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a b s t r a c t
Intergroup hostilities are an important social concern in multicultural societies and the global community. Individuals with dispositionally high Personal Need for Structure (PNS) are particularly inclined
toward outgroup derogation [Schaller, M., Boyd, C., Yohannes, J., O’Brien, M. (1995). The prejudiced personality revisited: Personal need for structure and formation of erroneous group stereotypes. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 544–555]. The present research demonstrates that ingroup afﬁrmation can eliminate high PNS individuals’ tendency toward outgroup derogation. Spontaneous (Study 1)
and experimentally manipulated afﬁrmations (Study 2) of consensual, positive ingroups eliminated the
high PNS tendency to derogate outgroup targets. Study 3 experimentally manipulated the two key elements that are presumably bolstered by ingroup afﬁrmations—self-certainty and self-worth—independent of the group context. The high PNS tendency to derogate outgroups was relieved only in the
combined certainty and worth afﬁrmation condition, just as it had been relieved in Study 2 by the
ingroup afﬁrmation. Results suggest a paradoxical strategy for relieving derogation of outgroups by
afﬁrming ingroups.
Ó 2008 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

‘‘It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Government of Canada. . .to foster the recognition and appreciation of the diverse
cultures of Canadian society and promote the reﬂection and
the evolving expressions of those cultures” (Department of
Canadian Heritage, 1988).
In the 1980s, countries such as Canada, Britain, and Australia,
began to adopt multiculturalism programs to encourage preservation and promotion of immigrant groups’ cultural identiﬁcations. It
was hoped that afﬁrmed groups would be more inclined than
threatened groups to respect other groups’ differences. There has
been recent political controversy over the fruits of such multiculturalism initiatives (e.g., The Economist, 2007). Popular commentators point to instances in which immigrant groups have turned
their backs on their host country to live in exclusive traditional enclaves. In recent, high proﬁle cases, immigrant enclaves have even
seemingly fostered antisocial hostility against the host culture.
These few examples have aroused a backlash against multiculturalism programs, and precipitated demands for immigrants to
assimilate to the host cultural norms. The present research examines a core assumption of multiculturalism programs. We investigate whether ingroup afﬁrmations can quell outgroup derogation
among those most inclined toward outgroup derogation.
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Threat, Personal Need for Structure (PNS), and outgroup
derogation
The Personal Need for Structure scale measures desire for
simply structured forms of social cognition. People with high
PNS scores (or high scores on the closely related Need for Closure scale) are inclined toward prejudice and outgroup derogation (Kruglanski, Shah, Pierro, & Mannetti, 2002; Moskowitz,
1993; Neuberg & Newsom, 1993; Shah, Kruglanski, & Thompson,
1998). High PNS individuals rely on simplistic social categorizations (Schaller, Boyd, Yohannes, & O’Brien, 1995) which are less
constrained by evidence when judging unfamiliar outgroups as
compared to familiar ingroups. The high PNS tendency to simplify and derogate outgroup evaluations may also be motivated
by a desire to preserve shared reality and to discredit perceived
threat from the rival social meanings that outgroups represent
(Heine, Proulx, & Vohs, 2006; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003; Hardin & Higgins, 1996; Hogg, 2007). Indeed, the
motivational basis for high PNS individuals’ closed-mindedness
is revealed by their particularly heightened tendency to cleave
to stable, shared social meanings and to abhor ambiguity when
threatened. For example, after being reminded of their own mortality they become particularly derogatory towards social deviants and drawn to interpersonal balance, consensus, and
exaggerated belief in a just world—they even become more
derogatory toward abstract art, presumably because of the
ambiguous social meanings that such art represents (Landau,
Greenberg, Solomon, Pyszczynski, & Martens, 2006).

Ingroups as afﬁrmational resources
Since Durkheim’s seminal treatise on anomie and suicide
(Durkheim, 1951), diverse theorists have noted that the psychological viability of the self depends on groups. One reason may be that
the social consensus inherent in stable ingroup norms powerfully
bolsters self-certainty and thereby relieves dissonance and uncertainty (Festinger, 1950, 1957; Hardin & Higgins, 1996; Hogg,
2007; McGregor, Nail, Marigold, & Kang, 2005; McGregor, Zanna,
Holmes, & Spencer, 2001; Shah et al., 1998; van den Bos, Poortvliet,
Maas, Miedema, & van den Ham 2005). Groups may also confer
meaning by propping up a conﬁdent sense of self-worth (Tajfel &
Turner, 2004; see also Greenberg, Solomon, & Pyszczynski, 1997;
Sherman & Kim, 2005; Simon, Pantaleo, & Mummendey, 1995).
In Western cultures, self-certainty and self-worth are closely intertwined (Baumgardner, 1990; Campbell, 1990), and both have been
theoretically and empirically implicated as key elements of personal meaning (Baumeister, 1989; Greenberg et al., 1997; Heine
et al., 2006; McGregor & Little, 1998), and self-afﬁrmation
(Sherman & Cohen, 2006). Accordingly, we propose that intergroup
biases are psychologically powerful because they doubly afﬁrm the
certainty and self-worth of ingroup members. This proposal is consistent with social identity theory which positions self-worth and
value identiﬁcation at the psychological center of intergroup relations (Hogg, 2006; Hogg & Mullin, 1999; Tajfel & Turner, 2004).
Self-afﬁrmation theory similarly (but not necessarily in reference to groups), emphasizes the importance of self-worth and values for optimal social functioning. Self-afﬁrmation research has
found that reminding people of either their clear value convictions
or self-worth can reduce subsequent defensiveness and increase
open-mindedness to various forms of threatening information
(Sherman & Cohen, 2006). In one study, for example, a values afﬁrmation manipulation eliminated participants’ usual tendency to
defensive dismiss arguments that contradicted their opinions
(Correll, Spencer, & Zanna, 2004). In other research, self-worth
afﬁrmation eliminated participants’ usual defensive rationalization
of consumer choices (Heine & Lehman, 1997) and made them more
open to information that threatened their important attitudes
(Cohen, Aronson, & Steele, 2000). These examples illustrate the
general ﬁnding from a now-large body of self-afﬁrmation research
indicating that value conviction and self-worth afﬁrmations make
people subsequently more open-minded than usual, and willing to
consider potentially threatening information that they might
otherwise reject (Sherman & Cohen, 2006). Accordingly, the present research investigates the hypothesis that the double afﬁrmation inherent in active ingroup identiﬁcation—of self-worth and
values—should make high PNS individuals more accepting than
usual of outgroups.
It is important to note that our hypothesis highlights a key distinction between the closely related, but different bases of social
identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 2004) and self-afﬁrmation theory
(Sherman & Cohen, 2006). Self-identity theory typically emphasizes links between ingroup identiﬁcation and more closed-minded
derogation of outgroups (Hogg, 2006). In contrast, self-afﬁrmation
theory emphasizes that active promotion of personal values and
worth decreases subsequent closed-mindedness, including prejudice
and hostility toward outgroup members and cultural critics (Fein
& Spencer, 1997; McGregor et al., 2005, Study 3, 2001, Study 1;
Schmeichel & Martens, 2005). The contrast between social identity and self-afﬁrmation emphases can be understood by appreciating the distinction between values and worth that are conferred
by ambient group identiﬁcation (social identity theory) versus active self-afﬁrmation conferred by instructions to actively afﬁrm
values and worth (self-afﬁrmation theory). A wide range of research evidence now indicates that ambient pride is typically

associated with various forms of antisocial and defensive
closed-mindedness (e.g., Crocker et al., 1987; McGregor & Marigold, 2003; McGregor et al., 2005; McGregor, Gailliot, Vasquez,
& Nash, 2007; Vohs & Heatherton, 2001), but intentional afﬁrmations of pride and values, in contrast, tend to relieve distress
(McGregor, 2006a) and make people more open-minded afterwards (Sherman & Cohen, 2006). In the present research we follow the self-afﬁrmation route, and assess whether active
ingroup afﬁrmation processes will promote subsequent openness
to outgroups among those who are most dispositionally motivated to be closed.
Overview
Study 1 assess whether spontaneous, active ingroup afﬁrmation
predicts less outgroup derogation than usual among high PNS individuals. Study 2 assesses effects of manipulated ingroup afﬁrmation on outgroup derogation among high PNS individuals. Finally,
in Study 3, independent of the group context we directly manipulate the presumed active ingredients of ingroup afﬁrmation—certainty and self-worth—to tighten our argument for why ingroup
afﬁrmation relieves outgroup derogation among high PNS individuals. In Study 3 we expected that the double afﬁrmation of both
certainty and worth would have the same effect as the ingroup
afﬁrmation would in Study 2, on eliminating the usual high PNS
antipathy toward outgroups.
Study 1
This correlational study assessed whether spontaneous ingroup
afﬁrmation would be associated with lower derogation of outgroups among participants with high PNS scores. We asked participants to describe a group they belonged to, and then we
categorized the groups they nominated as either a social category
or a dynamic afﬁliation (Lickel et al., 2000). Social categories, such
as religion, ethnicity, or nationality, are thought to be particularly
useful for self-identity because they tend to imply essential, shared
characteristics of group members. Dynamic groups such as sports
teams or clubs, on the other hand, refer less to shared, global, identity-relevant characteristics of group members and more to speciﬁc, functional interdependences among group-members. They
are also more malleable. As such, on average they should presumably be less essentially self-relevant and therefore less valuable as
sources of the worth and value. Indeed, after threats, high PNS individuals tend to cleave to well-deﬁned social categories but not to
dynamic afﬁliations (Dechesne, Janssen, & van Knippenberg,
2000). Accordingly, we expected high PNS participants would
show less of their usual tendency toward outgroup derogation
after having a chance to spontaneously afﬁrm their social
categories.
Methods
Twenty-two Canadian undergraduates (20 women, 2 men) received course credit for participation. The study was advertised
as a paper-and-pencil investigation of ‘‘self-deﬁnition, personality,
decisions, and attitudes.” As many as four participants per session
completed the materials in private cubicles.
PNS
After providing demographic information, participants completed the PNS scale (a = .71). The PNS scale is a 12-item measure
that asks respondents to rate their agreement with such statements as, ‘‘It upsets me to go into a situation without knowing
what I can expect from it” and ‘‘I don’t like situations that are

Uncertainty exercise
In order to sharpen the motivational context for outgroup derogation all participants completed an uncertainty exercise in
which they described personal conﬂicts and uncertainties associated with an unresolved personal dilemma. They further elaborated on the divergent values, difﬁculties, and consequences
associated with each pole of the dilemma (materials adapted from
McGregor et al., 2001). Past research with this and other uncertainty manipulations has found that uncertainty motivates defensive closed-mindedness, exaggerated consensus, and intergroup
bias (Hogg, 2007; McGregor & Marigold, 2003; McGregor et al.,
2001, 2005; van den Bos et al., 2005).
Spontaneous ingroup afﬁrmation
All participants were then instructed to indicate an ingroup that
they belonged to. They described it, what they shared in common
with it, and why belonging to it was important to them. Two raters
who were blind to participants’ responses on the other experimental materials coded participants’ nominated groups as either social
categories (e.g., cultural, ethnic, religious, or national) or dynamic
afﬁliations (based on Lickel et al., 2000). Social categories are more
self-essential and permanent than dynamic groups. As such they
are more reliable vehicles for meaningful self-worth and consensual certainty about shared reality (Baumeister, 1989; Hardin &
Higgins, 1996; Heine et al., 2006; Hogg, 2007; McGregor & Little,
1998; Tajfel & Turner, 2004). Ten of the participants’ ingroups were
categorized as social categories and 12 were categorized as dynamic afﬁliations (Cohen’s kappa = .91; disagreements in coding
were resolved by a third rater).
Outgroup favorability
For the main dependent variable, participants read a short essay, written by a foreigner visiting Canada. The essay was critical
of Canada, and Canada’s treatment of foreigners. Participants then
rated their agreement with ﬁve statements about the author and
essay that included, ‘‘I think I would like the person who wrote this
essay” and ‘‘I agree with this person’s opinion of Canada” using
scales from 0 (very strongly disagree) to 10 (very strongly agree)
(materials were adapted from Greenberg et al., 1997). For comparison, participants also evaluated a second essay/author that reﬂected a pro-Canada opinion. It was not speciﬁed explicitly, but
the tone of the essay implied that the author was a Canadian, or
at very least shared ingroup opinions. We averaged participants’
ratings of the outgroup essay/author and the ingroup essay/author
to create separate indexes of outgroup favourability and ingroup
favourability, respectively.
Results
We regressed participants’ Outgroup Favorability ratings on (a)
centered PNS scores, (b) effect-coded Ingroup Afﬁrmation, and (c)
the PNS  Ingroup Afﬁrmation interaction term. As suggested by
Aiken and West (1991), all regression terms were entered into
the regression model on the same step and interpreted simultaneously. We included centered Ingroup Favorability ratings as a
covariate to rule out the possibility that the expected effects could
reﬂect general changes in group evaluation.
First order PNS and Ingroup Afﬁrmation effects did not signiﬁcantly predict outgroup favorability (ps > .30). The PNS  Ingroup
Afﬁrmation interaction was signiﬁcant, however, b = .48,
t(17) = 2.29, p < .05. As shown in Fig. 1, at high PNS (one standard
deviation above the mean), the predicted value (PV) of Outgroup
Favorability was higher among participants who had spontaneously afﬁrmed important ingroups (i.e., social categories)

6

Outgroup Favorability

uncertain.” Ratings for each item were made using a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale.

High Ingroup Affirmation

5

Low Ingroup Affirmation

4

3

2

Low

High
PNS

Fig. 1. Favorability toward outgroup member as a function of PNS and spontaneous
ingroup afﬁrmation.

(PV = 5.32) than among those who had not (i.e,. those who wrote
only about dynamic afﬁliations) (PV = 2.49), b = .65, t(17) = 2.07,
p = .05. At low PNS (one standard deviation below the mean), Outgroup Favorability did not differ between participants who wrote
about social categories (PV = 4.13) versus dynamic afﬁliations
(PV = 5.77), b = .38, t(17) = 1.32, ns. Examining the simple effects from a different angle, among participants who wrote about
dynamic afﬁliations, Outgroup Favorability was lower at high
PNS (PV = 2.49) than at low PNS (PV = 5.77), b = .70,
t(17) = 2.72, p < .05. The ﬁndings of this correlational study indicate that spontaneous afﬁrmation of important social categories is
associated with less outgroup derogation among high PNS participants who are normally inclined toward outgroup derogation.
It is important to note that the interaction effect on Outgroup
Favorability remained statistically signiﬁcant even with Ingroup
Favorability statistically controlled. Furthermore, in a second
regression analysis with Ingroup Favorability as the criterion variable and centered Outgroup Favorability ratings as a covariate,
there were no signiﬁcant effects of ﬁrst-order terms (ps > .26) or
of the second order PNS  Ingroup Afﬁrmation interaction,
b = .24, t(18) = 1.07, ns. The speciﬁc ﬁnding for Outgroup
Favourability, but not for Ingroup Favourability is encouraging. It
suggests the possibility that Ingroup Afﬁrmation might quell outgroup derogation without necessarily causing more extreme ingroup jingoism. A limitation of Study 1, however, is its inability
to establish a causal effect of ingroup afﬁrmation on outgroup
favorability. We relied on participants’ spontaneously generated
ingroups and simply coded them as afﬁrming or not based on
whether they were social categories or dynamic afﬁliations. Study
2 experimentally manipulates ingroup afﬁrmation.
Study 2
Based on the encouraging ﬁndings in Study 1, we expected that
experimental afﬁrmations of the positive and consensual aspects of
participants’ ingroups should increase outgroup favorability
among high PNS individuals. There is a long history of theory
and research demonstrating that individuals derive self-certainty
from group consensus (e.g., Festinger, 1950; Hardin & Higgins,
1996; Shah et al., 1998). If consensual and positive ingroups doubly
afﬁrm certainty and self-worth, then they should promote openness to potentially threatening others (cf., Cohen et al., 2000; Correll et al., 2004).
Methods
One-hundred and nine undergraduates (30 men, 79 women)
received course credit for their participation in this study that
was advertised as an investigation of ‘‘personality, decisions, and

attitudes.” As many as four participants at a time completed the
study materials in private cubicles. We discarded incomplete data
from ﬁve participants.
Uncertainty exercise
As in Study 1, after completing a demographics questionnaire
and the PNS scale (a = .68), all participants deliberated about a currently unresolved personal dilemma—an exercise that has caused
uncertainty and defensive closed mindedness in past research
(e.g., McGregor et al., 2001).
Ingroup afﬁrmation manipulation
Next, participants identiﬁed an ingroup that they belonged to,
and then were randomly assigned to describe either how their
own personal values were similar to or different from values of
the ingroup. Participants were then randomly assigned to describe
either good or bad qualities of their ingroup. Thus, the crossed ingroup consensus (similar, different) and ingroup positivity (good,
bad) manipulations created four experimental conditions. The similar/good condition was expected to be most powerfully afﬁrming.
Outgroup favorability
Finally, after completing a few minutes’ worth of paper and
pencil measures related to other research hypotheses (reported
in McGregor et al., 2005, Study 4), participants indicated their outgroup and ingroup favourability ratings as in Study 1.
Results
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Outgroup favorability
We regressed participants’ outgroup favorability ratings on (a)
centered PNS scores, (b) effect-coded values for Ingroup Positivity
condition and Consensus condition, and (c) the second- and thirdorder interaction terms. All regression terms were entered into the
model and interpreted simultaneously (Aiken & West, 1991). As in
Study 1 we included the centered Ingroup Favorability variable as a
covariate.
Analyses revealed no signiﬁcant main effects (ps > .17). As predicted, however, the three-way PNS  Ingroup Positivity  Ingroup
Consensus interaction was signiﬁcant, b = .23, t(94) = 2.28, p < .05.
The double afﬁrmation of focusing high PNS participants on both
the positive characteristics of their ingroups and similarities to
their ingroups eliminated their usual outgroup derogation. As illustrated in Fig. 2, simple effect analyses revealed signiﬁcantly more
favorable outgroup evaluations at high PNS in the ingroup similar/good condition (PV = 5.05) than in the ingroup similar/bad condition (PV = 2.56), b = .59, t(94) = 3.01, p < .005. This similar/bad
condition is the most relevant comparison for the double-afﬁrma-
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tion similar/good condition insofar as both conditions highlight the
self-relevant character of the group (as in Study 1) but differ in the
extent to which positive or negative features are highlighted. The
conditions in which within-group differences were emphasized
both resulted in middling outgroup evaluations, with the ingroup
similar/good condition showing only marginally more positive outgroup evaluations than in the ingroup different/good condition
(PV = 3.52), b = .36, t(94) = 1.74, p < .10. In sum, results indicate
that afﬁrming the positive qualities of consensual ingroups went
furthest toward relieving the normal outgroup antipathy of participants with high PNS scores.
As one additional check on our assumption that Experiment 2
reﬂected ingroup afﬁrmation effects, we also coded participants’
nominated ingroups as less or more potentially afﬁrming. We used
the same coding scheme as in Study 1 that differentiated between
social categories (more potentially afﬁrming) and dynamic afﬁliations (less potentially afﬁrming) (inter-rater Cohen’s kappa = .92).
Among participants who had nominated less potentially afﬁrming
ingroups (n = 61), the three-way PNS  Ingroup Consensus  Ingroup Positivity interaction effect disappeared, b = .18,
t(52) = 1.42, ns; however, among participants who had nominated
more potentially afﬁrming ingroups (n = 43), the three-way interaction remained signiﬁcant, b = .42, t(33) = 2.39, p < .05.1
Consistent with our ﬁndings from Study 1, the results from
Study 2 provided further evidence that doubly afﬁrming ingroups
can help people remain open-minded in the face of uncertainty.
Speciﬁcally, focusing high PNS individuals on the consensual and
positive features of their ingroups eliminated their usual outgroup
derogation. Importantly, a parallel regression analysis with participants’ ingroup favorability ratings as the dependent variable and
centered outgroup favorability ratings as a covariate yielded a
non-signiﬁcant PNS  Ingroup Consensus  Ingroup Positivity
interaction, b = .09, t(94) = .88, ns. As in Studies 1, ingroup afﬁrmation effects on outgroup favourability did not come at the cost of
increasing jingoism about ingroups.
Study 3
The core assumption in Study 1 was that ingroup afﬁrmation
alleviated outgroup derogation by shoring up certainty and selfworth. We tested this assumption in Study 2 by manipulating
the certainty (via consensus) and worthiness of ingroups. In Study
3 we extract these two active ingredients from the ingroup domain, and investigate their independent and joint effects on relieving the tendency toward outgroup derogation among high PNS
individuals. After measuring PNS, we independently afﬁrmed participants’ sense of personal certainty and self-worth. For the
dependent variable, non-Muslim participants rated their attitudes
toward the outgroup religion, Islam. Although attitudes toward Islam surely vary widely based on participants’ idiosyncratic experiences and information-based beliefs about Islam that may or may
not be valid, such experiential and informational bases of opinions
were not the focus of the present experiment. Rather, we randomly
assigned participants to conditions in order to speciﬁcally investigate the interaction of dispositional and motivational factors on
participants’ favorability toward the outgroup institution of Islam.
Methods
Seventy undergraduates (27 men, 43 women) received either
course credit or $5 for their participation. The experiment was
advertised as exploring ‘‘relationships, opinions, personality, and

PNS
Fig. 2. Favorability toward outgroup member as a function of PNS, ingroup
positivity, and ingroup consensus.

1
The four-way PNS  ingroup consensus  ingroup positivity  afﬁrming-group
interaction was marginally signiﬁcant, b = .19, t(87) = 1.69, p = .09.

Certainty manipulation
After completing the PNS scale (a = .80) along with other personality questionnaires that took approximately 10 min to complete, participants were randomly assigned to write about either
a friend’s dilemma for which they had a clear and certain opinion
about what the friend should do (certainty condition), or a currently unresolved personal dilemma (uncertainty condition, as in
Studies 1 and 2). All participants were allocated 3 min to complete
these materials, after which the computer automatically advanced
to the next portion of the experiment. Certainty and uncertainty
condition materials were adapted from McGregor et al. (2001).
Self-worth manipulation
Next, participants wrote about either a recent experience of
personal success or personal failure (materials from McGregor,
2006a). Speciﬁcally, success condition participants were asked to
write about a recent academic or vocational success, why this
event was important to them, why they felt good about it, and
what it said about them as a person. In contrast, failure condition
participants were asked to write about a recent academic or vocational failure, why this event was important to them and why they
felt badly about it. The time limit to complete this task was 3 min,
after which the computer program moved participants to the ﬁnal
portion of the experiment.
Outgroup favourability
Participants used a ﬁve-point scale anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree to rate their agreement with ﬁve positive
statements about Islam (e.g., ‘‘Most people who practice Islam value peace” and ‘‘Islam promotes essentially the same good values
as other world religions”). For comparison purposes, participants
also rated their agreement with ﬁve positive statements about
Canada (e.g., ‘‘I feel lucky to be living in Canada” and ‘‘Canada is
among the best countries in the world in which to live”). Cronbach
a reliabilities of the items assessing favorability towards Islam and
Canada were .75 and .78, respectively. We averaged participants’
ratings for statements about Islam and about Canada to create indexes outgroup and ingroup favorability, respectively.
Results
We regressed outgroup favorability onto (a) centered PNS
scores, (b) effect-coded certainty and self-worth conditions, and
(c) the second- and third-order interaction terms. As in Studies 1
and 2 we also included the centered ingroup favorability variable
as a covariate.
Analyses revealed signiﬁcant main effects for both certainty,
b = .22, t(61) = 2.00, p = .05, and self-worth, b = .26, t(61) = 2.29,
p < .05, with greatest outgroup favorability in the self-worth and
certainty conditions. As predicted, these main effects were qualiﬁed by a signiﬁcant PNS  Certainty  Self-Worth interaction,
b = .34, t(61) = 2.95, p < .005.
As shown in Fig. 3, it was only when high PNS participants had
been doubly afﬁrmed by both the certainty and self-worth manipulations that they rated Islam just as favourably as low PNS participants usually did. Speciﬁc simple effect analyses revealed that
high PNS participants who had been doubly afﬁrmed by certainty
and self-worth rated Islam signiﬁcantly more favourably
(PV = 4.05) than did participants who had been only singly afﬁrmed
by self-worth (PV = 3.28), b = .53, t(61) = 2.26, p < .05, or by certainty (PV = 4.05) (PV = 3.28), b = .53, t(61) = 2.65, p < .05. Thus
the usual tendency for people with high PNS scores to derogate
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Fig. 3. Favorability toward outgroup as a function of PNS, certainty, and self-worth.

outgroups was eliminated only when they were doubly afﬁrmed
with certainty and self-worth.
Self-worth and certainty have been theoretically and empirically identiﬁed as the elements of group identiﬁcation that impart
psychological meaning (Heine et al., 2006; Hogg, 2007; Tajfel &
Turner, 2004). Accordingly, the Study 3 ﬁndings conceptually replicate the Study 1 and 2 ﬁndings with the active psychological
ingredients distilled from the ingroup context. Importantly, as in
Studies 1 and 2 there were no corresponding simple effects of
the afﬁrmation manipulations on high PNS participants’ ingroup
evaluations of Canada (ps > .69). This indicates that, as in Studies
1 and 2, the positive intergroup effect of the certainty and selfworth afﬁrmations does not cause the undesirable side-effect of
a smug superiority.2
Finally, for participants with low PNS, a much different pattern
emerged. It was only when low PNS participants were not afﬁrmed
at all that they rated Islam as unfavorably as high PNS participants
usually did. Speciﬁc simple effect analyses revealed that low PNS
participants were signiﬁcantly less favourable toward Islam in
the uncertain/bad condition (PV = 2.92) than in either the uncertain/good condition (PV = 3.93), b = .69, t(61) = 3.10, p < .005 or
the certain/bad condition (PV = 3.83), b = .62, t(61) = 2.67, p < .01.
This ﬁnding highlights the opposite side of the group afﬁrmation
coin. Under threat, even normally open-minded individuals tend
to become closed-mindedly chauvinistic (cf., Nail et al., 2007).
Discussion
Three studies examined effects of ingroup afﬁrmations on the
high PNS tendency toward outgroup derogation. In Study 1, spontaneous ingroup afﬁrmation eliminated the usual high PNS derogation of outgroup members. In Study 2, doubly afﬁrming consensus
and worthiness of ingroups did the same. In Study 3, actively
afﬁrming the meaningful ingredients of ingroup identiﬁcation—
certainty and self-worth—eliminated high PNS individuals’ usual
disdain for an outgroup religion. Moreover, all three studies found
that the reduction of high PNS outgroup derogation did not come
at the cost of causing more jingoism for ingroups.

2
Parallel analyses with ingroup favorability as the dependent variable and
centered outgroup favorability as a covariate revealed non-signiﬁcant main effects
for certainty and self-worth (ps > .38). There was, however, a signiﬁcant PNS 
certainty  self-worth interaction, b = .28, t(61) = 2.28, p < .05. This interaction was
driven by the simple effect of PNS in the uncertain/bad condition: Ingroup evaluations
were signiﬁcantly higher at high PNS (PV = 4.47) than at low PNS (PV = 3.33), b = .85,
t(61) = 3.69, p < .001, indicating that among non-afﬁrmed participants, those with
high PNS were more jingoistic than those with low PNS. Furthermore, at high PNS in
the uncertainty condition, ingroup evaluations were higher in the failure condition
(PV = 4.47) than in the success condition (PV = 3.71), b = .58, t(61) = 2.50, p < .05. This
indicates that high PNS individuals were most jingoistic about their ingroup when not
at all afﬁrmed.

These results are important because they provide the ﬁrst
experimental evidence that ingroup afﬁrmation can foster positive
social outcomes, speciﬁcally among people with a dispositional
(i.e., high PNS) tendency toward outgroup derogation. Importantly,
PNS interacted in the same way with the presumed elements of ingroup afﬁrmation—certainty and self-worth—regardless of
whether those elements were manipulated in a group context
(Study 2) or not (Study 3). In both studies, it was when high PNS
participants were doubly afﬁrmed with certainty (or consensus
as a proxy for certainty in Study 2) and worth that they most
enthusiastically embraced outgroups. Across the three studies, at
high PNS, the most positive outgroup evaluations emerged after
the afﬁrming features of ingroups had been actively afﬁrmed.
Across all three studies, high PNS participants were least open to
outgroups when they had least opportunity to afﬁrm elements
meaningful ingroups.
These ﬁndings are consistent with classic theories of authoritarianism and fascism, which hold that rigid disdain for outgroups is a
defensive reaction to personal vulnerability (Adorno, FrenkelBrunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950; Fromm, 1941), and with contemporary research that links conservative and defensive social
cognition with situational and dispositional measures of personal
vulnerability (Jost et al., 2003; McGregor, 2003, 2004, 2006b;
McGregor & Jordan, 2007; Nail et al., 2007). Our results suggest
that consensual ingroups may be particularly appealing to vulnerable individuals because of the powerful double afﬁrmation that
consensual ingroups purvey. Such powerful double afﬁrmations allow high PNS people to be open to become outgroups presumably
because defensive outgroup derogation is no longer necessary as a
means of bolstering the self (cf., Fein & Spencer, 1997; McGregor
et al., 2001).
The present results support the basic assumption of multiculturalism policies. They suggest that encouraging people to afﬁrm
their own meaningful ingroups might be one way to defuse intergroup conﬂict (cf., Moghaddam, 2008; Verkuyten, 2006). In our
laboratory experiments, at least, people inclined toward chauvinism were less critical of outgroups and outgroup members after
elements of their own meaningful ingroups had been afﬁrmed.
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