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Abstract

We examined hypotheses proposed by System Justification Theory (SJT; Jost, Banaji, &

Nosek, 2004) regarding intergroup evaluation in disadvantaged groups, using large samples

of online participants (total N = 715,721), spanning eight intergroup domains and 14

nations. Using a meta-analytic approach, we tested these hypotheses at the individual level

(as SJT is generally articulated), as well as at the social group level. Consistent with SJT,

individual-level analyses revealed that disadvantaged groups demonstrated outgroup

favoritism on IATs (i.e., implicit measures), but demonstrated ingroup favoritism or no

intergroup preference on self-report (i.e., explicit) measures. Additionally, these average

effects were characterized by high heterogeneity, and follow-up exploratory analyses

revealed that intergroup evaluation in disadvantaged groups was moderated by the

intergroup domain: Whereas some disadvantaged groups consistently displayed outgroup

favoritism (e.g., age; weight), others consistently displayed ingroup favoritism (e.g., sexual

orientation; religion), and yet others displayed diverging patterns on implicit and explicit

measures (e.g., race; ethnicity). Consistent with SJT, intergroup evaluation on all measures

was moderated by self-reported conservatism. Furthermore, the magnitude of these

relationships depended on the level of analysis, with small effects emerging at the

individual level and medium-sized effects emerging at the social group level. Social

group-level analyses also indicated that intergroup evaluation in disadvantaged groups was

moderated by stigma. Overall, these findings support and extend the predictions of SJT,

but the relatively complex patterns of intergroup evaluation in disadvantaged groups

identified here illustrate a need for further theory development and more theory-driven

research in this domain.

Keywords: system justification theory; disadvantaged groups; stigma; implicit bias;

explicit bias
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Moderators of Intergroup Evaluation in Disadvantaged Groups: A Comprehensive Test of

Predictions from System Justification Theory

“Ask yourself what would happen to your own personality if you heard it said

over and over again that you were lazy, a simple child of nature, expected to

steal, and had inferior blood. Suppose this opinion were forced on you by the

majority of your fellow-citizens. And suppose nothing that you could do would

change this opinion-because you happen to have black skin.” (Allport, 1954,

p. 142)

In his classic work The Nature of Prejudice, Allport (1954) speculated about the

consequences of being socialized in a society with a predominantly negative attitude

towards one’s own social group. He reasoned that societal devaluation of one’s ingroup

might—among other things—lead to feelings of insecurity, rejection of ingroup membership,

identification with dominant outgroups, self-hate, or even aggression against the ingroup.

Similar ideas were formulated by Clark and Clark (1950) who reasoned that Black children,

early in their development, become aware of the inferior status position of their ingroup in

society, leading to “feelings of inadequacy and inferiority” (Clark & Clark, 1950, p. 350).

In their seminal doll studies, they observed that a substantial number of Black children

displayed outgroup favoritism, preferring White dolls over Black dolls. More recently,

System Justification Theory (SJT; Jost et al., 2004) posited that such feelings of inferiority

are nursed by a general motive to accept the current state of affairs, which in turn gives rise

to false consciousness: an internalization of stigma by members of disadvantaged groups.

The present research investigates intergroup evaluations across a wide range of

disadvantaged groups1. Specifically, we provide a large-scale test of hypotheses proposed by

Jost and colleagues (2004), who suggested that intergroup evaluation in disadvantaged

1 The SJT key publication (Jost et al., 2004) uses the terms disadvantaged and low-status interchangeably.
Here, we use disadvantaged because it can be broadly applied to groups that are stigmatized, numerical
minorities, of lower socio-economic status, and lacking access to resources.
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groups should be moderated by a number of factors, including aspects of the measurement

procedure, system justification tendencies, political ideology, and stigma. The present

research advances the literature by testing these hypotheses at the individual level—as SJT

is primarily articulated—as well as at the level of the social group, thereby extending SJT

with novel tests of generalizability and boundary conditions.

System Justification Theory

Decades of social psychology research have shown that people often think, feel, and

act in self-interested ways (e.g., Miller, 1999) or in ways that serve the interests of the

social groups they belong to (Greenwald & Pettigrew, 2014; Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

Additionally, according to SJT (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost et al., 2004), people are also

generally motivated to justify and defend the social systems in which they live. However,

many societies are characterized by high levels of inequality, and some social groups are

more advantaged than other social groups in terms of status, power, and access to

resources. Consequently, for members of advantaged groups, system justification motives

(e.g., to support the status quo) are congruent with motivations to see themselves and the

ingroup positively (e.g., self-esteem; group pride); but for members of disadvantaged

groups, system justification motives are at odds with motivations to see themselves or the

ingroup positively (Jost, 2019; Jost, Gaucher, & Stern, 2015; Jost & van der Toorn, 2012).

SJT was developed, in part, as an advancement of Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner,

1979), to better account for findings of outgroup favoritism in disadvantaged groups (Jost,

Burgess, & Mosso, 2001). According to SJT (Jost & Banaji, 1994), system justifying beliefs

often contain stereotypes that offer ostensible explanations why social groups inhabit their

positions in society. Stereotypes not only describe the characteristics of social groups, but

also justify the higher status of dominant groups (e.g., “they hold high positions by

virtue”) and the lower status of disadvantaged groups (e.g., “they are poorly off because

they did not work hard enough”).
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In SJT’s initial formulation, Jost and Banaji (1994) emphasized that stereotypes

about social groups help to rationalize the social order and legitimize the positions that

social groups hold in society. Although stereotypes of disadvantaged groups are often

negative, members of disadvantaged groups are assumed to accept and internalize beliefs

that are detrimental to one’s own or the ingroup’s interests but legitimize the status quo

(i.e., false consciousness; Jost & Banaji, 1994). In the course of socialization, stereotypical

beliefs become deeply entrenched and highly accessible to both advantaged and

disadvantaged group members (Jost et al., 2002; Mentovich & Jost, 2008).

SJT posits that even those who are clearly disadvantaged by their positions in society

are motivated to justify the status quo because system justifying beliefs serve a palliative

function and make people feel better about how things are (Jost & Hunyady, 2002).

Acknowledging that the social system is unfair or unjust is emotionally taxing, especially

for those who are disadvantaged by the system (Jost, Wakslak, & Tyler, 2008).

Consequently, SJT assumes that disadvantaged group members internalize society’s

negative perceptions of their ingroup to regulate negative emotions about the unfairness of

society.

Predictions Regarding Outgroup Favoritism

In articulating SJT as a framework for understanding outgroup favoritism in

disadvantaged groups, Jost and colleagues (2004) proposed a number of hypotheses

specifying the conditions under which members of disadvantaged groups should be

especially likely to display outgroup favoritism. Of these hypotheses, we test two in the

context of the present research. First, outgroup favoritism in members of disadvantaged

groups is more likely observed on implicit than explicit measures. Second, outgroup

favoritism is more likely when disadvantaged group members endorse system justifying

beliefs. Additionally, a typical reading of SJT (Jost & Banaji, 1994) suggests a third,

testable hypothesis: that disadvantaged group members’ evaluations of their own group are
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more negative to the extent that their group is viewed negatively (i.e., stigmatized) by

society (e.g., Dasgupta, 2004; Lane, Mitchell, & Banaji, 2005; Livingston, 2002; Rudman,

Feinberg, & Fairchild, 2002). In the following section, we elaborate on each of these

hypotheses and review existing empirical evidence for each hypothesis.

Implicit versus explicit measures. Previous research has revealed that

disadvantaged groups’ intergroup evaluations are moderated by measurement method.

Intergroup evaluations can be measured explicitly, often through direct self-report, as well

as implicitly, based on the interpretation of speed or accuracy of responses rather than the

contents of the response, per se.2 Implicit measures were introduced, in part, because

explicit measures have been shown to be susceptible to socially desirable responding

(Gawronski & Hahn, 2019). Implicit measures are thought to circumvent self-presentation

and social desirability through task procedures designed to minimize the extent to which

people can deliberately feign responses (but see Czellar, 2006; Fiedler & Bluemke, 2005;

Steffens, 2004). Nosek, Banaji, and Greenwald (2002) examined intergroup evaluation

among members of disadvantaged groups who completed both implicit and explicit

measures at the Project Implicit demonstration website. Black participants displayed a

large effect of ingroup favoritism on the explicit measure, but a small effect of outgroup

favoritism on the implicit measure. Older participants demonstrated an even more

pronounced divergence by measurement method, with a small effect of outgroup favoritism

on the explicit measure but a large effect of outgroup favoritism on the implicit measure.

In response to such demonstrations of implicit outgroup favoritism but explicit

ingroup favoritism among disadvantaged groups, Jost and colleagues (2004) reasoned that

outgroup favoritism in disadvantaged groups should be more likely to be observed on

implicit than on explicit measures (Hypothesis 6’; Jost et al., 2004, p. 893). They argued

2 Throughout this paper, we use the term “implicit” in reference to indirect measurement tools (“implicit
measures”) and their behavioral outcomes (“implicit evaluations” and “implicit bias”). Thus, our use of the
term “implicit” does not make assumptions about underlying mental representations or process
characteristics (Corneille & Hütter, 2020).



MODERATORS OF INTERGROUP EVALUATION 7

that members of disadvantaged groups feel intense social pressures to show ingroup pride,

so they should be reluctant to openly endorse beliefs that disfavor the ingroup. Because

disadvantaged group members would not want to be seen as identifying with the dominant

outgroup, they display ingroup favoritism under conditions that readily allow for such

deliberate responding, i.e., explicit measures. However, disadvantaged group members’

internalized negativity may be more readily expressed under conditions that constrain

deliberate responding, i.e., implicit measures. Taken together, SJT (Jost et al., 2004)

predicts that implicit measures rather than explicit measures should more readily reveal

outgroup favoritism in disadvantaged groups because they minimize socially-desirable

responding.

As evidence of implicit outgroup favoritism in disadvantaged groups, a substantial

body of work in the SJT tradition (Jost et al., 2004, 2015; Jost & van der Toorn, 2012;

Mentovich & Jost, 2008) relies upon research in which disadvantaged group members

complete an Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998)

measuring their evaluative preferences for their own group relative to an advantaged

outgroup (Ashburn-Nardo, Knowles, & Monteith, 2003; Jost & Hunyady, 2002; Livingston,

2002; Nosek et al., 2002; Rudman et al., 2002; Uhlmann, Dasgupta, Elgueta, Greenwald, &

Swanson, 2002). In line with the predictions of SJT, some studies provide evidence of

outgroup favoritism among disadvantaged groups. For example, Black participants

displayed a preference for White relative to Black targets (i.e., outgroup favoritism) on an

evaluative IAT (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2003; see also Nosek et al., 2002). Another study

reported the opposite result: Black participants displayed a preference for Black relative to

White targets (i.e., ingroup favoritism) on an evaluative IAT, albeit to a lower degree than

on an explicit feeling thermometer measure (Livingston, 2002, Experiment 1b). Still other

studies have found more nuanced results in other intergroup domains. Students from a

prestigious university demonstrated implicit ingroup favoritism, but students from a less

prestigious university demonstrated no evaluative preference, i.e., neither ingroup nor
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outgroup favoritism (Jost et al., 2002, Study 1). A similar pattern was observed among

Hispanic participants, who did not display any intergroup preference on two evaluative

Hispanic-White IATs (Uhlmann et al., 2002). Taken together, some studies provide

evidence that disadvantaged groups display outgroup favoritism on implicit measures (Jost

et al., 2004), but other studies report either no preference or ingroup favoritism among

disadvantaged group members on implicit measures.

System justifying tendencies and ideological beliefs. The second prediction

articulated by Jost and colleagues is that disadvantaged group members are more likely to

display outgroup favoritism to the extent that they exhibit system justifying tendencies

(Hypothesis 8; Jost et al., 2004, p. 901). System justifying tendencies have been

operationalized in a number of ways. For example, Jost and Thompson (2000) developed a

scale to assess economic system justification, which measures beliefs about (in)equality and

the (un)fairness of the economic system. System justifying tendencies have also been

operationalized in terms of social dominance orientation (SDO; Pratto, Sidanius,

Stallworth, & Malle, 1994).3

System justifying tendencies can also manifest as ideological beliefs (Jost, 2019).

Specifically, SJT predicts that disadvantaged group members should be more likely to

display outgroup favoritism to the extent that they hold conservative beliefs (Hypothesis

8’; Jost et al., 2004, p. 901). Jost and colleagues (2003) reasoned that conservatism is

comprised of two potentially interrelated core aspects: the tendency to oppose change and

maintain the status quo, and the preference for inequality. These two core aspects of

conservatism—opposition to change and preference for inequality—are often correlated

because, in unequal societies, opposing change usually implies sustaining inequality and

keeping traditionally advantaged groups in power (Jost et al., 2003). As such, conservatism

can be regarded as a system justifying belief because it provides an intellectual basis for

rationalizing the current state of affairs (see Jost, 2019, for an overview of studies on the

3 See Jost and Hunyady (2005) for a discussion of constructs related to system justifying tendencies.
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relationship between system justification and ideological beliefs). In short, because

conservatism is regarded as a system justifying ideology, disadvantaged group members

should display outgroup favoritism to the extent that they hold conservative beliefs.

Previous research has examined relations between conservatism and intergroup

evaluations in dominant groups (e.g., Cunningham, Nezlek, & Banaji, 2004) but, to our

knowledge, only a handful of studies have directly investigated these relationships in

disadvantaged groups. Hoffarth and Jost (2017) re-analyzed data from homosexual and

bisexual participants and discovered that higher conservatism was related to less favorable

evaluations of Gay people relative to Straight people on an IAT. Similarly, Jost and

colleagues (2004) found that gay and lesbian participants displayed more outgroup

favoritism on both IATs and self-report measures to the extent that they self-identified as

conservative. However, a different pattern of results for Black and older participants. Black

participants demonstrated a positive relationship between conservatism and explicit

outgroup favoritism, but no relationship between conservatism and implicit outgroup

favoritism, and intergroup evaluations were unrelated to conservatism among older

participants. These findings illustrate heterogeneous effects of conservatism on intergroup

evaluation in disadvantaged groups. Consequently, open questions remain regarding

whether conservatism is related to outgroup favoritism in some groups but not others, as

well as whether these effects might differ for implicit versus explicit measures of intergroup

evaluation.

Relative group status and stigma. An idea frequently attributed to SJT (Jost

& Banaji, 1994) is that disadvantaged groups are more likely to display outgroup

favoritism to the extent that their group is stigmatized by society (e.g., Dasgupta, 2004;

Lane et al., 2005; Livingston, 2002; Rudman et al., 2002). This notion is also inherent in

Jost and colleagues’ (2004) proposal that those who “suffer the most from the system are

also those who have the most to explain, justify, and rationalize” (p. 909). Based on these

ideas, intergroup evaluation in disadvantaged groups should depend on a social group’s
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relative status and/or level of stigma.

Evidence for a relationship between stigma and intergroup evaluation in

disadvantaged groups is mixed. For example, in one comparative study disadvantaged

groups with higher perceived group status (Jewish and Asian participants) displayed

ingroup favoritism on implicit measures and those with lower perceived group status

(overweight and poor participants) displayed outgroup favoritism on implicit measures, but

both groups’ intergroup evaluations on explicit measures were unrelated to group status

(Rudman et al., 2002). Similarly, Black participants who believed that Black Americans

were disliked by White Americans demonstrated less implicit ingroup favoritism, but more

explicit ingroup favoritism, relative to Black participants who believed that Black

Americans were liked by White Americans (Livingston, 2002). In other words, to the

extent that Black people believed that their social group was disliked by White people,

they demonstrated ingroup favoritism on an explicit measure but outgroup favoritism on

an implicit measure. In sum, extant findings support the relationship between intergroup

evaluations and group status/stigma predicted by SJT (Jost et al., 2004), but only on

implicit measures.

Open Questions Regarding Intergroup Evaluation in Disadvantaged Groups

As the reviewed findings illustrate, extant empirical evidence supports some of the

predictions derived from SJT (Jost et al., 2004) regarding outgroup favoritism in

disadvantaged groups, but evidence for other predictions is mixed. Additionally, the

accumulated evidence highlights two, related gaps in the SJT literature. First, many of the

studies reviewed thus far focused on one disadvantaged group at a time (e.g.,

Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2003; Hoffarth & Jost, 2017; Livingston, 2002; Uhlmann et al., 2002),

so it remains an open question whether or to what extent these results are specific to the

investigated social groups. This narrow focus provides a streamlined experimental design

to test specific predictions derived from SJT, but offers only limited insight into general
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processes among disadvantaged groups. Given that SJT (Jost et al., 2004) is articulated as

a generalized theory, analyses that incorporate multiple social identities are better

positioned to test the claims made by SJT, as well as examine their boundary conditions.

The second, related gap in the SJT literature is that a number of studies have examined

intergroup attitudes across multiple social groups, but generally focus on documenting

main effects of ingroup versus outgroup favoritism (e.g., Axt, Ebersole, & Nosek, 2014;

Devos & Banaji, 2005; Nosek et al., 2002; Rudman & Ashmore, 2007), to the exclusion of

psychological processes directly related to SJT, such as system justification tendencies,

ideological beliefs, or stigma. To our knowledge, only two studies examining intergroup

evaluation in disadvantaged groups fulfill both of these criteria and measure psychological

processes related to SJT across multiple social groups (Jost et al., 2004; Rudman et al.,

2002). Thus, SJT as a generalized theory of intergroup processes among disadvantaged

groups would be strengthened by more process-level evidence from more groups.

Taken together, SJT (Jost et al., 2004) has articulated or inspired a number of

hypotheses regarding intergroup evaluation in disadvantaged groups. Namely, SJT predicts

that outgroup favoritism is more likely: to manifest on implicit than on explicit measures;

to the extent that disadvantaged groups exhibit system justifying tendencies or endorse

conservative beliefs; and to the extent that a social group is stigmatized by society.

However, extant evidence provides varying levels of support for these predictions. These

gaps in the SJT literature have motivated the present research into the relationships

among system justifying tendencies, conservative beliefs, and stigma in the context of the

implicit and explicit intergroup evaluations of large samples of many disadvantaged groups.

The Present Research

The primary aim of our research is to directly test hypotheses derived from SJT (Jost

et al., 2004) regarding intergroup evaluations in disadvantaged groups. To do so, the

present research uses very large samples drawn from 14 countries reflecting eight distinct
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social identities, which is a broader and more diverse sample than has been examined in

any previous SJT research. These data were collected by Project Implicit

(https://implicit.harvard.edu/implicit/), a demonstration website where visitors can take

different online versions of the IAT. Furthermore, Project Implicit has established a wide

variety of international collaborations, setting up websites in many countries that

additionally conduct country-specific studies with translated and adapted measures. One

major advantage of these data is that the methodology is highly similar across countries,

providing high levels of internal validity for between-country comparisons. Project Implicit

data were made available by Xu and colleagues (Xu et al., 2017, 2018) at the Open Science

Framework (OSF).

The present research focuses on intergroup evaluation in disadvantaged groups,

including both implicit and explicit measures as dependent variables. As implicit measures,

we use the IAT with participants’ ingroup and outgroup as target categories. As explicit

measures, we use two: one-item preference measures, which ask participants to judge how

much they prefer the ingroup relative to the outgroup; and feeling thermometers, which ask

participants to (separately) report their felt warmth or coldness towards the ingroup and

the outgroup.

Using the Project Implicit data, we first test the prediction that disadvantaged group

members “will be more likely to exhibit outgroup favoritism on implicit measures than on

explicit measures” (Jost et al., 2004, p. 893) by examining the magnitude and direction of

disadvantaged groups’ intergroup evaluation, comparing effect sizes on an implicit measure

with two explicit measures. Second, we test the prediction that “[a]s political conservatism

increases, members of low-status groups will exhibit increased outgroup favoritism” (Jost et

al., 2004, p. 901) by examining whether implicit and explicit intergroup evaluation in

disadvantaged groups is moderated by self-reported political ideology. Third, we test the

assumption that those who “suffer the most from the system are also those who have the

most to explain, justify, and rationalize” (Jost et al., 2004, p. 909) by examining whether

https://implicit.harvard.edu/implicit/
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stigma is related to outgroup favoritism among disadvantaged groups. One way to think

about stigma is that a social group is stigmatized to the extent that the rest of society

views that social group negatively (cf. Link & Phelan, 2001; Pinel, 1999). In our analyses,

we thus conceptualize stigma in terms of the attitude measures taken from all Project

Implicit visitors who are not members of the disadvantaged (i.e., stigmatized) group, and

specifically operationalize stigma as non-disadvantaged group members’ average

evaluations of the disadvantaged group.

Importantly, the analyses reported here extend previous research in two key ways.

First, we take a meta-analytic approach to test the hypotheses derived from SJT across a

wide variety of intergroup domains. Previous SJT research has generally reported

between-group comparisons of intergroup evaluations measured from one relatively

advantaged group and one relatively disadvantaged group (e.g., Jost & Hunyady, 2002).

Extending upon these relatively more focused comparisons, the present research compares

intergroup evaluations measured from a wide variety of disadvantaged groups and, thus,

assesses the generalizability of the predictions of SJT across different intergroup domains.

The second way in which the present research extends upon previous work is that we

test SJT’s predictions—whenever possible—at two levels of analysis: the individual and the

social group. The predictions derived from SJT are formulated at the individual level, as

applying to members of disadvantaged groups, so we test these predictions at the

individual level: e.g., examining whether members of disadvantaged groups who endorse

conservative beliefs also prefer the outgroup relative to the ingroup. We also test the

predictions of SJT at the level of the social group by using group-level aggregates of

measures of intergroup evaluation: e.g., examining whether disadvantaged groups who

endorse more conservative beliefs also prefer the outgroup relative to the ingroup. In these

analyses, the sample (i.e., social group) rather than the participant is treated as the unit of

observation. This social-group level approach has three benefits. The first benefit is that it

provides the opportunity to test the moderating influence of social group per se on
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intergroup evaluation. The second benefit to this approach is that, relative to analyses

based on individual-level measures, group-level aggregates yield more precise estimates of

intergroup evaluation (Rushton, Brainerd, & Pressley, 1983). The issue of measurement

precision is especially relevant in the context of the IAT, which has been criticized for

having low measurement reliability relative to explicit measures of the same construct

(Gawronski, Morrison, Phills, & Galdi, 2017). The third benefit of using the social group

as the unit of observation is that it can reveal qualitatively different psychological processes

than can analyses that use the individual as the unit of observation.

Rushton et al. (1983) highlight the utility of aggregation from the perspective of

amplifying signal (i.e., the construct of interest) by canceling out noise (i.e., measurement

error). However, aggregation also cancels out the influence of other psychological

constructs that might vary between individuals that are not measurement error, but also

are not specific to group identity. Consequently, individual-level analyses can be

interpreted to reflect the influence of a variety of processes. In contrast, group-level

analyses cancel out the influence of processes that vary among group members, thereby

amplifying the influence of the common trait(s) shared among group members, i.e., the

defining feature(s) of group membership. Taken together, individual-level analyses can be

interpreted to reflect individual differences, and group-level analyses to reflect group

processes. Because SJT is articulated at the level of the individual, these group-level

analyses represent a novel extension of the theoretical perspective. By including both

individual- and group-level analyses, the present research examines the extent to which the

hypotheses proposed by SJT persist at both the individual level and the social group level.

To assume without empirical support that phenomena at one level of analysis persist

at other levels is to commit the ecological fallacy (Selvin, 1958). In the classic

demonstration of the ecological fallacy, English literacy rates were higher in regions of

America with higher proportions of foreign-born (i.e., non-native English speaking)

residents (Robinson, 1950). Follow-up analyses of this seemingly paradoxical finding
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revealed that foreign-born individuals were less likely than native Americans to be

English-literate, but largely settled in regions where the population is more literate (e.g.,

where there are more employment and educational opportunities). From this perspective,

it would be premature to assume that any of the predictions of SJT that are based on

individual-level data necessarily persist at the social group level. Thus, the present research

is both statistically and theoretically positioned to extend SJT and the intergroup relations

literature more broadly.

Method

Study Selection

Figure 1 depicts an adapted PRISMA flow diagram (Moher, Liberati, Tetzlaff,

Altman, & The PRISMA Group, 2009), visualizing the process of identifying datasets and

assessing their eligibility. At the time of data analysis and compilation of this report on

April 5, 2019, N = 110 datasets were publicly available at OSF. Datasets can be accessed

via osf.io/kaqi5 and osf.io/y9hiq4

4 The two OSF projects differ in that one hosts only datasets collected on the US-based website whereas
the other project hosts datasets collected on country-specific, non-US sites.
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Figure 1. Adapted PRISMA flow diagram (Moher et al., 2009) showing the process of identifying, assessing for eligibility, and
selecting datasets. In contrast to the standard PRISMA 2009 flow diagram, the screening phase is omitted here because all
datasets were drawn from the same source: Project Implicit.
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Inclusion and exclusion criteria. We included only studies with social groups or

categories as target concepts. Studies measuring evaluations of individuals, such as

evaluations of the President of the US, were outside the scope of the present study and

were thus excluded (n = 1 dataset). Because we were interested in how disadvantaged

group within societies evaluate their ingroup relative to an outgroup, we excluded studies

focusing on nations as social categories (i.e., USA IATs; n = 13 datasets). Furthermore,

the present research focused on intergroup evaluations, that is, relationships between

positive versus negative attributes and the ingroup versus the outgroup. Consequently, we

included only evaluative IATs and items and scales assessing liking and preference. Studies

that did not focus on evaluations per se (e.g., semantic attributes, or stereotypes, such as

American vs. Foreign in the Asian IAT, or Science vs. Arts in the Gender-Science IATs; n

= 19 datasets) were outside the scope of this study and were thus excluded. From each

dataset we included only data from participants who self-identified as members of the

disadvantaged social group that the study focused on (e.g., a person identifying as being

older who took the Age IAT). Data of all other participants, who did not self-identify as

members of the disadvantaged target category, were excluded from the primary analyses

(but were used to compute average stigma scores, see below). Studies were also excluded if

one of the target categories did not unambiguously refer to a disadvantaged group (n =

3).5 Additionally, studies were excluded if participants were not directly asked whether

they self-identified as members of either of the target categories (n = 3) .6 The final

number of datasets included in the present study was n = 71, yielding a total of k = 73

5 We excluded two studies, conducted in the US, using the target categories “Arab Muslims” versus “Other
People” and “Judaism” versus “Other Religions”, because Arab Muslim targets or Jewish targets were not
unambiguously disadvantaged relative to all other outgroup targets. Furthermore, we excluded data from
Jewish participants, who completed a Religion IAT with the target categories “Judaism” versus “Islam”,
because Judaism was not unambiguously disadvantaged relative to Islam in the US.
6 We excluded one study that focused on evaluations of dark-skinned versus light-skinned people in
Australia, because national/ethnic group membership but not self-reported skin tone was measured.
Furthermore, we excluded a study that focused on evaluations of Black people versus White people in The
Netherlands, because it assessed ethnic group memberships (e.g., Surinamese) but not self-categorization as
Black. Lastly, we excluded one dataset, which used multi-category versions of the IAT to measure
evaluations of religious groups, but did not measure self-reported religious group membership.
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independent effect sizes.

Datasets reviewed. Over the years, different studies have been added to the

Project Implicit demonstration websites. The time period of data collection spans from

2002 to the present, with some studies running for the full time period (e.g., Race IAT in

the US) and others starting later (e.g., the Race IAT in Spain) or others discontinued at

some point in time (e.g., the Religion IAT in the US). For each country-specific study, we

used the dataset that included data for all years of data collection. The present research

includes eight intergroup domains with distinct IAT versions and datasets from 14

countries7; see Table 1 for an overview of included samples and dependent measures and

Table 2 for descriptive statistics of continuous moderators. The total sample size was N =

715,721.

7 For data from the US Project Implicit website, we included only participants who indicated US
citizenship or who indicated that their current location was in the United States.
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Individual-level Measures

Intergroup evaluation. As implicit measures, we used the evaluative variant of

the IAT for each sample. Attribute categories of IATs were always “Good” versus “Bad”;

target categories differed according to the specific intergroup domain. We included two

different explicit measures. One was a one-item preference measure, which asked

participants to judge how much they preferred the ingroup relative to the outgroup, with

responses made using either a 5-point scale (in the earlier years of Project Implicit) or a

7-point scale (in more recent years). For the other explicit measure, we used feeling

thermometers, which asked participants to respond on scales from 0 (extremely cold) to 10

(extremely warm) how they felt towards the ingroup and the outgroup.

Conservatism. Conservatism was assessed using one-item self-placement measures.

Using 6- or 7-point scales, participants were asked to place themselves along a continuum

ranging from liberal to conservative.8

Group-level Measures

Intergroup evaluation. We calculated the sample averages of the IAT D Score,

the one-item preference score, and the feeling thermometer difference score, separately for

each sample of disadvantaged groups.

Conservatism. We calculated the sample average of the one-item conservatism

measure separately for each sample of disadvantaged groups.

Stigma. We calculated average evaluation scores of each disadvantaged group

based on the responses of Project Implicit visitors in each study who self-reported being

members of social groups other than the disadvantaged group in the same study. We used

these evaluation scores as proxies for the extent to which each disadvantaged group was

8 Measures were adapted for country-specific websites with some studies using other but similar labels
(e.g., left-wing vs. right-wing, conservative vs. progressive).
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stigmatized by the rest of society. For each disadvantaged group, we thus calculated three

measures of stigma, based on non-disadvantaged group members’ IAT D Scores, one-item

preference scores, and feeling thermometer difference scores.
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Intergroup Domains

Old vs. Young. There were k = 14 studies focusing on age-related group

evaluations. We included in the primary analyses only participants with a self-reported age

of 55 years and older. The threshold of 55 for “older adults” has been used in previous

research (e.g., Kite, Stockdale, Whitley, & Johnson, 2005; Neugarten, 1974). Target

categories in the Age IAT, one-item preference measures, and feeling thermometers were

“Old People” versus “Young People”.

Arab vs. French. There was k = 1 study focusing on evaluations of Arab people

relative to French people. We included in the primary analyses only participants who

self-categorized as Arab or Muslim. Target categories in the French Arab IAT were

“Maghreb People” versus “French People.”9

Disabled vs. Abled. There was k = 1 study focusing on evaluations of disability

relative to non-disability. We included in the primary analyses only participants who

indicated that they had a disability. Target categories in the Disability IAT, one-item

preference measures, and feeling thermometers were “Disabled People” versus “Abled

People”.

Black vs. White. There were k = 12 studies focusing on evaluations of Black

people relative to White people. We included in the primary analyses only participants

who self-categorized as Black or African, or joint identities, such as African American,

Black British, or Black Caribbean. Target categories in the Race IAT, one-item preference

measures, and feeling thermometers were “Black People” versus “White People”, “Black”

versus “White”, or “African American” versus “European American”, depending on the

language- or country-specific demonstration website.

9 Maghreb refers to a region in North and Northwestern Africa. The term is frequently used in French
referring to North-African countries with Arabic as an official language, such as Morocco, Algeria, and
Tunisia (Oxford Dictionaries, 2019).
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Religious groups. There were k = 3 studies, all conducted in the USA, focusing

on evaluations of religious groups relative to other religious groups. The studies used three

variants of the Religion IAT and respective one-item preference measures and feeling

thermometers. We included the sample of Jewish participants who completed the

“Judaism” versus “Christianity” measures, and the two samples of Muslim participants

who completed either the “Judaism” versus “Islam” or the “Islam” versus “Christianity”

measures, respectively.

Gay vs. Straight. There were k = 15 studies focusing on evaluations of Gay

people relative to Straight people. We included in the primary analyses only participants

who self-categorized as homosexual. Target categories in the Sexuality IAT, one-item

preference measures, and feeling thermometers were “Gay People” versus “Straight People”

or “Homosexual” versus “Heterosexual”, depending on the language- or country-specific

demonstration website.

Dark-Skinned vs. Light-Skinned. There were k = 13 studies focusing on

evaluations of dark-skinned people relative to light-skinned people. We included in the

primary analyses only participants who self-categorized as somewhat dark-skinned,

dark-skinned, or very dark-skinned. Target categories in the Skin Tone IAT, one-item

preference measures, and feeling thermometers were “Dark Skinned People” versus “Light

Skinned People”.

Overweight vs. Normal Weight. There were k = 14 studies focusing on

evaluations of overweight people relative to normal weight people. We included in the

primary analyses only participants who self-categorized as being overweight. Target

categories in the Weight IAT, one-item preference measures, and feeling thermometers were

“Fat People” versus “Thin People” or “Fat” versus “Thin”, depending on the language- or

country-specific demonstration website.
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Data analysis

We calculated average IAT D Scores (Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003), one-item

preference scores, and feeling thermometer difference scores for each sample within each

dataset. Effect size estimates for all measures were coded such that positive scores

indicated a preference for advantaged groups relative to disadvantaged groups and negative

scores indicated a preference for disadvantaged groups relative to advantaged groups. We

calculated feeling thermometer difference scores by subtracting ingroup feeling

thermometers from outgroup feeling thermometers. We calculated effect size estimates

Cohen’s 𝑑𝑧 for IAT effects by dividing each sample IAT D Score by its’ standard deviation.

For one-item preference measures and feeling thermometer difference scores, we took two

steps to calculate effect size estimates. First, we performed one-sample t-tests, testing

one-item preference scores against the scale midpoint and feeling thermometer difference

scores against zero. We then calculated for each (sub-)sample Cohen’s 𝑑𝑧, using the

following formula (see Lakens, 2013; Rosenthal, 1991):

𝑑𝑧 = 𝑡√𝑛

where t is the test statistic obtained from one-item preference scores (versus the scale

midpoint) or feeling thermometer difference scores (versus zero) and n is the respective

sample size.

One-item preference measures were assessed using 5-point scales in earlier years and

using 7-point scales in more recent years. Each sample could thus contribute up to two

one-item preference scores. For samples that produced two effect sizes, we calculated an

aggregated mean effect size, weighting effect sizes by their respective sample sizes. All

dependent variables—IAT D Scores, one-item preference scores, and feeling thermometer

difference scores—were coded such that positive scores indicated outgroup favoritism and

negative scores indicated ingroup favoritism from the perspective of members of the
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disadvantaged groups.10

We further calculated effect size estimates for conservatism using the same

procedures detailed above. For samples that produced two effect sizes (i.e., corresponding

to 6- and 7-point scales), we calculated an aggregated mean effect size, weighting effect

sizes by their respective sample sizes. Effect size estimates for conservatism were coded

such that positive scores indicated more conservative self-placement and negative scores

indicated more liberal self-placement. Finally, we used the same approach to calculate

effect size estimates for the three measures of stigma: IAT D Scores, one-item preference

scores, and feeling thermometer difference scores, using the data of all participants of each

study who did not self-categorize as belonging to the disadvantaged target group. Effect

size estimates for stigma were coded such that positive scores indicated a preference for

advantaged groups relative to disadvantaged groups and negative scores indicated a

preference for disadvantaged groups relative to advantaged groups.

Analyses were conducted using a meta-analytic framework. We employed a

random-effects model to allow for the assumption that different studies have different

underlying true effects without assuming that there is only one true effect underlying the

observed study results (e.g., Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2010; Cheung,

2015). As such, the studies included in our meta-analyses are assumed to be a random

sample from a population of studies which, in principle, allows for the meta-analytic results

to be generalized beyond the included studies (Cheung, 2015). For fitting a random-effects

model, we weighted effects by their inverse variance to estimate an average population

effect size. We calculated the inverse variance 𝑤 of 𝑑𝑧 for IAT D Scores, one-item

preference scores, and feeling thermometer difference scores following the formula provided

10 Note that the number of datasets does not equal the number of effect sizes within the present study.
Instead, effect size estimates were calculated at the sample level and some datasets contributed multiple
independent effect sizes from multiple independent samples. These were cases in which a dataset was
comprised of studies that assessed evaluations toward different target categories. For example, the Religion
IAT dataset included different independent studies, assessing evaluations towards Christianity vs. Judaism,
Christianity vs. Islam, and Judaism vs. Islam. This dataset contributed three independent samples,
because Jewish and Muslim participants participated in all three studies.
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by Lipsey (2001, p. 72):

𝑤 = 1
𝑆𝐸2

where

𝑆𝐸2 = √𝑛 + 𝑛
𝑛 ∗ 𝑛 + 𝑑𝑧

2(𝑛 + 𝑛)

.

First, we estimated the heterogeneity of effects within each measure type, and then

conducted follow-up moderator analyses with a series of mixed-effects meta-regressions. In

these meta-regressions, political ideology and stigma were included as continuous

moderators, and social group was dummy-coded as a categorical moderator. All analyses

were done using R.11 Analyses scripts are accessible at https://osf.io/cxp9z/.12

Results

Testing the Predictions of SJT at the Individual Level

The predictions derived from SJT (Jost et al., 2004) are formulated at the individual

level, as applying to members of disadvantaged groups. Consequently, we first report a set

of analyses based on individual-level data.

Implicit versus explicit measures. We fitted three separate random-effects

models, using the three measures of intergroup evaluation as dependent variables.

IAT D Scores.

11 R (Version 3.6.2; R Core Team, 2017) and the R-packages apaTables (Version 2.0.5; Stanley, 2018),
bookdown (Version 0.17; Xie, 2016), cowplot (Version 1.0.0; Wilke, 2017), data.table (Version 1.12.8; Dowle
& Srinivasan, 2017), here (Version 0.1; Müller, 2017), knitr (Version 1.28; Xie, 2015), metafor (Version
2.1.0; Viechtbauer, 2010), papaja (Version 0.1.0.9,942; Aust & Barth, 2018), png (Version 0.1.7; Urbanek,
2013), tidyverse (Version 1.3.0; Wickham, 2017), and xtable (Version 1.8.4; Dahl, 2016)
12 Additional analyses can be found in the Supplement, including: individual-level correlational analyses
using other measures of system justifying beliefs among a sub-sample of studies; country-level analyses
using cultural value dimensions; parallel analyses assessing the relationship between ideology and
intergroup evaluations in advantaged groups and group members; and additional figures.

https://osf.io/cxp9z/
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We observed a significant mean effect of dz = 0.43, z = 5.34, p < .001, 95% CI [0.27;

0.59] on IAT D Scores. This medium-sized positive effect indicates that, on average,

members of disadvantaged groups displayed outgroup favoritism on the IAT. The estimated

amount of total heterogeneity was 𝜏2 = 0.46, Q(72) = 80,468.60, p < .001, accounting for a

large proportion of the total variability. The percentage of the heterogeneity not

attributable to sampling error was I2 = 99.94%, indicating that a high percentage of the

estimated heterogeneity was due to genuine between-sample variability (Higgins,

Thompson, Deeks, & Altman, 2003).

One-item preference scores.

We observed a mean effect of dz = 0.02, z = 0.22, p = .827, 95% CI [-0.14; 0.18] on

one-item preference scores. This null effect indicates that, on average, members of

disadvantaged groups displayed neither ingroup nor outgroup favoritism on the one-item

preference measures. The estimated amount of total heterogeneity was 𝜏2 = 0.47, Q(72) =

186,325.30, p < .001, accounting for a large proportion of the total variability, and I2 =

99.95%, indicating high total heterogeneity due to genuine between-sample variability.

Feeling thermometer difference scores.

We observed a mean effect of dz = -0.20, z = -3.83, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.30; -0.10] on

feeling thermometer difference scores. This small negative effect indicates that, on average,

members of disadvantaged groups displayed ingroup favoritism on feeling thermometer

difference scores. The estimated amount of total heterogeneity was 𝜏2 = 0.18, Q(72) =

45,597.29, p < .001, accounting for a substantial proportion of the total variability, and I2

= 99.83%, indicating high total heterogeneity due to genuine between-sample variability.

Conservatism. To test the relationship between disadvantaged group members’

conservative beliefs and intergroup evaluation at the individual level, we calculated the

correlation between conservatism and the three measures of intergroup evaluation within

each sample and fitted three separate random-effects models, weighting each correlation
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coefficient by its corresponding sample size.
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Figure 2. Caterpillar plot of random-effects meta-analysis of IAT effects (IAT D Scores) with study effects ordered by effect
size. Positive scores indicate outgroup favoritism and negative scores indicate ingroup favoritism from the perspective of the
disadvantaged groups. Error bars depict 95% confidence intervals and values in squared brackets indicate lower and upper bounds
of confidence intervals. Dataset labels denote the intergroup domain for each study and the respective country. Abbreviations for
religious groups: MS = Muslim participants, JW = Jewish participants, JI = Judaism vs. Islam, CJ = Christianity vs. Judaism,
CI = Christianity vs. Islam. Country codes: AUS = Australia, BEL = Belgium, BRA = Brazil, CAN (EN) = Canada (English),
CAN (FR) = Canada (French), CHN = China, DEU = Germany, ESP = Spain, FRA = France, GBR = United Kingdom,
KOR = Korea, NLD = The Netherlands, RUS = Russia, SWE = Sweden, USA = United States.
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Figure 3. Caterpillar plot of random-effects meta-analysis of one-item preference scores with study effects ordered by effect
size. Positive scores indicate outgroup favoritism and negative scores indicate ingroup favoritism from the perspective of the
disadvantaged groups. Error bars depict 95% confidence intervals and values in squared brackets indicate lower and upper bounds
of confidence intervals. Dataset labels denote the intergroup domain for each study and the respective country. Abbreviations for
religious groups: MS = Muslim participants, JW = Jewish participants, JI = Judaism vs. Islam, CJ = Christianity vs. Judaism,
CI = Christianity vs. Islam. Country codes: AUS = Australia, BEL = Belgium, BRA = Brazil, CAN (EN) = Canada (English),
CAN (FR) = Canada (French), CHN = China, DEU = Germany, ESP = Spain, FRA = France, GBR = United Kingdom,
KOR = Korea, NLD = The Netherlands, RUS = Russia, SWE = Sweden, USA = United States.
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Figure 4. Caterpillar plot of random-effects meta-analysis of feeling thermometer (difference) scores with study effects ordered
by effect size. Positive scores indicate outgroup favoritism and negative scores indicate ingroup favoritism from the perspective
of the disadvantaged groups. Error bars depict 95% confidence intervals and values in squared brackets indicate lower and
upper bounds of confidence intervals. Dataset labels denote the intergroup domain for each study and the respective country.
Abbreviations for religious groups: MS = Muslim participants, JW = Jewish participants, JI = Judaism vs. Islam, CJ =
Christianity vs. Judaism, CI = Christianity vs. Islam. Country codes: AUS = Australia, BEL = Belgium, BRA = Brazil, CAN
(EN) = Canada (English), CAN (FR) = Canada (French), CHN = China, DEU = Germany, ESP = Spain, FRA = France,
GBR = United Kingdom, KOR = Korea, NLD = The Netherlands, RUS = Russia, SWE = Sweden, USA = United States.
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IAT D Scores.

We observed an average effect of r = .08, z = 10.80, p < .001, 95% CI [0.06; 0.09],

indicating that the correlation between conservatism and IAT D Scores at the individual

level was very small. The estimated amount of total heterogeneity was 𝜏2 = 0.0023, Q(71)

= 2,532.83, p < .001, accounting for a large proportion of the total variability, I2 = 94.73%.

One-item preference scores.

We observed an average effect of r = .07, z = 6.79, p < .001, 95% CI [0.05; 0.09],

indicating that the correlation between conservatism and one-item preference scores at the

individual level was very small. The estimated amount of total heterogeneity was 𝜏2 =

0.01, Q(71) = 2,486.61, p < .001, accounting for a large proportion of the total variability,

I2 = 97.80%.

Feeling thermometer difference scores.

We observed an average effect of r = .08, z = 7.12, p < .001, 95% CI [0.06; 0.10],

indicating that the correlation between conservatism and feeling thermometer difference

scores at the individual-level was very small. The estimated amount of total heterogeneity

was 𝜏2 = 0.01, Q(71) = 2,915.18, p < .001, accounting for a large proportion of the total

variability, I2 = 98.37%.

Taken together, individual-level analyses indicate that members of disadvantaged

groups displayed outgroup favoritism on implicit measures, but no intergroup preference or

ingroup favoritism on explicit measures. Furthermore, individuals who self-report being

more conservative also displayed more favorable evaluations of the advantaged group

relative to the disadvantaged group on all three measures. Additionally, and importantly,

these average effects of intergroup evaluation were characterized by high levels of

heterogeneity. Therefore, we conducted follow-up group-level analyses to examine whether

this heterogeneity could be explained by a number of theoretically-derived moderators.
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Testing and Extending the Predictions of SJT at the Social Group Level

The present research compares intergroup evaluations measured from a wide variety

of disadvantaged groups. SJT does not make specific predictions about how relative levels

of intergroup evaluation should vary across disadvantaged social groups per se. However,

visual inspection of the caterpillar plots in Figure 2, 3, and 4 suggests that effects are

clustered by social groups. For example, in all three figures, studies examining evaluations

of religious groups and sexuality are clustered in the upper end of the distribution,

indicating ingroup favoritism, whereas studies examining age- and weight-related

evaluations are largely clustered in the bottom of the distribution, indicating outgroup

favoritism. These data provide the opportunity to examine social group as a moderator in

exploratory analyses, in order to assess the generalizability of the predictions of SJT across

different intergroup domains. Additionally, we examined whether the relationships between

conservatism and outgroup favoritism observed at the individual level also persists at the

social group level. More specifically, we examined whether different disadvantaged groups

display different levels of conservatism (i.e., are positioned differently on a

conservatism-liberalism dimension) and whether group levels of conservatism are related to

their average preferences for the ingroup relative to the outgroup. Finally, we examined the

relationship between stigma and intergroup evaluation among disadvantaged groups.

Whereas most previous research in this domain has relied on individuals’ self-reported

perceptions of stigma against their ingroup (e.g., Pinel, 1999), in the present research we

operationalized stigma in terms of the intergroup biases of everybody else in the sample,

which aligns more closely with classic conceptualizations of stigma (e.g., Link & Phelan,

2001) and treats stigma as an objectively measurable cultural phenomenon.

Social group. To explore the degree to which intergroup evaluation in

disadvantaged groups was moderated by the intergroup domain, we treated the different

IAT versions as proxies for the intergroup domain in a series of mixed-effects meta
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regressions.

IAT D Scores.

We first fitted a mixed-effects model, treating IAT version as a categorical moderator,

dummy-coding each level of the moderator (i.e., each IAT version) and using disadvantaged

group members’ IAT D Scores as the dependent variable. This analysis yielded a

significant moderation effect, QM(10) = 877.85, p < .001. We observed negative IAT effects

for the Religion IAT, dz = -0.90, SE = 0.22, p < .001, 95% CI [-1.32; -0.47], and Sexuality

IAT, dz = -0.63, SE = 0.22, p .005, 95% CI [-1.07; -0.20], indicating ingroup favoritism. In

contrast, we observed positive IAT effects for the Skin Tone IAT, dz = -0.99, SE = 0.22, p

< .001, 95% CI [-1.42; -0.55], the Weight IAT, dz = -0.39, SE = 0.06, p < .001, 95% CI

[-0.50; -0.27], the Age IAT, dz = 1.33, SE = 0.06, p < .001, 95% CI [1.21; 1.45], and the

Disability IAT, dz = 0.89, SE = 0.21, p < .001, 95% CI [0.47; 1.31], indicating outgroup

favoritism. The remaining null IAT effects indicated neither ingroup nor outgroup

favoritism on the Arab IAT, dz = 0.33, SE = 0.22, p = .137, 95% CI [-0.10; 0.76], and the

Race IAT, dz = 0.15, SE = 0.08, p = .061, 95% CI [-0.01; 0.30].

One-item preference scores.

We next fitted the same mixed-effects model, now using disadvantaged group

members’ one-item preference scores as the dependent variable. This analysis also yielded a

significant moderation effect, QM(10) = 600.46, p < .001. We observed negative effects for

one-item preference scores for the Black vs. White comparisons, dz = -0.39, SE = 0.07, p <

.001, 95% CI [-0.53; -0.24], religious ingroup vs. outgroup comparisons, dz = -2.06, SE =

0.22, p < .001, 95% CI [-2.49; -1.63], and Gay vs. Straight comparisons, dz = -1.77, SE =

0.22, p < .001, 95% CI [-2.20; -1.34], indicating ingroup favoritism. In contrast, we

observed positive effects for dark-skinned vs. light-skinned comparisons, dz = -1.85, SE =

0.22, p < .001, 95% CI [-2.28; -1.42], overweight vs. normal weight comparisons, dz = -0.58,

SE = 0.06, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.69; -0.47], and old vs. young comparisons, dz = 0.31, SE
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= 0.07, p < .001, 95% CI [0.18; 0.43], indicating outgroup favoritism. The remaining null

effects indicated neither ingroup nor outgroup favoritism for disabled vs. abled

comparisons, dz = 0.23, SE = 0.22, p = .291, 95% CI [-0.20; 0.66] and Arab vs. White

comparisons, dz = -0.24, SE = 0.22, p = .285, 95% CI [-0.68; 0.20].

Feeling thermometer difference scores.

We fitted a third mixed-effects model in a similar fashion, now using disadvantaged

group members’ feeling thermometer difference scores as the dependent variable. This

analysis also yielded a significant moderation effect, QM(10) = 288.28, p < .001. We

observed negative effects for Black vs. White evaluations, dz = -0.54, SE = 0.07, p < .001,

95% CI [-0.67; -0.41], religious ingroup vs. outgroup evaluations, dz = -1.46, SE = 0.20, p

< .001, 95% CI [-1.85; -1.07], Gay vs. Straight evaluations, dz = -0.97, SE = 0.21, p <

.001, 95% CI [-1.37; -0.57], and dark-skinned vs. light-skinned evaluations, dz = -1.06, SE

= 0.20, p = < .001, 95% CI [-1.46; -0.66], indicating ingroup favoritism. In contrast, we

observed positive effects for overweight vs. normal weight evaluations, dz = -0.46, SE =

0.05, p < .001, 95% CI [-0.56; -0.35], indicating outgroup favoritism. The remaining null

effects indicated neither ingroup nor outgroup favoritism for old vs. young evaluations, dz

= 0.11, SE = 0.07, p = .116, 95% CI [-0.03; 0.25], Arab vs. White evaluations, dz = -0.30,

SE = 0.26, p = .246, 95% CI [-0.80; 0.21], and disabled vs. abled evaluations, dz = -0.11,

SE = 0.20, p = .589, 95% CI [-0.50; 0.28].

Conservatism. To test the relationship between disadvantaged groups’

conservatism and intergroup evaluation at the level of the social group, we fitted three

separate mixed-effects meta-regression models with self-reported conservatism aggregated

at the sample level as continuous moderators (see Table 2, column 4, for sample level

aggregates of conservatism), and using disadvantaged groups’ sample-aggregated IAT D

Scores, one-item preference scores, and feeling thermometer difference scores as dependent

variables. Figure 5 depicts the relationship between sample averages of conservatism

(y-axes) and sample averages of intergroup evaluations (x-axes) among disadvantaged
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groups, with each panel corresponding to a different measure of intergroup evaluation.

IAT D Scores.

First, we fitted a mixed-effects model with sample aggregates of self-reported

conservatism as a continuous moderator, using disadvantaged groups’ IAT D Scores as

dependent variable. We observed a significant moderating effect, QM(1) = 16.53, p < .001,

which accounted for 20.18% of the heterogeneity. This indicates that samples with higher

averages of self-reported conservatism were more likely to demonstrate implicit outgroup

favoritism (see Figure 5, Panel A).

One-item preference scores.

Again, we fitted a mixed-effects model with sample aggregates of self-reported

conservatism as a continuous moderator, now using disadvantaged groups’ one-item

preference scores as dependent variable. We observed a significant moderating effect,

QM(1) = 14.83, p < .001, which accounted for 15.98% of the heterogeneity. This indicates

that samples with higher averages of self-reported conservatism were more likely to

demonstrate outgroup favoritism on one-item preference scores (see Figure 5, Panel B).
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Figure 5. Scatterplot depicting the relationship between conservatism and intergroup evaluations among disadvantaged groups.
Y-axes reflect disadvantaged groups’ sample-level mean Cohen’s dz for conservatism, measured on a one-item 6- and/or 7-point
scale. X-axes reflect mean Cohen’s dz for IAT D Scores (Panel A), one-item preference scores (Panel B), and feeling thermometer
difference scores (Panel C). Each circle corresponds to a different social group, with circle size reflecting sample size. Positive
values on the y-axes indicate more conservative attitudes. Positive values on the x-axes indicate more favorable evaluations of
the advantaged group relative to the disadvantaged group, which reflects outgroup favoritism for these samples of disadvantaged
groups.

Feeling thermometer difference scores.

Lastly, we fitted the same mixed-effects model with feeling thermometer difference

scores as the dependent variable and sample aggregates of self-reported conservatism as a
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continuous moderator. Here, we did not observe a significant moderating effect, QM(1) =

0.78, p = .376, with conservatism accounting for only 1.18% of the heterogeneity in feeling

thermometer difference scores. This indicates that sample averages of self-reported

conservatism were unrelated to sample averages of feeling thermometer difference scores

(see Figure 5, Panel C).

Stigma. We operationalized stigma in terms of how a disadvantaged group is

evaluated by people who are not members of that social group (i.e., “the rest of society”).

Specifically, stigma estimators were manifest in the present analyses using three measures:

IAT D Scores, one-item preference scores, and feeling thermometer difference scores

collected from all participants who indicated not belonging to the disadvantaged group in

each study. We used these stigma measures as continuous moderators in a series of

mixed-effects meta-regression models, with disadvantaged groups’ IAT D Scores, one-item

preference scores, and feeling thermometer difference scores as dependent variables.

Figure 6 depicts the relationship between the three measures of stigma and the three

measures of intergroup evaluation among disadvantaged groups, with positive values on

both the x- and y-axes indicating more favorable evaluations of the advantaged group

relative to the disadvantaged group. Consequently, positive values on the y-axes reflect

outgroup favoritism among disadvantaged groups, and positive values on the x-axes reflect

higher levels of stigma against disadvantaged groups.

IAT D Scores.

We first fitted three separate mixed-effects meta-regression models with the three

stigma measures as continuous moderators, using disadvantaged groups’ IAT D Scores as

dependent variable. We observed a significant moderation effect of IAT D Score stigma on

disadvantaged groups’ IAT D Scores, QM(1) = 170.55, p < .001, accounting for 71.31% of

heterogeneity; a non-significant moderation effect of one-item preference score stigma on

disadvantaged groups’ IAT D Scores, QM(1) = 3.57, p = .059, accounting for 3.53% of
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heterogeneity; and a significant moderation effect of feeling thermometer difference score

stigma on disadvantaged groups’ IAT D Scores, QM(1) = 7.28, p = .007, accounting for

8.08% of heterogeneity.13 Taken together, these results indicate that disadvantaged groups

displayed more implicit outgroup favoritism to the extent that their social group was

stigmatized by others in terms of the implicit measure, an effect which accounted for

substantial amounts of the heterogeneity. The same descriptive but non-significant trend

was observed in terms of explicit, one-item preference score stigma. However, the opposite

trend was observed in terms of explicit, feeling thermometer difference score stigma (see

Figure 6, Panels A, B, C).

One-item preference scores.

We fitted the same three mixed-effects meta-regression models with the three stigma

measures as continuous moderators, this time using disadvantaged groups’ one-item

preference scores as dependent variable. We observed a significant moderation effects of

IAT D Score stigma on disadvantaged groups’ one-item preference scores, QM(1) = 23.28, p

< .001, accounting for 23.81% of heterogeneity; a significant moderation effect of one-item

preference score stigma on disadvantaged groups’ one-item preference scores, QM(1) =

25.05, p < .001, accounting for 25.44% of heterogeneity; and a non-significant moderation

effect of feeling thermometer difference score stigma on disadvantaged groups’ one-item

preference scores, QM(1) = 1.38, p = .239, accounting for 0.36% of heterogeneity. Taken

together, these results indicate that disadvantaged groups displayed more explicit outgroup

favoritism to the extent that their social group was stigmatized by others in terms of the

implicit measure and the explicit one-item preference measure. However, feeling

thermometer difference score stigma was unrelated to disadvantaged groups’ one-item

preference scores (see Figure 6, Panel D, E, F).

13 Visual inspection of the Figure 6 (Panel C) suggests that this moderation effect was in the opposite
direction than expected. Disadvantaged groups’ IAT D Scores were higher (indicating more outgroup
favoritism) the less they were stigmatized by others on feeling thermometers.
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Feeling thermometer difference scores.

Finally, we fitted the same three mixed-effects meta-regression models with the three

stigma measures as continuous moderators, this time using disadvantaged groups’ feeling

thermometer difference scores as dependent variable. We observed a significant moderation

effects of IAT D Score stigma on disadvantaged groups’ feeling thermometer difference

scores, QM(1) = 27.62, p < .001, accounting for 30.00% of heterogeneity; a significant

moderation effect of one-item preference score stigma on disadvantaged groups’ feeling

thermometer difference scores, QM(1) = 12.68, p < .001, accounting for 17.29% of

heterogeneity; and a non-significant moderation effect of feeling thermometer difference

score stigma on disadvantaged groups’ feeling thermometer difference scores, QM(1) = 3.36,

p = .067, accounting for 4.62% of heterogeneity. These results indicate that disadvantaged

groups displayed less explicit ingroup favoritism on feeling thermometer difference scores to

the extent that their social group was stigmatized by others on the implicit measure and

(descriptively) both explicit measures (see Figure 6, Panel G, H, I).

Conservatism versus stigma. According to SJT, both conservatism and stigma

should moderate intergroup bias among disadvantaged groups, but the theory makes no

predictions about the relative influences of each of these constructs. The present research

provides an opportunity to examine whether conservatism and stigma account for

heterogeneity above and beyond the heterogeneity accounted for by the other. We

examined this in a meta-analytic framework, by fitting hierarchical multivariate

meta-regression models with intergroup evaluation as the dependent variable and sample

averages of conservatism and the three stigma measures as moderators (see Harrer,

Cuijpers, Furukawa, & Ebert, 2019).14 For each measure of intergroup evaluation, we first

fitted a reduced model with disadvantaged groups’ sample aggregates of conservatism as a

14 Correlational analyses of the three measures of stigma indicate that they are not highly correlated, thus
making multicollinearity unlikely: IAT D Score stigma and one-item preference score stigma, r(71) = .15, p
= 0.20, 95% CI [-0.08; 0.37]; IAT D Score stigma and feeling thermometer difference score stigma, r(71) =
-.21, p = 0.08, 95% CI [-0.42; 0.02]; one-item preference score stigma and feeling thermometer difference
score stigma, r(71) = .22, p = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.01; 0.43].



MODERATORS OF INTERGROUP EVALUATION 52

continuous moderator. Next, we fitted the full model, adding the three measures of stigma.

We then compared the model fit of both models by using a likelihood ratio test (LRT) and

by comparing Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) values for both models. Lastly, in

order to control for Type I error, we tested the robustness of the full model by performing

a permutation test with 1,000 iterations (see Higgins & Thompson, 2004; Viechtbauer,

Lopez-Lopez, Sanchez-Meca, & Marin-Martinez, 2015).
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Figure 6. Scatterplots depicting the relationship between stigma and intergroup evaluation among disadvantaged groups. Y-axes
reflect mean Cohen’s dz for disadvantaged groups’ IAT D Scores (Panels A-C), one-item preference scores (Panel D-F), and feeling
thermometer difference scores (Panel G-I). X-axes reflect stigma, operationalized as mean Cohen’s dz for non-disadvantaged
group members’ IAT D Scores (left column), one-item preference scores (middle column), and feeling thermometer difference
scores (right column). Positive values on both the x- and y-axes indicate more favorable evaluations of the advantaged group
relative to the disadvantaged group. Consequently, positive values on the y-axes reflect outgroup favoritism among disadvantaged
groups, and positive values on the x-axes reflect stigma against disadvantaged groups.

IAT D Scores.

We first fitted a mixed-effects meta-regression model with sample averages of

conservatism as a continuous moderator, using disadvantaged groups’ sample averages of
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IAT D Scores as dependent variable. We observed a significant overall moderating effect,

F1,71 = 16.36, p < .001, which accounted for 21.29% of the heterogeneity. Next, we fitted

the full mixed-effects meta-regression model, adding the three measures of stigma. Again,

we observed a significant overall moderating effect, F4,68 = 52.30, p < .001. Crucially, the

moderating effect of conservatism became non-significant in the full model, 𝛽 = 0.17, p =

.325, 95% CI [-0.17; 0.51], whereas IAT D Score stigma, 𝛽 = 1.85, p < .001, 95% CI [1.52;

2.17], one-item preference score stigma, 𝛽 = 0.33, p = .040, 95% CI [0.02; 0.64], and feeling

thermometer difference score stigma, 𝛽 = -0.49, p = .014, 95% CI [-0.87; -0.10], remained

significant predictors of disadvantaged groups’ IAT D Scores.15 The full model accounted

for 76.68% of the heterogeneity. The likelihood ratio test indicated that the full model

indeed had a better fit than the reduced model, 𝜒2 = 85.24, p < .001, and AIC values were

lower (indicating better fit) for the full model, AICc = 64.69, than for the reduced model,

AICc = 143.01. Lastly, we performed a permutation test, providing evidence for the

robustness of the full model, F4,68 = 52.30, p = .001. This indicates that the effect of

disadvantaged groups’ level of conservatism on implicit outgroup favoritism was fully

accounted for by stigma. Moreover, stigma accounted for heterogeneity above and beyond

the heterogeneity accounted for by conservatism. In other words, at the social group level,

stigma explained more variance in implicit intergroup evaluation than conservatism, and

conservatism had no independent effect on IAT D Scores.

One-item preference scores.

Again, we fitted a mixed-effects meta-regression model with sample averages of

conservatism as a continuous moderator, now using disadvantaged groups’ sample averages

of one-item preference scores as dependent variable. We observed a significant overall

moderating effect, F1,71 = 15.22, p < .001, which accounted for 17.06% of the heterogeneity.

Next, we fitted the full mixed-effects meta-regression model, adding the three measures of

15 Note however that other participants’ feeling thermometer difference scores were negatively correlated
with disadvantaged groups’ IAT D Scores.
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stigma. Again, we observed a significant overall moderating effect, F4,68 = 16.16, p < .001.

Crucially, the moderating effect of conservatism became non-significant in the full model, 𝛽
= 0.27, p = .238, 95% CI [-0.18; 0.73], whereas IAT D Score stigma, 𝛽 = 0.87, p < .001,

95% CI [0.40; 1.34] and one-item preference score stigma, 𝛽 = 1.13, p < .001, 95% CI

[0.67; 1.59], remained significant predictors of disadvantaged groups’ one-item preference

scores. The effect of feeling thermometer difference score stigma on disadvantaged groups’

one-item preference scores was non-significant, 𝛽 = -0.42, p = .139, 95% CI [-0.98; 0.14].

The full model accounted for 48.38% of the heterogeneity. The likelihood ratio test

indicated that the full model indeed had a better fit than the reduced model, 𝜒2 = 33.64, p

< .001, and AIC values were lower for the full model, AICc = 118.11, than for the reduced

model, AICc = 144.82. Lastly, we performed a permutation test, providing evidence for the

robustness of the full model, F4,68 = 16.16, p = .001. This indicates that the effect of

disadvantaged groups’ level of conservatism on explicit intergroup evaluation was fully

accounted for by stigma. Moreover, stigma accounted for heterogeneity above and beyond

the heterogeneity accounted for by conservatism. In other words, at the social group level,

stigma explained more variance in explicit intergroup evaluation than conservatism, and

conservatism had no independent effect on one-item preference scores.

Feeling thermometer difference scores.

Lastly, we fitted a mixed-effects meta-regression model with sample averages of

conservatism as a continuous moderator, now using disadvantaged groups’ sample averages

of feeling thermometer difference scores as dependent variable. The overall moderating

effect was non-significant, F1,71 = 0.81, p = .371, and accounted for 2.60% of the

heterogeneity. Next, we fitted the full mixed-effects meta-regression model, adding the

three measures of stigma. Here, we observed a significant overall moderating effect, F4,68 =

13.25, p < .001. Crucially, the moderating effect of conservatism remained non-significant

in the full model, 𝛽 = -0.14, p = .368, 95% CI [-0.46; 0.17], whereas IAT D Score stigma, 𝛽
= 0.87, p < .001, 95% CI [0.55; 1.18] and one-item preference score stigma, 𝛽 = 0.44, p =
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.007, 95% CI [0.12; 0.75], were significant predictors of disadvantaged groups’ feeling

thermometer difference scores, and the effect of feeling thermometer difference score stigma

was non-significant, 𝛽 = 0.38, p = .054, 95% CI [-0.01; 0.77]. The full model accounted for

48.36% of the heterogeneity. The likelihood ratio test indicated that the full model indeed

had a better fit than the reduced model, 𝜒2 = 40.14, p < .001, and AIC values were lower

for the full model, AICc = 61.13, than for the reduced model, AICc = 94.34. Lastly, we

performed a permutation test, providing evidence for the robustness of the full model, F4,68

= 13.25, p = .001. This indicates that the effect of disadvantaged groups’ level of

conservatism on explicit intergroup evaluation was fully accounted for by stigma.

Moreover, stigma accounted for heterogeneity above and beyond the heterogeneity

accounted for by conservatism. In other words, at the social group level, stigma explained

more variance in explicit intergroup evaluation than conservatism, and conservatism had

no independent effect on feeling thermometer difference scores.

Taken together, group-level meta-analyses extend SJT by testing its predictions at a

new unit of analyses. Exploratory analyses using social group as a moderator revealed that

intergroup evaluations in disadvantaged groups were moderated by the intergroup domain:

Whereas some disadvantaged groups consistently displayed outgroup favoritism, others

consistently displayed ingroup favoritism, and yet others displayed diverging patterns on

implicit and explicit measures. Additionally, group-level conservatism consistently

moderated disadvantaged groups’ implicit intergroup evaluations, but inconsistently

moderated their explicit intergroup evaluations. Similarly, stigma operationalized in terms

of others’ implicit intergroup evaluations consistently moderated disadvantaged groups’

intergroup evaluations, whereas stigma operationalized in terms of others’ explicit

intergroup evaluations inconsistently moderated disadvantaged groups’ intergroup

evaluations. Finally, when both conservatism and stigma were entered into the same

models, only stigma was consistently related to intergroup evaluations of disadvantaged

groups.
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General Discussion

The present research used large datasets from 73 samples of online participants

collected in 14 countries to investigate moderators of intergroup evaluation in a wide

variety of disadvantaged groups. We tested SJT’s predictions, whenever possible, at two

levels of analysis: the individual level and the social group level. At the individual level,

members of disadvantaged groups on average displayed a medium-sized effect of outgroup

favoritism on the IAT, but either a small effect of ingroup favoritism or no intergroup

preference on two explicit measures. These findings are consistent with SJT’s predicted

dissociation between implicit and explicit measures (Jost et al., 2004). In follow-up,

exploratory analyses that treated social group as a moderator, intergroup evaluation

among disadvantaged groups was moderated by the intergroup domain: Whereas some

disadvantaged groups consistently displayed outgroup favoritism, others consistently

displayed ingroup favoritism, and yet others displayed diverging patterns on implicit and

explicit measures. Additionally, and supporting the predictions of SJT, implicit and

explicit intergroup evaluations were moderated by self-reported conservatism. Importantly,

the magnitude of effect sizes depended on the level of analysis, indicating small effects at

the individual level and medium-sized effects at the social group level. Lastly, at the social

group level, disadvantaged groups displayed higher levels of outgroup favoritism the more

negatively their own social group was evaluated relative to an advantaged outgroup in their

societal context, which supports the hypothesis that stigma is related to outgroup

favoritism in disadvantaged groups (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost et al., 2004).

SJT at the Level of the Individual Versus the Social Group

The present research underscores the utility of conducting analyses at both the

individual and social group level. By testing the predictions of SJT at two levels of

analysis, our findings provide insight into qualitatively distinct psychological processes: the
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individual-level analyses reflect individual differences, whereas the group-level analyses

reflect group processes.

Conservatism. We observed marked differences in the magnitude of the

relationships between conservatism and intergroup evaluations between units of analysis:

Whereas moderator analyses conducted at the social group level (i.e., between samples)

revealed that conservatism accounted for considerable proportions of the variance of

intergroup evaluations between disadvantaged groups, analyses conducted at the individual

level (i.e., within-samples) revealed that conservatism accounted for little variance in

intergroup evaluations within disadvantaged groups. These large differences between

between-sample and within-sample analyses are striking—but have been observed in other

research on implicit bias as well (sf. Payne, Vuletich, & Lundberg, 2017). One explanation

for these large differences might be that within-sample correlations were attenuated by the

relative unreliability of the measures (e.g., Hunter & Schmidt, 2007), whereas aggregation

at the social group level in our between-sample analyses likely reduced measurement error

(e.g., Rivers, Rees, Calanchini, & Sherman, 2017; Rushton et al., 1983). However, the

differences appear too pronounced to gloss over as statistical artifact. We therefore offer

and discuss speculations about the underlying processes that may explain these differences

between levels of analysis that we hope may inspire future research in this domain.

At the individual level, conservatism of individual members of disadvantaged groups

is the unit of analysis. We assume that disadvantaged group members’ level of

conservatism reflects individual differences in the preference for inequality, acceptance of

the status quo, or system justifying beliefs more generally (Jost et al., 2004; Jost et al.,

2003), as well as other psychological correlates of conservatism (for a review, see Hodson &

Dhont, 2015). In turn, individual differences in conservatism are related to the extent to

which some group members display more outgroup favoritism than other group members.

The small average effect size of these correlations suggests that the differences between

individual members’ level of conservatism are relatively weakly related to their individual
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tendency to display ingroup or outgroup favoritism.

At the social group level, conservatism of the disadvantaged group as a whole is the

unit of analysis. Disadvantaged groups inhabit different positions on the

conservatism-liberalism spectrum, with some groups on average leaning less liberal (e.g.,

overweight participants) than others (e.g., Gay and Lesbian participants).16 We propose

that disadvantaged groups’ position along the conservatism-liberalism spectrum reflect

group-level processes, such as group histories, social norms, or cultural traditions. In the

present research, we identify stigma as a group-level process that moderates (and, in fact,

fully accounts for) the relationship between group-level conservatism and intergroup

evaluations among disadvantaged groups. There are at least two possible explanations for

this finding.

One possibility is that the measures of conservatism and stigma may constitute

different operationalizations of the same latent construct, with stigma being the superior

measure of the latent variable. However, we deem this explanation less likely, given the

conceptual differences between stigma—operationalized here as the negative group

evaluations by others—and ideological self-placement (cf. Koch, Imhoff, Dotsch, Unkelbach,

& Alves, 2016). Another possibility is that stigma might influence conservatism in

disadvantaged groups. From this perspective, we propose that the relative frequency of

experiences of stigmatization (which can include individuals personally experiencing

stigma, as well as hearing reports of stigmatization from fellow group members) may lead

disadvantaged groups as a whole to lean more or less conservative over time.

Consistent with the possibility that stigma increases conservatism among

disadvantaged groups, members of disadvantaged groups who internalize negative

stereotypes and evaluations of their group tend to assimilate to the dominant culture

(David, Schroeder, & Fernandez, 2019). Furthermore, some members of disadvantaged

16 Note that samples leaned fairly liberal on average, as indexed by their negative sign in Table 2, fourth
column.
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groups cope with stigma by gravitating towards ideological beliefs that provide a sense of

safety, such as authoritarianism (Henry, 2011). Thus, the relationships between stigma and

ideological beliefs in disadvantaged groups might reflect a self-regulatory strategy.

Similarly, SJT proposed that system justifying beliefs would serve a “palliative function”

(Jost & Hunyady, 2002), helping members of disadvantaged groups who are stigmatized to

cope with negative emotions. Taken together, these ideas about relationships between

stigma and ideological beliefs were formulated at the individual level, but could provide a

framework for future theorizing at the social group level. Based on this framework,

conservatism as a group-level construct may not primarily (or necessarily) reflect individual

political ideology, but rather a group-based cultural adaptation process, by which members

of disadvantaged groups adhere to a more or less conservative group norm in response to

the level of stigma faced by their group. That said, such causal claims remain speculative,

given the correlational nature of the present research. Future research—ideally

longitudinal—is necessary to investigate a causal effect of stigma on group conservatism, as

well as potential cultural or social processes that may mediate and/or moderate such

effect(s).

In addition to stigma, future research might investigate other group-level processes to

explain disparate relationship between conservatism and intergroup evaluation at the

individual versus social group levels. One such group-level process might be group

consciousness (e.g., Duncan, 1999; Gurin, Miller, & Gurin, 1980; see Ashmore, Deaux, &

McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004, for a related concept), the tendency to reflect on the ingroup’s

relative position in society. Group consciousness can vary between people but also between

groups (Gurin et al., 1980). Our finding that conservatism is more strongly related to

intergroup evaluations at the social group versus individual level might suggest that

disadvantaged groups differ in levels of group consciousness more so than do disadvantaged

individuals. Other group-level processes that relate to intergroup evaluations, such as

entitativity (???) or the permeability of group boundaries (Bettencourt, Charlton, Dorr, &
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Hume, 2001), might also help to explain the diverging findings observed here. By

continuing to investigate the relationship between group status and intergroup evaluations

at multiple levels of analysis, future research may build on the present research to more

fully develop SJT as a group-level theory.

Stigma. In the present research, conservatism explained substantial variance in

intergroup evaluation between social groups, but this variance was fully accounted for by

stigma. Importantly, this relationship was not moderated by measurement type: at the

group level, both implicit and explicit intergroup evaluations in disadvantaged groups were

related to stigma. One possible interpretation of these results is that stigma influences

intergroup evaluations—and with this speculation go the usual caveats about causal claims

and correlational data. While future, experimental work is necessary to support this claim,

this pattern of results is nevertheless consistent with SJT’s proposed “internalization of

inferiority” (Jost et al., 2004; Jost & van der Toorn, 2012), as well as with the more general

notion that intergroup evaluation depends on how social groups are evaluated by society

(Allport, 1954; Dasgupta, 2004; Lane et al., 2005; Livingston, 2002).

The present research not only supports the existing literature on intergroup

evaluation among disadvantaged groups, but also extends it with novel findings. For

example, prior individual-level research has usually operationalized stigma subjectively, in

terms of disadvantaged group members’ perceptions of how their social group is evaluated

by others (Livingston, 2002; Rudman et al., 2002). In contrast, the present research treats

stigma as an objective cultural phenomenon, operationalized as the rest of society’s

measured evaluations of the disadvantaged group. Consequently, our work offers a novel

perspective on why disadvantaged groups sometimes display outgroup favoritism:

Disadvantaged groups’ evaluations of their own groups appear to align with everyone else’s

evaluations.

Our finding that stigma moderated disadvantaged groups’ intergroup evaluation

would seem to be consistent with the Bias of Crowds model (BoC; Payne et al., 2017).
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Based on the principle of concept accessibility, the BoC model suggests that implicit bias

does not merely reflect personal attitudes but, instead, reflects reflects context-related

attitude accessibility. Consequently, implicit bias should be stronger in contexts where

people are more frequently exposed to direct or indirect expressions of intergroup bias.

According to the BoC model, implicit bias is best understood to reflect concepts that are

activated by contextual cues and briefly pass through peoples’ minds. From this

perspective, implicit bias is better conceptualized as a stable property of places and

situations rather than a stable property of people. Thus, the BoC model would seem to

suggest that the strong relationship between disadvantaged groups’ intergroup evaluations

and the rest of society’s intergroup evaluations (i.e., stigma) observed in the present

research reflects a common context-related cause, such as structural inequality. Moreover,

our findings that stigma moderates intergroup evaluations across both implicit and explicit

measures may reflect an extension of BoC which, to date, is only articulated in terms of

implicit bias—which, in turn, may suggest that the group as unit of analysis is more

relevant to BoC than is the measurement approach.

That said, the BoC perspective does not perfectly explain the pattern of results

reported here. For example, disadvantaged religious and sexual minority groups

consistently demonstrated ingroup favoritism across all measures of intergroup bias.

However, these groups are objectively stigmatized by the rest of society, in that

non-disadvantaged groups’ evaluations reflect preferences for the advantaged over

disadvantaged groups. Thus, in at least some cases, the intergroup biases of disadvantaged

groups do not perfectly correspond to the intergroup biases of the rest of society, which

suggests either that certain biases do not reflect a common (e.g., structural) source, or that

the influence of this common source is moderated by other processes (e.g., other individual

differences or group processes; Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999; Cadinu & Rothbart,

1996; Jost et al., 2004; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Future research should continue to examine

this.
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Open Questions and Future Directions

Conservatism and system justifying beliefs. Our analyses provide support for

the prediction that as political conservatism increases, outgroup favoritism becomes more

likely among disadvantaged groups (Jost et al., 2004). Nevertheless, the present research

points to the need for more theorizing about how conservatism translates into intergroup

evaluation in disadvantaged groups because the moderating effects of conservatism were

inconsistent across attitude measures: the relationships between conservatism and

intergroup evaluations observed on the IAT and one-item preference measure did not

persist for the feeling thermometer. Research has so far primarily tried to explain links

between conservatism and outgroup attitudes in dominant groups (see Hodson & Dhont,

2015, for a review), but has not yet articulated the mechanism by which conservative

ideology might shape intergroup evaluation among disadvantaged groups. Future work on

the underlying psychological processes and mechanisms of this relationship might benefit

from considering the following three perspectives.

A first important step towards a more process-oriented understanding would be to

investigate whether higher conservatism among disadvantaged groups is related to more

positive evaluations of advantaged outgroups, more negative evaluations of the

disadvantaged ingroup, or both. A variety of theoretical perspectives propose that ingroup

favoritism primarily reflects positive ingroup evaluations rather than negative outgroup

evaluations (e.g., Allport, 1954; Brewer, 1999; Brewer & Campbell, 1976; Greenwald &

Pettigrew, 2014; Mummendey & Otten, 1998). However, to date, no perspective makes

clear predictions about the relative contributions of positive and negative evaluations to

outgroup favoritism in general or among disadvantaged groups specifically, nor are there

clear predictions about how conservatism might moderate these evaluations. Developing

more refined theories about the relationship between conservatism and outgroup favoritism

among disadvantaged groups will help to advance research in this domain.
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Second, further research is needed to determine which aspects of conservatism are

related to intergroup evaluation among disadvantaged groups. For example, Jost and

colleagues (2003) proposed that conservatism is based on two core ideologies: the

opposition to change and preference for inequality. In the present research, we relied on a

single-item political orientation measure (ranging from conservative to liberal), so we were

not able to disentangle the contributions of these two core ideologies. Future research

might employ scales assessing sub-components of conservatism, such as acceptance of

inequality (e.g., Ho et al., 2015) or opposition to change (e.g., White, Kinney, Danek,

Smith, & Harben, 2020), in order to better understand how conservatism moderates

intergroup evaluation among disadvantaged groups.

Third, SJT predicts that system justifying tendencies are related to intergroup

evaluations (Jost et al., 2004), but conservatism is only one possible manifestation of

system justifying beliefs (see Jost & Hunyady, 2005). For example, system justifying beliefs

have also been operationalized in terms of economic system justification (Jost &

Thompson, 2000), general levels of system justification (Kay & Jost, 2003), and social

dominance orientation (SDO; Pratto et al., 1994). Supporting the predictions of SJT (Jost

et al., 2004), economic system justification was positively related to outgroup favoritism in

South Italians (a disadvantaged group, see Jost et al., 2002). Yet, other studies have found

no relationship between economic system justification and outgroup favoritism (Jost &

Thompson, 2000, Study 4), or between SDO and intergroup evaluation (Ashburn-Nardo et

al., 2003), among Black participants. Complementing previous findings, we conducted

auxiliary analyses on a small subset of Project Implicit datasets, which suggest that

relationships between system justifying beliefs and outgroup favoritism may depend on the

specific measure of system justifying beliefs. These analyses (and their limitations) are

described in greater detail in the Supplement. Still, more research and theorizing are

needed to clarify which ideologies and belief systems are related to intergroup evaluations

among members of disadvantaged groups.
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Lastly, and more broadly, the motivational processes underlying intergroup evaluation

among members of disadvantaged groups will be better understood to the extent that each

hypothesized motivation is measured directly. Specifically, SJT posits that members of

disadvantaged groups’ motives to see themselves and their ingroup positively are often in

conflict with their motives to justify and defend the social systems in which they live (Jost

& Banaji, 1994; Jost et al., 2004). The present research relied on a measure of system

justification motives that does not distinguish among these three motivations (i.e., political

conservatism), so our findings do not provide clear insights regarding this motivational

conflict. We thus strongly encourage researchers to directly investigate these proposed

motivational structures underlying intergroup evaluations by separately measuring system,

social group, and ego motives (cf. Kay & Jost, 2014). Future research will benefit from

using measures that provide sufficient granularity to differentiate between motives, and

perhaps provide insight into whether motivational conflicts underlie variations in

intergroup evaluations among members of disadvantaged groups.

Intergroup domain. Exploratory analyses using social group as a moderator

indicated that intergroup evaluation in disadvantaged groups was characterized by a high

degree of variability. Some disadvantaged groups always displayed outgroup favoritism on

both implicit and explicit measures (e.g., overweight or older participants), whereas other

disadvantaged groups always displayed ingroup favoritism on both types of measures (e.g.,

religious or Gay and Lesbian participants), and others displayed no preference on the

implicit measure but ingroup favoritism on the explicit measure (e.g., Black participants).

This pattern of results is not easily explained by SJT as it is currently articulated (Jost &

Banaji, 1994; Jost et al., 2004), and thus, seems to suggest a boundary condition. We

speculate here about why intergroup evaluation might vary across disadvantaged groups.

One recently-raised idea focuses on the role of societal discourses in shaping

intergroup biases. Charlesworth and Banaji (2019) proposed that the extent to which

society prioritizes issues might account for patterns of intergroup biases. From this
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perspective, our finding that disadvantaged groups’ intergroup evaluations systematically

aligned with the rest of society’s intergroup evaluations (i.e., stigma) seems to suggest that

both group’s evaluations reflect a common influence of social priorities.

Another explanation for why intergroup evaluation might vary across disadvantaged

groups focuses on social norms and other meta-evaluations. For example, age-related bias

is not prohibited by strong egalitarian norms in Western culture: Bias against older people

and in favor of younger people is among the largest and most consensual of biases against a

social group in the United States (Levy & Banaji, 2002; Nosek et al., 2002, 2007).

Similarly, social norms about the suppression of weight-related prejudice have been shown

to be weaker compared to other forms of prejudice (e.g., Crandall & Eshleman, 2003;

Crandall, Eshleman, & O’Brien, 2002; Degner & Wentura, 2009). Previous research has

also highlighted weight-related bias as a pervasive and unique form of prejudice in that

body weight is often regarded as controllable (e.g., Crandall, 1994). Consequently,

overweight individuals are frequently seen as responsible (e.g., Tiggemann & Rothblum,

1997) and blamed for their weight and associated stigma—with overweight individuals

often sharing these assumptions (e.g., Crandall, 1994; see Crandall, Merman, & Hebl, 2009,

for a review). Given that norms and other meta-evaluations vary across groups, future

research should investigate the extent to which they moderate intergroup evaluation in

disadvantaged groups.

Effects of intergroup domain versus country. Building on the present

research’s focus on intergroup evaluations as they vary across social groups, future research

might also investigate the extent to which intergroup evaluations vary across countries.

The distinction between social groups and countries as unit of analysis is important

because, on the one hand, some disadvantaged groups might generally be stigmatized more

than other disadvantaged groups. However, on the other hand, some countries might be

characterized by higher levels of overall stigma than others (e.g., Marini et al., 2013). To

test the latter, we report in the Supplement a series of analyses in which country is
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included as a categorical moderator. We observed only inconsistent country-level

moderation effects on intergroup evaluations in disadvantaged groups. Specifically, country

moderated intergroup evaluations on implicit measures, but only inconsistently moderated

intergroup evaluations on explicit measures. Furthermore, auxiliary moderator analyses

using country-level indices of cultural value dimensions did not reveal consistent

relationships between cultural values and intergroup evaluations in disadvantaged groups

(see Supplement). Thus, country-level differences do not seem to be consistently related to

intergroup evaluations in the context of the present research.

That said, these country-level analyses are complicated by two issues. First, given the

rather low power of these analyses (n = 14 countries), they are not strong tests of the

relationship between country-level factors and disadvantaged groups’ intergroup

evaluations. Second, different intergroup domains were studied in different countries. Many

datasets were available for some countries (e.g., United States, United Kingdom), but

relatively fewer datasets were available for other countries (e.g., Korea, Russia).

Consequently, an analysis that treats country as a moderator is inherently biased because

the moderator variable “country” is not independent of the moderator variable “intergroup

domain”. Thus, a moderation effect by country might reflect the fact that specific

intergroup domains were examined in some countries but not others (i.e., biased selection).

Taken together, our auxiliary analyses do not provide consistent evidence for country-level

effects on intergroup evaluations in disadvantaged groups. Nevertheless, this issue should

be addressed in future theory-driven research.

In contrast to the possibility that some countries might be characterized by higher

levels of overall stigma than others, we consistently observed that some disadvantaged

groups always displayed ingroup favoritism and others always displayed outgroup

favoritism, regardless of their country of origin. One potential interpretation of these

moderation effects by intergroup domain is that, regardless of the societal context, certain

disadvantaged groups are generally stigmatized more, whereas other disadvantaged groups
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are generally stigmatized less. In other words, differences in stigma associated with

different social groups might (at least partly) explain the effects of intergroup domain on

intergroup evaluations. As an illustration, we have restructured the caterpillar plot of IAT

D Score effect sizes according to both country and effect size (Figure D1; Supplement).

Additionally, in this restructured figure we have plotted the stigma estimates for each

intergroup domain for each country. This reconfigured figure illustrates two main

takeaways. First, a series of thumbnail copies emerge depicting a consistent pattern of

effects across intergroup domains: Within each country’s cluster, Gay and Lesbian

participants always demonstrate the highest degree of ingroup favoritism, and overweight

and older participants always demonstrate the highest degree of outgroup favoritism.

Second, the pattern of intergroup evaluations among disadvantaged groups closely aligns

with stigma: Sexual identities are always associated with the lowest levels of stigma, and

weight and age identities with the highest levels of stigma, leaving stigma levels related to

ethnic identities in the middle of the distribution. Taken together, across countries, similar

hierarchies emerge for both intergroup evaluations and stigma. Future research might build

upon these observations to investigate the extent to which intergroup evaluations among

disadvantaged groups are moderated by level of analysis (i.e., social group, country).

Internalization of inferiority. When taken at face value, the observed strong

relations between stigma and intergroup evaluations in disadvantaged groups appear

consistent with SJT’s proposed “internalization of inferiority” (Jost et al., 2004, p. 881).

Based on the concept of false consciousness, SJT proposes that disadvantaged groups

internalize negative evaluations of and stereotypes about the ingroup (Jost & Banaji,

1994). “[I]nterpreting outgroup favoritism as an indicator of internalization” (Jost et al.,

2004, p. 894) is thus a straightforward deduction from this idea. This conclusion, however,

would rely on the assumption that measures of intergroup evaluations are (direct or

indirect) indicators of internalized attitudes. This assumption is tentative because SJT

does not articulate a clear conceptualization of internalization.



MODERATORS OF INTERGROUP EVALUATION 69

The associative-propositional evaluation model (APE; Gawronski & Bodenhausen,

2006) offers two possible conceptualizations of internalization. On the one hand,

internalization may refer to any process of associative learning that results in the formation

of an internal representation (e.g., Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2018). The APE model

postulates that associative learning reflects spatio-temporal contingencies: the more often

members of disadvantaged groups experience information about their group paired with

negative evaluation, the more likely they are to form negative associations in long-term

memory. Consequently, members of disadvantaged groups will have negative group-relevant

experiences in proportion to the extent that their group is stigmatized. From this

perspective, associative learning offers a parsimonious explanation of the relationship

between stigma and intergroup evaluations observed in the present research—and

especially the finding that stigma correlations are strongest for the implicit measure may

be interpreted as supporting this rationale.

That said, we are not convinced that this associative learning account captures the

gist of the internalization processes presumed to underlie the formation of “false

consciousness” in system justification theory. Instead, “consciousness” suggests a degree of

introspective awareness and/or deliberation on the subjective truth-value of information.

This characterization corresponds to propositional learning, as articulated by the APE

model. From this perspective, we would conceptualize a negative group evaluation to be

internalized only when the internal representation is based on some degree of awareness

and/or subjective acceptance of validity of the negative evaluation of one’s own social

group.

To the extent that the internalization of inferiority can be conceptualized as an

internal representation of associations between one’s own group and negative evaluations, a

number of further questions emerge. For example, internalized group evaluations might be

understood as a structure of relatively stable associations in memory, formed either through

associative or propositional learning processes in the course of socialization (Gawronski &
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Bodenhausen, 2018). In this case, the strength of the association determines the chronic

accessibility of intergroup evaluations within the individual which, in turn, is reflected in

responses on implicit measures such as the IAT. However, recent theoretical developments

offer an alternative interpretation. For example, the BoC model conceptualizes implicit bias

as a “social phenomenon that passes through individual minds” (Payne et al., 2017, p. 236)

that does not require the presumption of internalized stable evaluations. In that sense, the

effects of outgroup favoritism observed in the present research can be interpreted to reflect

cultural contexts where stigmatizing associations are more readily activated than others.

The present research cannot address whether intergroup evaluation in disadvantaged

groups reflects internalized stable evaluations, propositions, or situationally-dependent

concepts. Instead, the questions we raise here about how internalization of inferiority is

conceptualized by SJT (Jost et al., 2004; Jost & van der Toorn, 2012) illustrate that the

theory might benefit from more clearly articulating assumptions about the psychological

processes underlying intergroup evaluations in disadvantaged groups.

The use of feeling thermometers. In the present research, we observed

consistent moderating effects of both conservatism and stigma on IATs and one-item

preference measures, but inconsistent effects on feeling thermometer difference scores.

Feeling thermometers have been labeled “notoriously unreliable” (Broockman, Kalla, &

Aronow, 2015, p. 3), and we think that measurement error could have played a role in

these inconsistent findings. Moreover, the calculation of difference scores from feeling

thermometers likely increased measurement error, further reducing statistical power in the

moderator analyses (Edwards, 1995; Hunter & Schmidt, 2007; Overall & Woodward, 1975).

Additionally, IATs and one-item preference measures are structurally similar to one

another, in that both target groups are evaluated relative to one another, whereas

responses on feeling thermometers are made in the context of one target group at a time.

We cannot discern the extent to which measurement error, structural differences, or other

conceptual differences among measures contribute to the observed discrepancies. However,
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these discrepancies point to the need for further research into measurement properties and

the psychological concepts underlying feeling thermometers.

Limitations of the Present Research

One limitation of the present research is that our analyses relied on only one implicit

measure: the IAT. As such, the present research is not poised to answer questions regarding

implicit measures in general. Moreover, previous research suggests that different implicit

measures often do not correlate strongly and, thus, might assess different constructs (e.g.,

Degner & Wentura, 2009, 2010). Thus, it is unclear whether and to what extent the

magnitude and direction of intergroup evaluations among members of disadvantaged

groups might depend on the types of implicit measures. Consequently, this limitation

highlights the need for a meta-analysis synthesizing research on intergroup evaluations

among disadvantaged groups across different implicit measures, which would allow for

generalizations beyond one operationalization of the construct (see Essien & Degner, 2020).

Another limitation of the present research is that it relies solely on data from Project

Implicit. Participants visit the demonstration website voluntarily and, consequently, are

neither random nor representative samples of the general population, or any specific

population at all. That said, this limitation is, in part, offset by the size and diversity of

the Project Implicit samples, relative to what could reasonably be expected from samples

of university undergraduates typically employed in psychological research (Henrich, Heine,

& Norenzayan, 2010; Sears, 1986). Consequently, the Project Implicit datasets (Xu et al.,

2017, 2018) used in the present research help to advance our understanding of SJT, and

intergroup relations more generally, by providing very good statistical power and internal

validity to examine a wide variety of social identities, some of which may be rare or

otherwise hard to sample.
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Concluding Remarks

Using large samples of online participants, the present research examined hypotheses

proposed by SJT (Jost et al., 2004) regarding intergroup evaluation in disadvantaged

groups. The present research advances the literature by testing these hypotheses at both

the individual and social group levels. Across nations and social identities, we found that

disadvantaged groups generally displayed outgroup favoritism on the implicit measure, but

ingroup favoritism or no intergroup preference on explicit measures. Exploratory analyses

revealed that intergroup evaluation in disadvantaged groups was moderated by the

intergroup domain. Furthermore, implicit and explicit intergroup evaluations were

moderated by political ideology and stigmatization. Taken together, these findings

generally support SJT, but at the same time highlight the need for more theory-driven

research into the boundary conditions of SJT.
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