a relative
disconnectedness with the ingroup. According to this reasoning, ef-
fects might be due to participants “adjusting” perceptions of their
skin tone as a consequence of their attitudes, due to lower identi-
fication, or generally as a strategy to achieve cognitive consistency
between their attitudes and their self-observations (cf. Gawronski,
Brochu, Sritharan, & Strack, 2012). From this viewpoint, two people
with the same skin tone may report very different levels of subjec-
tive skin tone, based on different levels of ingroup identification.
Study 2 addresses this possible alternative interpretation.

7 | STUDY 2

Study 2—a pre-registered analysis of ANES 2012 and 2016 data—aimed
at replicating and extending findings of the previous study. Again, we
used skin tone as proxy for perceived ingroup typicality in Black par-
ticipants. Unlike the previous study, the ANES datasets provided skin
tone categorizations also as other-observations. Interviewers who
conducted face-to-face interviews also reported participants’ per-
ceived skin tone. However, only self-report measures of intergroup
evaluations were assessed (i.e., feeling thermometer scales).

From the results of Study 1, we expected Black participants
to display higher levels of ingroup favoritism the darker their in-
terviewer-assessed and self-reported skin tone. The pre-registra-
tion, materials, and analysis script are accessible via https://osf.
io/kn7qv/.

In addition to the pre-registered analyses, we explored whether
ingroup typicality was related to group identification among mem-
bers of stigmatized groups. The results of these exploratory analyses
may reveal whether lower ingroup typicality involves psycholog-
ical distancing from a stigmatized identity (i.e., disidentification).
Together, these analyses may point towards involved psychological
processes underlying the correlation between skin tone measures
and intergroup evaluations.

71 | Method
7.1.1 | Participants
Participants were 766 respondents (291 male, 472 female, 3 un-

known; MDage =43, SD = 15.99) from the ANES 2012 (n = 413) and
ANES 2016 (n = 353) Time Series, who self-identified as African
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American or Black. All ANES 2012 respondents participated in
face-to-face interviews. For ANES 2016, 119 respondents partici-
pated in face-to-face interviews and 234 respondents participated
online. Power analysis was based on the lower boundary of the con-
fidence interval for the correlation between self-reported skin tone
and self-reported preference scores observed in Study 1. Given a =
.05, and 1-f = 0.95, a sample size of at least N = 425 was needed
to detect an effect of p = .158 (one-tailed; see pre-registration at
https://osf.io/95q4v/).

7.1.2 | Measures

Skin tone assessment

Skin tone was assessed using a skin color scale originally designed
by Massey and Martin (2003), a 10-point graphical scale depicting
a human hand in ten different shades (1 = very light; 10 = very
dark). We recoded values in parallel to Study 1 such that higher
values indicate lower ingroup typicality. Respondents’ skin tone
was recorded during two interviews; once at the end of the pre-
election interview and once at the end of the post-election inter-
view, respectively. Basing our analysis on intra-class correlations of
fcc = -85, (95% Cl [0.82, 0.87]), between interviewers’ skin tone
observations, we averaged the two skin tone observations. In
ANES 2016, respondents additionally self-reported their skin tone
using the same scale.®

Self-reported preference

In both studies, feeling thermometers were administered as part of
the post-election data collection via computer-aided self-interviews.
Evaluations of Blacks and Whites were assessed separately, using
scales from O (unfavorable/cold) to 100 (favorable/warm). We com-
puted a feeling thermometer difference score in parallel to Study 1 by
subtracting evaluations regarding Blacks from evaluations regarding
Whites. Positive values indicate more positive evaluations of Whites

relative to Blacks.

Ingroup identification
Participants were asked how important being Black was to their
identity on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (extremely

important).

7.2 | Results

Exploratory analyses of the main effect of ingroup favoritism re-
vealed that Black participants had a negative feeling thermometer
difference score (M = -16.26, SD = 24.02), significantly different
from zero t(707) = -18.01, p <.001, d, = -.68, 95% CI [-0.76, -0.59],

3Note that in the ANES 2016 study, face-to-face respondents self-reported their skin
tone in addition to interviewer-assessed skin tone, whereas online skin tone was only
assessed via self-report.
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1 2 3 4 5
1. Skin Tone -
(Other)
2. Skin Tone 040" =
(Self)
3. Identification 0.12" 0.12" -
4. Thermometer 0.11" -0.06 019" -
5. Ingroup -0.01 -010 030" 042" -
6. Outgroup -0.12" -0.02  0.05 -0.68"

0.38""

TABLE 3 Zero-order correlations of

M sb Black participants’ interviewer-assessed

5.52 2.24 skin tone, self-reported skin tone, feeling
thermometer difference scores, and

548 196 individual feeling thermometers in Study 2
4.29 1.07

16.26 24.02

85.32 19.12

69.00 23.49

Note: Skin Tone (Other) = interviewer-assessed skin tone; Skin Tone (Self) = self-reported skin
tone; Identification = ingroup identification; Thermometer = feeling thermometer difference score;
Ingroup = ingroup feeling thermometer; Outgroup = outgroup feeling thermometer. Higher means
for skin tone measures indicate darker (interviewer-assessed and self-reported) skin tone; a higher
feeling thermometer difference score indicates a stronger preference for Blacks relative to Whites;
higher means for individual feeling thermometers indicate more favorable/warm evaluations of the

respective target group.
*p < .05.

**p < .01.

***p <.001.

thus replicating the effect of self-reported ingroup favoritism ob-
served in Study 1.

Table 3 reports correlations between skin tone ratings and group
evaluations. As predicted, we observed a small positive correlation
between face-to-face respondents’ feeling thermometer difference
scores and their interviewer-assessed skin tone, r(474) = .11, p = .006,
95% Cl [0.04, 1.00]. Black participants showed higher levels of in-
group favoritism on feeling thermometer difference scores the darker
their observed skin tone. Surprisingly however, participants’ self-re-
ported skin tone was not positively correlated with feeling thermom-
eter difference scores, r(329) = -.06, p = .854, 95% Cl [-0.15, 1.00].

In order to explore why the predicted effect did not replicate
using respondents’ self-reported skin tone ratings, we looked at the
agreement between respondents’ self-reported skin tone ratings
and average interviewer-assessed skin tone ratings. Agreement was
surprisingly low, r,.. = .57, 95% CI[0.36, 0.71].

7.2.1 | Exploratory analyses

Next, we explored relationships between skin tone ratings and in-
group identification. We observed small positive correlations be-
tween participants’ interviewer-observed skin tone and their levels
of ingroup identification, r(487) = .12, p = .010, 95% CI [0.03, 0.20].
This indicates that participants with darker observed skin tone dis-
played higher levels of ingroup identification than did participants
with lighter skin tone.

We then conducted a mediation analysis using the “medmod”
package4 with 1,000 bootstrap resamples. This analysis used
participants’ feeling thermometer difference scores as depen-

dent variable, interviewer-observed skin tone as a predictor, and

“The medmod package uses the “lavaan” package for computations.

ingroup identification as a mediator. Indeed, the indirect effect
was significant, b =-.25,SE =.11, p =.023, 95% CI [-0.50, -0.07].
This indicates that the effect of skin tone on ingroup favoritism
was mediated by participants’ level of ingroup identification.
Regarding participants’ self-reported skin tone, we observed a
small positive correlation with their levels of ingroup identification,
r(329) =.12, p =.034, 95% CI [0.01, 0.22]. This indicates that partic-
ipants with darker skin tone reported higher levels of identification

than those with lighter skin tone.

7.3 | Discussion

Study 2 indicates that Black participants displayed higher levels of
outgroup favoritism on a self-report measure the lighter their skin
tone. The replication of effects from Study 1 with the observer skin
tone ratings in Study 2 strengthens our interpretation that lower in-
group typicality leads to less ingroup favoritism. It is less likely that
skin tone perceptions were systematically biased by participants’
intergroup attitudes—skin tone was not self-reported, but recorded
by the interviewers. That said, it is also possible that skin tone ob-
servations were influenced by participants’ responses during the
interview, because skin tone observations were made at the end of
the interview. On the other hand, it is also important to note that
feeling thermometers and other sensitive information were assessed
through computer-aided self-interviews without the interviewers’
participation. Thus, it remains an open question whether or to what
extent skin tone ratings might have been influenced by participants’
behavior.

Contrary to expectations, the correlation of self-reported skin
tone with ingroup favoritism observed in Study 1 did not repli-
cate in Study 2. Explanations for this null finding might center on

differences in measurement procedures between observed and
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self-reported skin tone. For example, observer skin tone ratings
were assessed in face-to-face interviews whereas self-reported
skin tone ratings were assessed during a self-administered online
survey. Furthermore, observer skin tone ratings were assessed
twice whereas self-reported skin tone was only assessed once.
Consequently, measurement error of self-reported skin tone mea-
sures may have been higher compared to observed skin tone mea-
sures, which would have differentially attenuated correlations
between skin tone measures and ingroup favoritism (e.g., Hunter &
Schmidt, 2007).

Lastly, exploratory analyses indicate that the correlations be-
tween interviewer-assessed skin tone on ingroup favoritism were
partially mediated by participants’ level of ingroup identification.
Findings of Study 2 thus provide preliminary evidence that lower
ingroup typicality might be associated with psychological distanc-
ing from a stigmatized identity. Together, results of Study 1 and 2
suggest that how Black Americans evaluate the ingroup and out-
group is related to the degree to which they appear typical of their
ingroup in terms of skin tone (i.e., ingroup typicality). In Studies 3
and 4 we explored whether these effects (a) extend to other social
categories and (b) are observed when using different operational-
izations of ingroup typicality. A replication of these effects would
suggest the operation of comparable basic processes mediating the

relationship between ingroup typicality and intergroup evaluations.

8 | STUDY 3

Study 3 investigated the link between ingroup typicality and in-
tergroup bias regarding a different social categorization: weight
status. Weight is an important factor in interpersonal perception,
with overweight individuals being frequently negatively stigma-
tized (e.g., Crandall, 1994). However, although negative evalu-
ations of overweight individuals are widely shared within many
Western societies, own body weight has been shown to be related
to weight-related automatic prejudice, with overweight individuals
displaying less anti-fat bias and even ingroup favoritism the higher
their actual body weight (e.g., Degner & Wentura, 2009; Schwartz,
Vartanian, Nosek, & Brownell, 2006). Hence, Study 3 examined
whether weight status categorization is related to intergroup eval-
uations on both the IAT and self-report measures. Furthermore,
to further our understanding of the relationship between ingroup
typicality and self-group distancing, we again explored relation-
ships between ingroup typicality, group identification, and in-

group favoritism.

8.1 | Method
8.1.1 | Participants

Participants were visitors of the Project Implicit demonstration web-

site between 2004 and 2015, who self-categorized as overweight
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(N = 147,540). Given such large sample size, achieved power for
small effects (p = .1) was 1-8 = 1.0 (two-tailed).

8.1.2 | Measures

Weight IAT

The weight IAT followed the same procedure as the skin tone IAT in
Study 1 with the exception that target stimuli were images of normal
weight and overweight individuals (e.g., faces or body shapes)—see
https://osf.io/y9hiq/, for a complete overview of experimental stim-

uli and procedures.

Self-reported preference

Participants indicated their relative preference for overweight
over normal weight individuals on scales from 1 (strong prefer-
ence for overweight individuals) to 7 (strong preference for normal
weight individuals), with the midpoint indicating no preference.
Participants indicated their feelings regarding overweight and
normal weight individuals on scales from 1 (very cold) to 11 (very

warm).

Perceived weight status

Participants’ reported their perceived weight status and reported
how they thought others would judge their weight on a scale ranging
from 1 (very underweight) to 7 (very overweight). For comparability
with the previous studies, weight status was recoded such that
higher values indicate lower weight. We used both variables as sepa-
rate proxies for participants’ ingroup typicality—see Table 4 for all

response options and descriptive statistics.’

Ingroup identification

Participants were asked how much they identified with over-
weight people using a scale from 1 (Not at all) to 5 (Strongly). Exact
wording was “How much do you identify with people who are
fat?”.6

8.2 | Results

Overall, overweight participants had a positive IAT D Score, which
significantly differed from zero t(147,539) = 328.59, p < .001,
d, = .86, 95% Cl [0.85, 0.8¢], indicating outgroup favoritism onin-
dicating outgroup favoritism on the IAT (see Table 5). We tested
participants’ mean self-reported preference score against the scale
midpoint, t(143,115) = 254.99, p < .001, d, = .67, 95% CI [0.67,

0.68], and their feeling thermometer difference score against zero,

Note that we excluded overweight participants who reported that others would judge
them as slightly, moderately, or very underweight (n = 2,433).

%In our view, the phrasing “fat” does not appear to be a neutral way of addressing people

who are heavyweight. However, we do not have clear hypotheses about how this
wording might have influenced responses toward this item.
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TABLE 4 Mean IAT D Scores, self-reported preference scores, feeling thermometer difference scores, and their standard deviations as a
function of participants’ self-reported weight status and their report of how others would judge their weight status in Study 3

IAT Preference Thermometer
M SD n M SD n M SD n
Overweight participants 0.37 0.43 147,540 473 1.08 143,116 0.47 2.32 146,555
Currently, | am
(1) Very overweight 0.24 0.45 19,276 440 1.19 18,656 -0.16 2.56 19,139
(2) Moderately 0.33 0.44 38,576 456 1.08 37,417 0.16 2.27 38,342
overweight
(3) Slightly overweight 0.41 0.42 89,688 487 1.03 87,043 0.74 2.24 89,074
Other people would say that | am
(1) Very overweight 0.21 0.45 10,498 430 1.20 10,148 -0.30 2.57 10,415
(2) Moderately 0.29 0.44 22,766 449 1.08 21,997 0.08 2.24 22,645
overweight
(3) Slightly overweight 0.38 0.43 44,546 472 1.02 43,146 0.53 2.20 44,254
(4) Normal weight 0.44 0.41 36,219 499 103 35,157 0.99 2.29 36,022
Normal weight 0.46 0.40 170,182 515 1.04 164,764 1.36 2.37 168,887

participants

Note: IAT = IAT D Score; Preference = self-reported preference score; Thermometer = feeling thermometer difference score. Higher means on IATs
and self-report measures indicate a stronger preference for normal weight over overweight individuals. Variable sample sizes are based on missing
values in the different dependent variables. We excluded overweight participants who reported that others would judge them as slightly, moderately,
or very underweight (n = 2,433). For comparison, we also report average scores for the non-stigmatized group (i.e., normal weight participants).

TABLE 5 Zero-order correlations of overweight participants’ self-reported weight status, reports of how others would judge their weight
status, IAT D Scores, self-reported preference scores, feeling thermometer difference scores, and individual feeling thermometers in Study 3

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M SD

1. Weight (Self) - 2.48 0.71
2. Weight (Others) 075" = 293 0.94
3. Identification 0.38" 0.38" - 3.21 1.06
4.IAT 014" 016" 014" - 0.37 0.43
5. Preference 017" 0.21" 0.32" 0.22"" - 473 1.08
6. Thermometer 015" 018" 0.31" 0.18™ 0.59"" - 0.47 2.32
7. Ingroup 0.10™" 012" 0.30" 016" 041" 0.62" - 5.06 2.08
8. Outgroup -0.07" -0.09" -0.04" -0.05" -0.277 -0.53"" 0.347" 4.59 1.93

Note: Weight (Self) = self-reported weight status; Weight (Others) = reports of how others would judge participants’ weight status; IAT = IAT D
Score; Preference = self-reported preference score; Thermometer = feeling thermometer difference score; Ingroup = ingroup feeling thermometer;
Outgroup = outgroup feeling thermometer. Higher means on IATs and self-report measures indicate a stronger preference for overweight relative to
normal weight individuals.

*p < .05.

**p <.01.

***p <.001.

t(146,554) = 77.50, p < .001, d, = .20, 95% CI [0.20, 0.21], indicating
outgroup favoritism for both self-report measures.

Table 5 reports correlations between weight status, group
evaluations, and ingroup identification. Crucially, we observed
small correlations between IAT D Scores and participants’ self-re-
ported weight status, r(147,538) = .14, p < .001, 95% CI [0.14,
0.15], and with their reports of how others would judge their
weight status, r(114,027) = .16, p < .001, 95% CI [0.16, 0.17]. We
also observed small and small-to-medium correlations between

self-reported preference scores and participants’ self-reported
weight status, r(143,114) = .17, p < .001, 95% CI [0.16, 0.17],
and with their reports of how others would judge their weight
status, r(110,446) = .21, p < .001, 95% CI [0.20, 0.21]. Lastly,
we observed small correlations between feeling thermometer
difference scores and participants’ self-reported weight status,
r(146,553) = .15, p < .001, 95% Cl [0.14, 0.15], and their reports
of how others would judge their weight status, r(113,334) = .18, p
<.001, 95% CI [0.17, 0.18].
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8.2.1 | Exploratory analyses

Next, we explored relationships between the two indicators of
ingroup typicality and ingroup identification. Participants’ self-
reported weight status correlated positively with ingroup identifica-
tion, r(102,575) = .38, p < .001, 95% CI [0.38, 0.39], indicating that
participants identified more strongly with overweight people the
higher their self-reported weight status. Furthermore, participants’
ratings of how others would judge their weight status correlated
positively with their level of ingroup identification, r(87,373) = .38,
p < .001, 95% CI [0.37, 0.38], indicating that participants identified
more strongly with overweight people the higher they rated that
others would judge their weight status.

We then explored in a series of mediation analyses whether the
correlation between typicality and outgroup favoritism was medi-
ated by participants’ level of ingroup identification. Both measures
of typicality were highly correlated, r(114,027) = .75, p < .001, 95%
Cl [0.75, 0.76], so we calculated an ingroup typicality index by aver-
aging the two items.

First, we conducted a mediation analysis with participants’ IAT D
Scores as dependent variable, ingroup typicality as a predictor, and in-
group identification as a mediator. Indeed, the indirect effect was signif-
icant, b = -.02, SE = .00, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.02, -0.02]. This indicates
that the correlation between ingroup typicality and outgroup favoritism
was partially mediated by participants’ level of ingroup identification.

Again, we conducted a mediation analysis, this time using par-
ticipants’ self-reported preference scores as dependent variable,
ingroup typicality as a predictor, and ingroup identification as a medi-
ator. The indirect effect was significant, b = -.16, SE = .00, p < .001,
95% CI [-0.17, -0.16]. This indicates that the correlation between
ingroup typicality and outgroup favoritism on self-report measures
was partially mediated by participants’ level of ingroup identification.

Lastly, we conducted a mediation analysis, this time using par-
ticipants’ feeling thermometer difference scores as dependent vari-
able, ingroup typicality as a predictor, and ingroup identification as
a mediator. The indirect effect was significant, b = .34, SE = .01, p <
.001, 95% CI[0.33, 0.35]. This indicates that the correlation between
ingroup typicality and outgroup favoritism on feeling thermometers

was partially mediated by participants’ level of ingroup identification.

8.3 | Discussion

Results of Study 3 indicate that overweight participants displayed
a stronger preference for normal weight relative to overweight in-
dividuals the lower their self-reported weight status and the lower
their reports of how they believed others would judge their weight
status—thus the less typical they appeared for the overweight cat-
egory. Importantly, this effect was observed for intergroup evalua-
tions on both the IAT and self-report measures. We also observed
that both indicators of ingroup typicality were correlated with over-
weight participants’ level of ingroup identification. Lastly, we ob-

served that higher levels of outgroup favoritism were in part due to
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the fact that overweight participants who reported being less typical
for their group were also less likely to identify with that group.

9 | STUDY 4

Study 4 focuses on yet another domain of intergroup perception—dis-
ability. While people might self-categorize as either disabled or abled,
people who self-categorize as disabled might still perceive themselves
as more or less conforming to a prototypical image of a disabled per-

son, which might in turn influence ingroup and outgroup evaluations.

9.1 | Method
9.1.1 | Participants

Participants were visitors of the Project Implicit demonstration web-
site, who indicated that they had a disability (N = 35,058). Given such
a large sample size, the achieved power for small effects (p = .1) was
1-p = 1.0 (two-tailed).

9.1.2 | Measures

Disability IAT

The disability IAT followed the same procedures as IATs in Study 1
and 3 except that target stimuli were symbols indicating disability
(e.g., crutches, guide dog, wheelchair) and ability (e.g., persons who
walk, run, or ski)—see https://osf.io/y9hiq/, for a complete overview
of experimental stimuli and procedures.

Self-reported preference

Participants indicated their relative preference for disabled over
abled people on scales from 1 (strong preference for disabled people)
to 7 (strong preference for abled people), with the midpoint indicating

no preference.

Perceived ingroup typicality

Participants completed several measures that can be interpreted as
proxies of perceived ingroup typicality or similarity to non-disabled
people: the ability to hide their disability on a scale from 1 (impos-
sible to hide) to 4 (very able to hide), how much their disability affected
things they do in life on a scale from 1 (nothing | do) to 6 (everything
I do), and the perceived severity of their disability on a scale from 1
(very slight) to 5 (very severe)—see Table 6 for all response options and

descriptive statistics.

9.2 | Results

Overall, participants with disabilities had a positive IAT D Score,
which significantly differed from zero, t(35,057) = 162.38, p < .001,


https://osf.io/y9hiq/
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TABLE 6 Mean IAT D Scores, self-reported preference scores, feeling thermometer difference scores, and their standard deviations as a

function of three measures of ingroup typicality in Study 4

IAT
M SD n

Disabled participants 0.37 043 147,540
My disability is

(1) Impossible to hide 0.34 0.49 3,687

(2) Slightly able to hide 0.40 0.48 5,609

(3) Moderately able to 0.43 0.48 8,783

hide

(4) Very able to hide 0.43 0.46 13,310
My disability affects

(1) Everything I do 0.35 0.49 3,307

(2) Very many things 0.35 0.49 3,918

I do

(3) Many things | do 0.41 0.47 9,972

(4) Few things | do 0.44 0.46 8,660

(5) Very few things | do 0.46 0.46 4,725

(6) Nothing | do 0.43 0.50 735
My disability is

(1) Very severe 0.35 0.52 1,078

(2) Severe 0.38 0.48 5,859

(3) Moderate 0.41 0.48 15,110

(4) Slight 0.45 0.46 6,598

(5) Very slight 0.45 0.45 2,658
Non-disabled participants 0.49 0.43 234,676

Preference Thermometer

M SD n M SD n

473 1.08 143,116 0.47 2.32 146,555
420 1.21 3,479 -0.24 248 3,637
4.19 1.02 5,299 -0.28 1.97 5,529
420 0.99 8,353 -0.25 1.88 8,665
430 0.95 12,726 -0.03 1.86 13,174
4.07 1.25 3,156 -0.52 272 3,264
414 1.03 3,716 -0.39 2.00 3,864
422 0.96 9,491 -0.21 1.82 9,865
429 0.92 8,240 -0.01 1.80 8,548
436 0.99 4,493 0.08 1.80 4,661
4.37 1.29 693 0.08 2.44 722
4.01 1.49 1,022 -0.41 3.48 1,060
412 1.05 5,565 -0.42 2.06 5,773
422 0.96 14,380 -0.19 1.85 14,937
435 0.96 6,280 0.04 1.79 6,522
440 0.99 2,535 0.18 1.94 2,624
442 097 227,100 0.45 1.98 232,983

Note: IAT = IAT D Score; Preference = self-reported preference score; Thermometer = feeling thermometer difference score. Higher means on
IATs and self-report measures indicate a stronger preference for non-disabled over disabled individuals. Variable sample sizes are based on missing
values in the different dependent variables. As means of comparison, we also report average scores for the non-stigmatized group (i.e., non-disabled

participants).

d, = .87, 95% Cl [0.85, 0.88], indicating outgroup favoritism on
the IAT. Testing participants’ mean self-reported preference score
against the scale midpoint, t(33,412) = 23.43,p <.001, d, = .13, 95%
Cl[0.12, 0.14], and their thermometer difference score against zero,
t(34,580) = -13.24, p < .001, d, = -.07, 95% CI [-0.08, -0.06], indi-
cated small effects of self-reported outgroup and ingroup favoritism,
respectively.

Table 7 reports correlations between measures of ingroup typ-
icality and group evaluations. Crucially, we observed correlations
between IAT D Scores and participants’ self-reported ability to
hide their disability, r(31,387) = .06, p < .001, 95% CI [0.05, 0.07],
their judgments of how much the disability affects their lives,
r(31,315) = .07, p < .001, 95% ClI [0.06, 0.08], and the perceived
severity of their disability, r(31,301) = .05, p < .001, 95% CI [0.04,
0.06], indicating very small correlations between ingroup typi-
cality and outgroup favoritism on the IAT (see Table 6). Next, we
correlated participants’ self-reported preference and feeling ther-
mometer difference scores with the different proxy variables. We

observed similar correlations with the ability to hide the disability,

r(29,855) = .04, p < .001, 95% CI [0.03, 0.05] and r(31,003) = .05, p
<.001, 95% CI [0.04, 0.06], with the degree to which the disability
affects their lives, r(29,787) = .09, p < .001, 95% CI [0.08, 0.10] and
r(30,922) = .10, p < .001, 95% CI [0.08, 0.11], and with perceived
severity, r(29,780) = .09, p < .001, 95% CI [0.08, 0.11] and r(30,914)
= .09, p < .001, 95% CI [0.08, 0.10], respectively. This indicates
that the correlations between measures of ingroup typicality and

intergroup evaluations on self-report measures were very small.

9.3 | Discussion

Study 4 provided evidence that disabled participants displayed
higher levels of outgroup favoritism the more they were able to hide
their disability, the less they felt affected by their disability, and the
less severe they judged their disability. Although these effects were
substantially smaller than in the previous studies, it is worth high-
lighting that the pattern of results was consistent across both IAT

and self-report measures.
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TABLE 7 Zero-order correlations of disabled participants’ self-reported measures of ingroup typicality (i.e., the ability to hide their
disability; how much their disability affected things they do in life; and the perceived severity of their disability), IAT D Scores, self-reported
preference scores, feeling thermometer difference scores, and individual feeling thermometers in Study 4

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M SD

1. Typicality 1 - 3.01 1.04
2. Typicality 2 0.23"" - 3.31 1.24
3. Typicality 3 0.30"" 0.58" - 312 0.93
4.1AT 0.06™" 0.07"" 005" - 0.41 0.47
5. Preference 0.04™" 0.09™" 0.09" 015" - 413 1.03
6. Thermometer 0.05" 0.10™" 0.09™" 012" 046" - -0.14 1.98
7. Ingroup 0.04™" 0.03" 0.06™ 0.08" 0.27"" 048" - 3.62 2.21
8. Outgroup 0.00 -0.06" -0.027" -0.04" -015"" -0.43" 0.58"" 3.76 2.15

Note: Typicality 1 = ability to hide disability; Typicality 2 = extent to which affected by disability; Typicality 3 = perceived severity of disability;
IAT = IAT D Score; Preference = self-reported preference score; Thermometer = feeling thermometer difference score; Ingroup = ingroup feeling
thermometer; Outgroup = outgroup feeling thermometer. Higher means on IATs and self-report measures indicate a stronger preference for disabled

individuals relative to non-disabled individuals.
*p < .05.

**p <.01.

***p < .001.

FIGURE 1 Forest plot of random-
effects meta-analysis of results from

Studies 1-4. Error bars depict 95% Study 1 * 0.150.15, 0.16]
confidence intervals Study 2 o 0.04 [-0.05, 0.14]
Study 3 - 0.17[0.16,0.17]
Study 4 o 0.07 [ 0.06, 0.08]
RE Model — 0.12[0.06, 0.17]

10 | META-ANALYSIS

Studies 1-4 indicate that ingroup typicality is associated with in-
group and outgroup favoritism on IATs and self-report measures of
intergroup evaluations. In order to compute a meta-analytic average
effect size across studies, we first obtained one mean effect by aver-
aging across all effects of each study that were weighted by their
respective sample sizes. Next, we conducted a random effects meta-
analysis of correlation coefficients across studies, using the metafor
package (Viechtbauer, 2010), with effect sizes being weighted by
their inverse sampling variance. This analysis yielded an average ef-
fect size of r =.12,z=4.18, p < .001, 95% CI [0.06, 0.17], indicating
an overall small effect of ingroup typicality on intergroup evalua-

tions (see Figure 1)’

7We also observed a substantial amount of heterogeneity, % =.00, Q(3) = 228.16, p<
.001, accounting for a large proportion of the total variability, ?=99.36%.
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Correlation Coefficient

In addition to combining effects across relative preference
measures (i.e., IATs, self-reported preference scores, and feeling
thermometer difference scores), the present data also provide
the opportunity to conduct meta-analyses for correlations with
single group evaluations (i.e., individual feeling thermometers).
Correlations with relative preference measures versus single
group evaluations are both informative. Correlations with rel-
ative preference measures allow inferences whether ingroup
typicality is related to the extent to which people prefer the
ingroup relative to the outgroup. In addition, correlations with
single group evaluations allow inferences whether ingroup typ-
icality is related to ingroup and/or outgroup evaluations. First,
we calculated average effect sizes as described above. Next,
we conducted two separate random effects meta-analyses of
correlation coefficients for ingroup and outgroup evaluations
across studies, with effect sizes being weighted by their inverse

sampling variance.
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The meta-analysis using ingroup feeling thermometers yielded
an average effect size of r = .07, z = 2.11, p = .035, 95% CI [0.00,
0.14]. This indicates that the effect of ingroup typicality on ingroup
feeling thermometers was significant but very small. The meta-anal-
ysis using outgroup feeling thermometers yielded an average effect
size of r=-.05,z=-2.97,p =.003, 95% CI [-0.08, -0.02].8 This indi-
cates that the effect of ingroup typicality on outgroup feeling ther-
mometers was significant but very small. In sum, meta-analyses of
correlations with single group evaluations suggest that higher levels
of ingroup typicality are related to more positive ingroup evaluations
and more negative outgroup evaluations. Consequently, both in-
group and outgroup evaluations contributed to correlations be-
tween ingroup typicality and feeling thermometer difference

scores.’

11 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

The present research investigated whether members of stigmatized
groups who appear less typical for their ingroup (e.g., light-skinned
Black individuals; individuals with a disability that is less visible) are
more likely to distance themselves from their group by evaluating
the stigmatized ingroup less positively relative to a non-stigmatized
outgroup. Across three social categories, intergroup evaluations on
IATs and self-report measures varied with stigmatized group mem-
bers’ relative typicality for the ingroup. In Study 1, Black participants
displayed a stronger preference for light-skinned relative to dark-
skinned individuals the lighter their self-reported skin tone. This
effect was partially replicated in Study 2, with Black participants
displaying a stronger preference for Whites relative to Blacks the
lighter their other-observed skin tone, but independent of their self-
reported skin tone. In Study 3, overweight participants displayed
a stronger preference for normal-weight relative to overweight in-
dividuals the lower their self-reported weight and the lower they
believed others would judge their weight. In Study 4, participants
with disabilities displayed a stronger preference for non-disabled
relative to disabled individuals the more they reported being able
to hide their disability, the less severe they judged their disability,
and the less their disability affected their lives. In addition, explora-
tory analyses revealed that correlations between ingroup typical-
ity and intergroup evaluations were at least partially mediated by
stigmatized group members’ level of ingroup identification (Studies
2 and 3). Together, these results highlight the role of subjective rep-
resentations of ingroup typicality as one potential explanation for

8We observed substantial amounts of between-study heterogeneity for both ingroup
evaluations, 2 = .00, Q(3)=212.87,p <.001, > =99.57%, and outgroup evaluations, 2
=.00, Q(3) = 176.07, p < .001, I* = 97.72%.

?In addition to examining whether ingroup typicality is related to ingroup and/or
outgroup evaluations, an important question is whether the magnitude of effect sizes
differs for ingroup and outgroup evaluations. Unfortunately, due to the relatively small
number of studies, the present data do not provide sufficient power to detect
differences between the two subgroups of studies (Harrer, Cuijpers, Furukawa, &
Ebert, 2019; Higgins & Thompson, 2004).

why members of stigmatized groups may (psychologically) distance
themselves from their ingroup, in turn shaping group evaluations.

It is important to highlight that ingroup typicality was related
to both ingroup and outgroup evaluations. In other words, to the
extent that stigmatized group members displayed lower levels of
ingroup typicality they also displayed more negative ingroup eval-
uations and more positive outgroup evaluations. The observed ef-
fects of ingroup typicality on intergroup evaluations are consistent
across social categories and across measures, but they are small.
This might at least in part reflect the use of single-item measures
with relatively few response categories (e.g., Loo, 2002; Lozano,
Garcia-Cueto, & Muiiz, 2008), and future research might use more
reliable multi-item scales. Another possibility, of course, is that the
investigated effect itself is small. Albeit small, the effect is far from
negligible, because even statistically small effects may have large
consequences on a societal level—if they apply to many people or if
they apply repeatedly to the same individuals (Greenwald, Banaji, &
Nosek, 2015). Furthermore, some scholars argue that small effects
may have less explanatory power for single events, but are likely to
be “consequential in the not-very-long run” (Funder & Ozer, 2019,
p. 156). For example, while a person's phenotypic ingroup typicality
may not affect all their daily social interactions, it may affect the
relative frequency of positive or negative experiences with ingroup
and outgroup members, thus having a cumulative effect over time. In
sum, we observed small effects of ingroup typicality, which may still
be consequential at a societal level.

The observed relationships between ingroup typicality and in-
tergroup evaluations fit into the literature on self-group distancing
for a number of reasons. In our view, outgroup favoritism can be
understood as a way of distancing the self from a stigmatized social
identity. This notion of outgroup favoritism as self-group distancing
is based on our finding that outgroup favoritism was more preva-
lent among stigmatized group members who reported lower levels
of ingroup typicality. Similarly, previous research on self-group dis-
tancing has demonstrated that individuals distance themselves from
a stigmatized social identity by perceiving or emphasizing dissimi-
larities with the ingroup or similarities with a non-stigmatized out-
group (e.g., Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Derks et al., 2015; Weiss
& Lang, 2012). Second, the notion of outgroup favoritism as self-
group distancing is further corroborated by our finding that out-
group favoritism was more likely among stigmatized group members
who reported lower levels of ingroup identification. This negative
relationship between outgroup favoritism and ingroup identifi-
cation is also consistent with the self-group distancing literature,
which suggests that self-group distancing is more likely among stig-
matized group members who are less identified with their ingroup
(Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Derks et al., 2016; Derks, van Laar,
et al., 2011). Third, the notion of outgroup favoritism as self-group
distancing is consistent with research suggesting that group mem-
bers who distance themselves from a stigmatized social identity may
endorse negative ingroup stereotypes and display negative ingroup
evaluations (e.g., Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Guimond et al., 2002),

which are arguably related to outgroup favoritism (see Tables 2, 3, 5
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and 7 for correlations between group evaluations and ingroup favor-
itism). Taken together, we argue that outgroup favoritism is a form of
self-group distancing because of its relations with ingroup typicality,
ingroup identification, and group evaluations.

That said, there is one noteworthy conceptual difference be-
tween our interpretation of the present findings and our reading
of the self-group distancing literature. Our reading of this litera-
ture is that it conceptualizes ingroup identification as a moderator
of self-group distancing. According to this view, self-group distanc-
ing should be more likely among low identified stigmatized group
members and less likely among high identified stigmatized group
members (e.g., Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Derks, van Laar, et al.,
2011). Because the self-group distancing literature views ingroup
identification as a moderator, such research seems less focused on
explaining why stigmatized group members display varying levels of
ingroup identification in the first place. The present findings extend
the self-group distancing literature by suggesting that (lower) identi-
fication with the ingroup may itself be one possible consequence of
(lower) ingroup typicality. Thus, to the extent that ingroup typicality
is based on phenotypic appearance (e.g., variations in skin tone or
facial features; weight status; the visibility of a disability), it may in-
fluence stigmatized group members’ tendency to identify with their
ingroup (e.g., Brown et al., 1999; Wilkins et al., 2010), with poten-
tial downstream consequences for group evaluations. According to
this alternative view, ingroup identification is conceptualized as a
mediator of the relationship between ingroup typicality and group
evaluations. This view is consistent with our finding that ingroup
identification partially mediated the effects of ingroup typicality on
intergroup evaluations (Studies 2 and 3).

Think back to our opening example of Tyree and Jamal, who might
not be equally categorized by others as Black. We argue that these
differences in (perceived) ingroup typicality might feed back into
stigmatized group members’ tendency to self-categorize as an in-
group member and to identify with the ingroup. Hence, group mem-
bers might experience more or less flexibility to identify themselves
with or distance themselves from the ingroup, eventually affecting
their evaluations of the ingroup and outgroups. In sum, we argue
that phenotypic appearance places a boundary on stigmatized group
members’ ingroup typicality, affecting the tendency to psychologi-
cally connect with the ingroup, and eventually affecting group eval-
uations. Future longitudinal research would seem best positioned to
establish these hypothesized causal relationships between ingroup
typicality, ingroup identification, and group evaluations.

In addition to ingroup identification, our explanation of the re-
lations between ingroup typicality and group evaluations centers
on the perceived permeability of group boundaries and individual
mobility (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). In our view, ingroup typicality might
introduce an individual constraint with implications for the per-
ceived permeability of group boundaries for members of stigmatized
groups. For example, varying perceived ingroup typicality might in-
fluence the likelihood for a given member of a stigmatized group to
be categorized, and thus to self-categorize, as a group member. In

other words, to the extent that ingroup typicality reflects phenotypic
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appearance, it might affect a person’s likelihood of being perceived
and to perceive themselves as a group member. These speculations
are consistent with social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979),
which highlights that individual mobility necessarily implies that stig-
matized group members dis-identify with the ingroup. In fact, previ-
ous research has documented that individual mobility is related to
ingroup identification, and that those who anticipate upward mobil-
ity also tend to have more negative attitudes regarding the ingroup
(e.g., Chipeaux, Kulich, lacoviello, & Lorenzi-Cioldi, 2017).

Lastly, low perceived ingroup typicality might also limit stig-
matized group members’ ability to form social bonds with fellow
ingroup members. Group members who are perceived, or who per-
ceive themselves, as less typical, may have more difficulty forming
connections with other ingroup members. For example, previous
research suggests that differences in skin tone also play an import-
ant role within Black communities (e.g., Harvey, Tennial, & Hudson
Banks, 2017), affecting group members’ feelings of acceptance. One
study found that Black university students with darker skin tone also
felt more accepted by their Black peers compared to lighter skinned
students (Harvey et al., 2005). Hence, in addition to constraining the
permeability of group boundaries, ingroup typicality might also con-
strain stigmatized group members’ ability to form attachment with
fellow ingroup members or with the ingroup as a whole (i.e., ingroup
identification).

However, we recognize that we cannot draw firm conclusions
regarding the causal nature of the relationship between ingroup
typicality, ingroup identification, and group evaluations. Thus, our
data cannot confirm the implied causal model, where ingroup typ-
icality provides an individual constraint for ingroup identification
and the permeability of group boundaries. Furthermore, prominent
theorizing suggests that constructs with similarities to ingroup
typicality are in fact sub-components of identification. In particu-
lar, Leach et al. (2008) suggest that the extent to which individuals
see themselves as similar to the ingroup (i.e., self-stereotyping) is
one facet of ingroup identification. Thus, this model would at least
suggest bi-directional relationships between self-stereotyping
and other forms of identification. Moreover, it is certainly possi-
ble that causality might work the other way around. For example,
stigmatized group members who are less identified might perceive
themselves as less typical for the ingroup; or stigmatized group
members who evaluate the ingroup more negatively might be less
identified and perceive themselves as less typical. These outlined
alternative relations point to the need for future research. Ideally,
future research needs to investigate causal effects, for example
through experimentally varying perceptions of ingroup typicality
(e.g., by changing characteristics of ingroup and/or outgroup pro-
totypes) and directly measuring perceptions of group boundary
permeability, thus furthering our understanding of the psycho-
logical processes underlying the effects of ingroup typicality on
intergroup evaluations.

Previous research has spent a lot of effort investigating how
members of advantaged groups perceive, judge, and treat stig-

matized group members; at the same time, research has largely
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overlooked how perceptions and attitudes within stigmatized
groups might differ due to within-group differences, and how these
may affect intergroup relations. The observed consistent pattern of
effects for three different and unrelated social categories and across
different measures indicates that research on ingroup typicality may
be a promising approach to study why stigmatized group members
sometimes do or do not display ingroup favoritism.
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