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Abstract

Collective narcissism’s links with intergroup relations, such as intergroup hostility, are well established,
but less is known about the intergroup conditions that trigger it. We experimentally examined whether
categorisation threat—operationalised as mistaking the ingroup for a historically rivalrous outgroup,
thus undermining the ingroup’s uniqueness—heightens collective narcissism, and whether this, in
turn, escalates hostility toward the pertinent outgroup through collective narcissism. Additionally,
we compared collective narcissism to another form of ingroup positivity: ingroup satisfaction. We
conducted four experiments (IN = 1,537) manipulating categorisation threat in two national contexts
(Poland, Portugal), and carried out an internal meta-analysis. As hypothesised, the findings revealed
an increase in collective narcissism, as well as a positive indirect effect of categorisation threat on
outgroup hostility mediated by collective narcissism, but not by ingroup satisfaction. This research
establishes categorisation threat as a robust trigger of collective narcissism.
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Collective narcissism, a belief that the ingroup’s
exceptionality is not sufficiently recognised by
others, is associated with intergroup hostility,
prejudice, conspiratorial thinking, and political
extremism (Golec de Zavala, 2023; Golec de
Zavala et al., 2019). Although the consequences
of collective narcissism are well established, less
is known about its situational triggers. One
research stream has focused on individual-level
predictors of it, such as low personal control
(Cichocka et al., 2018; Marchlewska et al., 2020),
individual narcissism (Golec de Zavala et al,
2019), low self-esteem (Golec de Zavala et al.,
2020), high attachment anxiety (Marchlewska
et al, 2022), and low political knowledge
(Michalski et al., 2023). Another research stream
has focused on intergroup predictors of collec-
tive narcissism, such as subjective long-term dis-
advantage of the ingroup (Marchlewska et al.,
2018), perceived intergroup threats (Guerra et al.,
2022), and social identity threats (Bagci et al.,
2023; Guerra et al., 2022). Despite substantial evi-
dence linking collective narcissism to factors at
both the individual and group levels, experimen-
tal evidence identifying its triggers is scarce (cf.
Bertin et al., 2022).

We addressed this knowledge gap. Building on
recent intergroup approaches to collective narcis-
sism (Guerra et al., 2022), we examined the trig-
gering potential of categorisation threat arising
from miscategorisation that undermines an
ingroup’s distinctiveness (Barreto et al., 2010). We
operationalised categorisation threat as being
mistaken for a historically rivalrous national out-
group and not being treated on the basis of one’s
national distinctive identity. We hypothesised that
categorisation threat heightens collective narcis-
sism and, indirectly, exacerbates hostility toward
the outgroup responsible for the categorisation
threat (i.e., the group with which the ingroup is
conflated), with this effect being mediated
through collective narcissism. We tested these
hypotheses in four experiments across two
national contexts (Poland, Portugal). We were
concerned with national collective narcissism,
although, for brevity, we refer to it as collective
narcissism.

Social Identity Threats

Social identity threats refer to threats “experi-
enced at the social identity level” (Branscombe
et al., 1999, p. 306) resulting from any situation
where core identity motives are undermined by
the social context (Breakwell, 1986; Vignoles
et al., 2000, 20006). These threats can refer to val-
ues, distinctiveness, or categorisation. Value
threat (e.g, being discriminated against as a group
member) entails reduced mental health, and this
effect is stronger for pervasive (vs. single-event)
discrimination (Emmer et al., 2024; Schmitt et al.,
2014). Ingroup value threat (e.g, unfavourable
competence- or morality-based  judgments
directed at the ingroup) evokes negative emotions
(e.g., anger) and hostility (Ellemers et al., 2002).
Distinctiveness threat, the sense that the ingroup
is not sufficiently different from an outgroup,
engenders negative emotions (e.g, hatred, dis-
gust) toward the threatening outgroup and
increases ingroup bias (Leonardelli et al., 2010)
and intergroup differentiation (e.g., discrimina-
tion; Ellemers et al., 2002) in an effort to restore
distinctiveness (Branscombe et al., 1999; Jetten
et al,, 2004). Finally, categorisation threat, being
categorised against one’s will as a member of a
different group (Branscombe et al., 1999), insti-
gates negative self-directed affect and lower per-
sonal self-esteem (Barreto et al., 2010) as well as
distancing from the disagreeable group (Barreto
& Ellemers, 2003, 2010; Ellemers et al., 2002).
Categorisation can be a source of threat for
various reasons. Specifically, one may regard
group membership as incongruous or unsuitable
within a particular context (Branscombe et al.,
1999), may not identify strongly with the group,
or may prefer to be treated based on either a less
or more distinctive identity (Barreto et al., 2010;
Ellemers et al., 2002). Thus, categorisation threat
is likely to emerge from the frustrated desire for
uniqueness (Barreto et al., 2010; Ellemers et al.,
2002). Although categorisation threat may seem
similar to distinctiveness threat, the two are con-
ceptually and empirically different (Barreto &
Ellemers, 2002; Barreto et al., 2010). Analogous
to distinctiveness threat, categorisation threat can
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arise from the undermining of ingroup distinc-
tiveness, such as when individuals seek recogni-
tion based on a unique identity but are instead
treated in a manner that disregards this identity.
In contrast to distinctiveness threat, categorisa-
tion threat can also arise from the desire to be
recognised and treated in accordance with a
less distinctive identity (Barreto et al.,, 2010).
Moreover, categorisation threat differs from dis-
tinctiveness threat in that it is externally rather
than internally induced. Whereas distinctiveness
threat stems from an individual realising that their
ingroup is too similar to a relevant outgroup, cat-
egorisation threat stems from the failure of oth-
ers to recognise the individual’s unique and
preferred self-categorisation. Hence, at the core of
categorisation threat is “the very fact that people’s
preferred self-categorisations do not correspond to
the way they are perceived by others” (Branscombe
etal., 1999, p. 38). The divergence between an indi-
vidual’s preferred self-categorisation and the cate-
gorisation imposed by others may be either
contextual, referring to a self-definition preferred
in a specific context, or chronic, indicating a per-
sistent miscategorisation based on salient charac-
teristics such as gender or race (Barreto et al.,
2010; Branscombe et al., 1999).

Most studies examining the impact of catego-
risation threat have not considered the inten-
tionality of the source of the miscategorisation.
In their taxonomy of social identity threat,
Branscombe et al. (1999) address the detrimental
effects of this form of threat and refer to invol-
untary categorisation, implying that misategorisa-
tion may occur inadvertently. Consistent with this
reasoning, a review examining the interplay
between internal and external social identities
posited that external categorisations are predomi-
nantly influenced by the cognitive salience of cat-
egory membership, which is elicited by readily
accessible visible cues (e.g, race, ethnicity, gen-
der) or by the numerical distinctiveness of group
membership (Barreto & Ellemers, 2003). Here,
we concentrate on the effects of categorisation
threat that stem from a compromised desire for
uniqueness, specifically in the context of being
mistakenly identified as a historically rivalrous

national outgroup, without addressing the inten-
tionality behind the source of the inappropriate
categorisation.

Finally, the majority of the existing literature
has primarily examined the effects of categorisa-
tion threat on the self, specifically in relation to
identity management strategies and identification
with externally imposed categories (Barreto &
Ellemers, 2003; Barreto et al., 2010). In contrast,
our focus is on the influence of miscategorisation
on intergroup relations.

Miscategorisation, collective narcissism, and intergroup
hostility. Categorisation threat can influence inter-
group relations. In a study conducted in the con-
the
Northern Ireland, perceptions that others do not

text of Catholic—Protestant conflict in
differentiate Catholics from Protestants were
associated with higher intergroup bias and
decreased tolerance on the part of both groups
(Schmid et al., 2009). Asians and Latinos in the
US who were asked to recall an episode where
they were miscategorised as belonging to a differ-
ent national group (e.g,, Mexican vs. El Salvador)
reported more negative perceptions toward the
person who neglected their national identity and
also toward the person’s ethnic outgroup as a
whole (Flores & Huo, 2012, Study 2). Similarly,
Dominican Americans who were mistakenly cat-
egorised as African Americans reported less posi-
tive attitudes toward the outgroup for which they
were mistaken (Wiley, 2019).

We
threat that arises from the miscategorisation of

specifically investigate categorisation
the ingroup as a rivalrous outgroup by external
parties, which undermines the ingroup’s sense of
uniqueness. Individuals rely on others to help
define who they are and are motivated to sustain
the positivity of both their personal and collec-
tive selves (Ellemers et al, 2002; Sedikides,
2021b). Categorisation threat disrupts this posi-
tivity. The miscategorisation of the ingroup as an
outgroup undermines the ingroup’s sense of
uniqueness and is consequently perceived as a
source of threat. We propose that this threat trig-
gers collective narcissism, characterised by a reli-
ance on external recognition of the ingroup’s
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significance and exceptionalism as a defining fea-
ture (Golec de Zavala et al., 2009, 2019).

Our proposal aligns with Fromm’s (1947) view
that narcissistic identity formation is a reaction to
a lack of positive recognition of the self by oth-
ers. It also aligns with results pointing to collec-
tive narcissists’ dependence on  external
appreciation of the ingroup’s importance: collec-
tive narcissists are preoccupied with others criti-
cising their ingroup (Golec de Zavala et al., 2013,
2010), ignoring or excluding it (Golec de Zavala
et al., 2020; Hase et al., 2021), conspiring against
it (Cichocka et al., 2022; Golec de Zavala et al.,
2022), failing to appreciate its worth (Bertin et al.,
2022), being hostile toward it or jealous of it
(Dyduch-Hazar et al., 2019), and not telling it
apart from other groups (Guerra et al., 2022).
Building on this evidence, we hypothesise that
categorisation threat activates collective narcis-
sism, which subsequently fosters hostility toward
the outgroup for which one was mistaken (Wiley,
2019). The hostility may take the form of devalu-
ing the outgroup, thus allowing to reestablish the
ingroup’s importance and positivity.

Overview

In four experiments, we tested whether categori-
sation threat—arising from miscategorisation
that undermines the ingroup’s distinctiveness—
increases collective narcissism (Hypothesis 1
[H1]) and hostility against the outgroup for which
the ingroup is mistaken (H2) via collective narcis-
sism (H3). Additionally, we tested H1-H3 by
examining whether categorisation threat affects
specifically collective narcissism versus an alter-
native form of ingroup positivity, ingroup satis-
faction. This construct refers to the belief that
one’s membership in the ingroup is valuable and
a reason to be proud (Leach et al., 2008). In par-
ticular, we contrasted, in all experiments, collec-
tive narcissism with ingroup satisfaction. We did
so because the two forms of ingroup positivity
are usually positively associated, although they
represent divergent beliefs about one’s ingroup
and relate differently to outgroup hostility (Golec
de Zavala & Lantos, 2020; Golec de Zavala et al.,

2020). To date, research on categorisation threat
has not differentiated between vatrious forms of
ingroup positivity nor has it examined how such
threats influence collective narcissism in compar-
ison to ingroup satisfaction. Thus, we explore the
effects of categorisation threat on these two
forms of ingroup positivity without offering a
directional hypothesis.

We carried out these experiments in two coun-
tries (Poland, Portugal) to examine whether the
findings generalise across national contexts. As
target groups for mistaken categorisation, we
selected outgroups with which these nations
share geographical proximity and a history of
rivalry: Spain in the case of Portugal (Guerra
et al, 2022), Russia in the case of Poland
(Lisiakiewicz, 2018).! Portugal and Poland are
both geographically smaller than their bordering,
rivalrous countries, and historically less powerful.
The pairs of countries exhibit both similarities
(e.g., territorial disputes, loss of sovereignty, cul-
tural ties) and notable differences. For instance,
Portugal and Spain have maintained a stable col-
laborative relationship as European Union mem-
bers for over 3 decades, whereas Poland and
Russia have experienced a longer and more con-
tentious relationship marked by uneven historical
dominance. Although our focus is on natural
groups with a history of rivalry, we acknowledge
that categorisation threat can also manifest
between nonrivalrous groups. Indeed, research
has documented detrimental effects of this form
of threat for both natural groups (e.g, gender)
and artificial groups (e.g,, deductive vs. inductive
thinkers) that lack any history of rivalry (Barreto
& Ellemers, 2003).

In Experiments 1-2, we examined whether
having others mistake Portugal for Spain increases
Portuguese collective narcissism (H1) and hostil-
ity against Spaniards (H2) via collective narcis-
sism (H3). In Experiment 3, we tested the
generalisability of the findings in another national
context, examining whether Poland being mis-
taken for Russia increases Polish collective narcis-
sism (H1) and hostility against Russians (H2)
indirectly via collective narcissism (H3). In pre-
registered Experiment 4 (see https://osf.io/
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2q6y8), we additionally contrasted categorisation
threat with distinctiveness threat (i.e., emphasis-
ing similarities between Poland and Russia). In
recent research, distinctiveness threat (i.e., simi-
larity with relevant outgroups) was positively
associated with collective narcissism (Guerra
et al., 2022). Thus, we explored potential differ-
ences between categorisation threat and distinc-
tiveness threat in their impact on collective
narcissism, without offering a directional hypoth-
esis. We administered all measures in random
order, and randomised the order of items within
each measure, separately for each participant, fol-
lowing up with demographic questions. In suspi-
cion checks, no participant correctly guessed the
purpose of the experiments.

Finally, external recognition is a core feature
of both collective narcissism (Golec de Zavala
et al, 2009, 2019) and categorisation threat.
Striving for positive external recognition of one’s
personal or collective exceptionality is a defining
feature of individual narcissism (Freis, 2018;
Sedikides, 2021a) and collective narcissism (Golec
de Zavala et al, 2009, 2019), respectively.
Collective narcissism’s contingency on external
recognition of the ingroup has been empirically
illustrated (Golec de Zavala, 2023). External rec-
ognition of one’s ingroup is also a core element
for categorisation threat, which stems from the
mismatch between external or other-imposed
categorisation and internal or self-categorisation
(Barreto & Ellemers, 2003). To find out if these
two constructs are empirically distinct, we con-
ducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) com-
paring a two-factor solution (collective narcissism,
categorisation threat) with a one-factor solution
(all items loading on the same factor). In all
experiments, the two-factor solution fitted the
data well and significantly better than the one-
factor solution (see Table S1, Supplemental
Material).

Experiment 1

Experiment 1 was a preliminary test of the
hypotheses in a Portuguese sample, with the out-
group being “Spaniards.”

Method

Participants. To determine the sample size, we
conducted Monte Carlo power analyses with the
R package “bmem” (Zhang, 2014) for a media-
tion model with two conditions, two correlated
mediators (collective narcissism, ingroup satisfac-
tion), and one outcome variable. We used effect
sizes from prior research (Guerra et al., 2022,
Study 2): 7, = .25 for the association between cat-
egorisation threat and collective narcissism; 7, =
.32 for the association between collective narcis-
sism and outgroup hostility; and »,, = .18 for the
association between categorisation threat and
outgroup hostility. The analyses indicated that
160 participants were needed to detect an indirect
effect of categorisation threat on outgroup hostil-
ity via collective natcissism with power of .80.2
Although we targeted a sample size of 160, we
were unable to reach it. In accordance with our
stopping rule, we ended data collection at the end
of the academic semester. The final sample con-
sisted of 141 Portuguese citizens (110 women, 30
men, one preferred not to answer). Participants’
age varied from 18 to 61 years (M,,. = 29.64,
SD,

hee = 11.27). A sensitivity power analysis indi-

cated that the sample size was adequate to detect
effects equal to 4 = 0.47 with .80 power. In regard
to educational attainment, 42.6% of participants
had a high school degree, 31.2% an undergradu-
ate university degree, and 23.4% a postgraduate
university degree.

Procedure. We recruited participants via academic
networks (i.e., mailing lists of several public uni-
versities) and social media (i.e., Facebook) for an
experiment ostensibly assessing beliefs about the
European Union. One hundred twenty-three par-
ticipants (54 employed community members, 53
undergraduate students, 12 unemployed commu-
nity members, four undeclared) completed the
experiment for a chance to win a €150 voucher,
and 18 undergraduate students completed it in
the laboratory for course credit. We collected all
data via Qualtrics.

We randomly assigned participants to the cat-
egorisation threat (# = 72) or control (# = 69)
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condition. Participants in both conditions watched
a brief (90 s) video presented as an attention task
(see Supplemental Material). In the categorisation
threat condition, participants watched a video
about foreigners confusing Portugal with Spain
(e.g, Whitney Houston, during a concert in
Lisbon, addressing the audience with “Hi
Spain!”). In the control condition, participants
watched a neutral video about the health benefits
of turmeric: the video did not make the inter-
group context salient (Bertin et al., 2022). Next,
all participants responded to a manipulation
check, followed by measures of collective narcis-
sism, ingroup outgroup
hostility.

satisfaction, and

Measures. We used Portuguese versions of all
measures, validated in prior studies (Guerra et al.,
2022). Response options ranged from 1 to 7, with
higher values reflecting higher levels of all varia-
bles. The manipulation check comprised four
items assessing concern that the ingroup was mis-
taken for an outgroup (e.g, “It annoys me when
others see Portuguese and Spaniards as the
same”; oo = .87, M = 5.26, §D = 1.31; Guerra
et al., 2022; Schmid et al., 2009). We assessed col-
lective narcissism with a five-item scale adapted
from Golec de Zavala et al. (2009; e.g., “The Por-
tuguese deserve special treatment”; o0 = .82, M =
4.16, D = 1.18). We assessed ingroup satisfac-
tion with four items derived from Leach et al.
(2008; e.g., “I’'m glad to be Portuguese”; o = .90,
M = 551, §D = 1.09). We constructed an out-
group hostility index by combining two scales:
negative emotions against Spaniards, assessed
with a seven-item scale adapted from Cottrell and
Neuberg (2005; e.g.,, “When thinking of Span-
iards, I feel angry”; oo = .87, M = 1.49, §D =
0.75), and hostile behavioural intentions toward
Spaniards, assessed with a 10-item scale adapted
from Mackie et al. (2000; e.g;,, “When thinking of
or interacting with Spaniards, I want to hurt
them”; oo = .90, M = 1.60, SD = 0.90). The two
scales were positively correlated, n(139) = .52, p
< .001. Consequently, we aggregated responses
to the scales into a single index of outgroup hos-
dlity.> We present descriptive statistics and corre-
lations in Table 1.

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and zero-order
correlations: Experiment 1.

Measure 1 2 M SD
1. Collective narcissism - 416 1.18
2. Ingroup satisfaction ~ .53* - 551  1.09
3. Outgroup hostility 33 .02 155 0.72

5 <001,

Results and Discussion

As intended, participants indicated greater con-
cern that the ingroup was mistaken for an out-
group in the categorisation threat (M = 5.69, D
= 1.45) than in the control (M = 4.81, D =
0.99) condition, A(139) = 4.25, p < .001, 4 = 1.23.
The manipulation was effective.

To test H1, we conducted independent sample
¢ tests with collective narcissism and ingroup sat-
isfaction as dependent variables. Consistent with
H1, collective narcissism was higher in the cate-
gorisation threat (M = 4.43, §D = 1.20) than in
the control (M = 3.88, SD = 1.08) condition,
#(139) = 2.87, p = .005, Cohen’s 4 = 0.48, 95%
CI [0.15, 0.81]. Ingroup satisfaction did not differ
between the categorisation threat (M = 5.63, SD
= 1.15) and control (M = 5.37, §D = 1.01) con-
ditions, A(137) = 1.38, p = .169, Cohen’s d =
0.23, 95% CI [-0.10, 0.57].

To test H2 and H3, we conducted mediation
in the multiple regression context using the
PROCESS macro for SPSS (Model 4; see Figure
1; Hayes, 2018). We tested multiple mediation
with condition as predictor (dummy-coded: 0 =
control, 1 = categorisation threat), collective nar-
cissism and ingroup satisfaction as parallel media-
tors, and the index of outgroup hostility as
outcome. We used bootstrapping with 5,000 sam-
ples and 95% bias corrected confidence intervals
to assess indirect effects.

In accord with H2, the total effect of condi-
tion on outgroup hostility was positive and sig-
nificant, 4 = 0.12, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [0.03,
0.25]. In accord with H3, we obtained a positive
and significant indirect effect of categorisation
threat (vs. control) via collective narcissism on
outgroup hostility, 4 = 0.15, SE = 0.07, 95%
CI [0.04, 0.30]; categorisation threat increased
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Figure 1. Indirect effects of categorisation threat on hostility: Experiment 1.

Collective
Narcissism
.26 [.15, 38]
59 [.20,.97]
Categorisation Threat Hostility
-.05[-.28, .17] P
25[-.11, .62] ’ -13[-.09, 01)
™. Ingroup Satisfaction | .~

Note. Unstandardised regression coefficients are reported. The coefficient between independent and dependent vatiables is a
direct effect in the presence of the mediators. Categorisation threat: 0 = control, 1 = categorisation threat.

collective narcissism, which in turn predicted
higher outgroup hostility (see Figure 1). The indi-
rect effect via ingroup satisfaction was not signifi-
cant, b = —0.03, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [-0.10,
0.01].

Experiment 2

Given that Experiment 1 was underpowered, we
tested its replicability in Experiment 2. Again, the
sample was Portuguese, and the outgroup was
“Spaniards.”

Method

Participants. We conservatively oversampled to
achieve high statistical power (including that for
the indirect effect via ingroup satisfaction) based
on identical power calculations. We tested 609
Portuguese citizens (417 women, 186 men, four
preferred not to answer, two undeclared), ranging
in age from 18 to 86 years (M,,. = 31.62, 5D, =
14.82). Of the participants, 5.1% had less than
high school education, 58.4% had a high school
degree, 24.5% had an undergraduate university
degree, and 11.8% had a postgraduate university
degree. As per an a priori decision, we excluded

an additional 90 participants who failed the atten-
tion check (a grid screener): “Please do not
answer to this item. Do not select any option of
the 1-7 scale. This question aims at detecting ran-
dom answers.” The percentage of participants
who failed this attention check (13%) was lower
than the typical passage rate (61 to 91%) for grid
screeners (Berinsky et al., 2021).

Procedure. We recruited participants via social
media (i.e., Facebook, WhatsApp) for an experi-
ment that ostensibly assessed beliefs about the
European Union, and collected all data via Qual-
trics. We randomly assigned participants to the
categorisation threat (# = 292) or control (# =
317) condition. The manipulations, materials, and
measures were the same as in Experiment 1. Par-
ticipants responded to the manipulation check
(o = .83, M = 5.01, SD = 1.30), followed by
measures of collective narcissism (o0 = .83, M =
3.98, SD = 1.17), ingroup satisfaction (o0 = .80,
M = 558, SD = 1.03), and outgroup hostility
(negative emotions against Spaniards: o = .80,
M = 1.33, §D = 0.68; hostile behavioural inten-
tions toward Spaniards: o0 = .87, M = 1.45, 5D =
0.80). As in Experiment 1, the negative emotions
and hostile behavioural intentions scales were



Group Processes & Intergronp Relations 00(0)

Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations: Experiment 2.

Measure 1 2 3 M SD
1. Collective narcissism - 3.98 1.16
2. Ingroup satisfaction 43 - 5.58 1.03
3. Outgroup hostility 31 .05 14 1.39 0.68

5 < 001,

positively correlated, #1607) = .68, p < .001.
Hence, we aggregated responses to the two scales
into an outgroup hostlity index.* We report
descriptive statistics and correlations in Table 2.

Results and Discussion

Participants expressed greater concern that the
ingroup was mistaken for another group in the
categorisation threat (M = 5.29, §D = 1.20) than
in the control (M = 4.76, SD = 1.35) condition,
#0605) = 5.05, p < .001, 4 = 0.41, 95% CI [0.57,
0.25]. The manipulation was successful. To test
H1, we conducted independent sample / tests
with collective narcissism and ingroup satisfac-
tion as dependent variables. Consistent with H1,
collective narcissism was higher in the categorisa-
tion threat (M = 4.08, SD = 1.17) than in the
control (M = 3.88, SD = 1.15) condition, #605)
= 212, p = .034, Cohen’s 4 = 0.17, 95% CI
[0.32, 0.13]. Ingroup satisfaction was also higher
in the categorisation threat (M = 5.68, §D =
1.05) than in the control (M = 5.48, D = 1.01)
condition, #602) = 2.45, p = .015, Cohen’s d =
0.19, 95% CI [0.36, 0.04]. Thus, the results of
Experiment 2 replicated those of Experiment 1
and additionally indicated that the expected effect
was not specific to collective narcissism.

To test H2 and H3, we used the PROCESS
macro for SPSS (Model 4; see Figure 2 for
detailed results; Hayes, 2018). We tested multiple
mediation with condition as predictor (dummy-
coded: 0 = control, 1 = categorisation threat),
collective narcissism and ingroup satisfaction as
parallel mediators, and outgroup hostility as out-
come. We used bootstrapping with 5,000 samples
and 95% bias corrected confidence intervals to
assess indirect effects.

Contrary to H2, the total effect of condition
on outgroup hostility was not significant, =
0.03, SE = 0.02,95% CI [—0.01, 0.07]. Congruent
with H3, we obtained a positive and significant
indirect effect of categorisation threat (vs. con-
trol) via collective narcissism on outgroup hostil-
ity, b = 0.04, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [0.004, 0.09].
That is, categorisation threat increased collective
narcissism, which predicted higher outgroup hos-
tility (see Figure 2). The indirect effect via ingroup
satisfaction was significant, but negative, b =
—0.02, SE = 0.01, 95% CI [—0.03, —0.002]. The
findings of Experiment 2 did not corroborate
those of Experiment 1 with respect to H2.
Nevertheless, they wetre consistent with the find-
ings of Experiment 1 concerning H3.

Experiment 3

In Experiment 3, the sample was Polish and the
outgroup “Russians.” To gauge the internal valid-
ity of the experimental manipulation and ensure
that its effects were indeed due to categorisation
threat rather than mere salience of the intergroup
context (Brown & Hewstone, 2005), we imple-
mented an additional control condition that
referred to an intergroup context but did not
contain a categorisation threat. We expected the
categorisation threat condition to differ from
both control conditions, such that collective nat-
cissism would be higher in the categorisation
threat versus the pooled control conditions.

Method

Participants. 'To determine the sample size, we
conducted Monte Carlo power analyses with the
R package “bmem” (Zhang, 2014) for a mediation
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Figure 2. Indirect effects of categorisation threat on hostility: Experiment 2.
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Note. Unstandardised regression coefficients are reported. The coefficient between independent and dependent variables is a
direct effect in the presence of the mediators. Categorisation threat: 0 = control, 1 = categorisation threat.

model with three conditions, two cortrelated medi-
ators, and one outcome variable. We conserva-
tively assumed small yet theoretically meaningful
effects (» = .20) for all paths to ensure that the
experiment was well powered. The estimation
revealed a required sample of N = 330 to detect
the indirect effect of interest with power of .80.
We recruited 332 Polish adults (174 women, 158
men), ranging in age from 18 to 82 years (M, =
46.73, SD,,. = 15.28), through the Ariadna
Research Panel (www.panelariadna.pl). Participa-
tion of those who failed to correctly respond to
attention checks was automatically discontinued.

Procedure. The experiment was ostensibly con-
cerned with the association between attention
and social attitudes. We randomly assigned par-
ticipants to one of three conditions: categorisa-
tion threat (# = 112), intergroup control (n =
107), control (z = 113). All participants watched
a brief video presented as an attention task (see
Supplemental Material). In the categorisation
threat condition, the video was about foreigners
mistaking Poland for Russia (e.g, Justin Bieber,
on his way to give a concert in Warsaw, Poland,
expressing excitement about visiting Russia). In
the intergroup control condition, the video was

about bicycle lanes along the border between
Poland and Russia. In the control condition, the
video was about the health benefits of turmeric,
1-2. Next, participants
responded to manipulation checks and measures

as in Experiments

of collective narcissism, ingroup satisfaction, and
outgroup hostility (this time measured only via
negative emotions toward Russians).

Measures. We used validated Polish versions of all
measures (Golec de Zavala etal., 2023). Responses
were given on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree,
7 = strongly agree). Greater numbers represent
higher levels of all variables. We assessed the
manipulation check (o0 = .91, M = 4.20, §D =
1.39), collective narcissism, ingroup satisfaction,
and outgroup hostility (negative emotions) as in
Experiment 1. We present descriptive statistics,
reliabilities, and correlations in Table 3.

Results and Discussion

To test the effectiveness of the manipulation and
our hypotheses (H1, H2, H3), we computed two
orthogonal contrasts: categorisation threat versus
pooled intergroup control and control conditions
(C1), and intergroup control versus control


www.panelariadna.pl

10

Group Processes & Intergronp Relations 00(0)

Table 3. Reliabilities, means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations: Experiment 3.

Measure 1 o M SD
1. Collective narcissism - 94 4.16 1.37
2. Ingroup satisfaction .62% .96 5.32 1.30
3. Outgroup hostility .36% .10 .85 3.02 0.99
5 <001

condition (C2). An analysis of variance (ANOVA)
on the manipulation check revealed significant
differences between conditions, F(2, 329) =
12.55, p < .001. Participants reported greater
concern that Poland was mistaken for Russia in
the categorisation threat (M = 4.71, §D = 1.26)
than in the pooled control (M = 4.06, SD = 1.28)
and intergroup control (M = 3.83, §D = 1.49)
conditions, #329) = 4.88, p < .001, Cohen’s 4 =
0.57, 95% CI [0.33, 0.80]. The latter conditions
were not significantly different, #329) = 1.23,
p =219, Cohen’s d = 0.16, 95% CI [-0.10. 0.43].
Together, these results suggest the manipulation
was effective.

To test H1, we conducted an ANOVA on col-
lective narcissism, F(2, 329) = 3.99, p = .019. In
support of H1, orthogonal contrasts showed that
collective narcissism was higher in the categorisa-
tion threat condition (M = 4.45, §D = 1.40) than
in the pooled intergroup control (M = 4.00, D
= 1.30) and control (M = 4.01, §D = 1.38) con-
ditions, #329) = 2.83, p = .005, Cohen’s d =
0.33, 95% CI [0.10, 0.56]. The latter two condi-
tions did not differ significantly, #329) = —0.05,
P = 962, Cohen’s 4 = —0.01, 95% CI [-0.27,
0.20]; that is, it made no difference whether the
control condition included the intergroup
context.

We conducted the same analysis for ingroup
satisfaction. The main effect of condition was
not significant, F(2, 329) = 047, p = .627.
Ingroup satisfaction did not differ between the
categorisation threat condition (M = 5.38, §D =
1.36) and the pooled intergroup control (M =
5.35, §D = 1.28) and control (M = 5.22, §D =
1.25) conditions, #329) = 0.63, p = .53, Cohen’s
d = 0.07, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.30]. The latter two
conditions did not differ significantly either,

#329) = 0.73, p = .47, Cohen’s d = 0.10, 95% CI
[-0.17, 0.36]. Taken together, as hypothesised
(H1) and replicating the results of Experiments
1-2, categorisation threat increased collective
narcissism.

To test H2 and H3, we conducted mediation
analysis using PROCESS for SPSS (Model 4; see
Figure 3; Hayes, 2018). We used bootstrapping
with 5,000 samples and 95% bias corrected con-
fidence intervals to calculate the indirect effects.
We entered the experimental condition (orthogo-
nal contrast coded: C1, C2) as predictor, collec-
tive narcissism and ingroup satisfaction as parallel
mediators, and outgroup hostility as outcome.
The contrast of interest compares the experi-
mental condition with the pooled control condi-
tions (C1 in Figure 3). Consistent with H2, and
replicating the Experiment 1 results, the total
effect of categorisation threat (compared to the
pooled control conditions) on outgroup hostility
was positive and significant, ¥ = 0.09, SE = 0.03,
95% CI [0.03, 0.106]. In agreement with H3, and
similar to Experiments 1-2, we observed a posi-
tive and significant indirect effect of categorisa-
tion threat, via collective narcissism, on outgroup
hostility, ¥ = 0.10, SE = 0.04, 95% CI [0.03,
0.18]. The indirect effect of categorisation threat
on outgroup hostility via ingroup satisfaction was
not significant, 4 = —0.01, SE = 0.02, 95% CI
[—0.05, 0.02].

Experiment 4

In Experiment 4, the sample was again Polish and
the outgroup “Russians.” We compared categori-
sation threat to the intergroup control condition
(as in Experiment 3), and to a distinctiveness
threat condition in which we strongly emphasised
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Figure 3. Indirect effects of categorisation threat on hostility: Experiment 3.
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Note. Unstandardised regression coefficients are reported. Coefficients between independent variable and dependent variable
are direct effects in the presence of the mediator. C1: control = —1/2, control intergroup = —1/2, categorisation threat = 1;
C2: control = —1, control intergroup = 1, categorisation threat = 0.

the similarities between Poland and Russia (Jetten
etal., 2004). We expected the categorisation threat
condition to differ from both the intergroup con-
trol and distinctiveness threat conditions.

Method

Participants. We determined sample size using the
same power calculations as in Experiment 3, but
we conservatively oversampled. We tested 455
Polish adults (225 women, 230 men) ranging in
age from 18 to 83 years (M, = 42.57, D, =
15.99). The representative sample (with respect
to gender, age, and education) was collected by
the Ariadna Research Panel. As in Experiment 1,
participants who failed attention checks were
automatically excluded.

Procedure. We randomly assigned participants to
one of three conditions (ostensibly concerned with
the relation between attention and social attitudes):
categorisation threat (z = 140), distinctiveness
threat (» = 159), intergroup control (z = 150). Par-
ticipants watched a brief video presented as an
attention task (see Supplemental Material). We used

the same instructions for the categorisation threat
and intergroup control conditions as in Experi-
ment 3. In the distinctiveness threat condition, the
video was about similarities (e.g, language, art,
architecture) between Poles and Russians. Next, all
participants responded to manipulation checks and
measures of collective narcissism, ingroup satisfac-
tion, and outgroup hostility (comprised both of
negative emotions and hostile behavioural inten-
tions) against Russians.

Measures. We administered a manipulation check
for categorisation threat (oo = .85, M = 4.28, SD
= 1.23), as in Experiment 3. The manipulation
check for distinctiveness threat (i.c., similarity
between Poles and Russians) comprised two
items adapted from Leach et al’s (2008) Homo-
geneity Subscale (“Poles and Russians are very
similar to each other” and “Poles and Russians
have a lot in common with each othet”; o0 = .82,
M = 442, §D = 1.18). We measured collective
narcissism (o = .91, M = 4.25, §D = 1.30),
ingroup satisfaction (o = .93, M = 5.17, §D =
1.22), and outgroup hostility (negative emotions
against Russians: o0 = .89, M = 2.85, §D = 1.08;



12

Group Processes & Intergronp Relations 00(0)

Table 4. Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations: Experiment 4.

Measure 1 M SD
Collective narcissism - 4.25 1.30
Ingroup satisfaction .58* 5.17 1.22
Outgroup hostility 25% .04 291 0.90
5 <001

hostile behavioural intentions toward Russians:
o = .88, M = 2.97, §D = 0.94) as before. As in
Experiments 1-2, the negative emotions and hos-
tile behavioural intentions scales were positively
correlated, {453) = .58, p < .001. Therefore, we
aggregated responses to the two scales into an
outgroup hostility index (M = 2.91, §D = 0.90).>
We display descriptive statistics and correlations
in Table 4.

Results and Discussion

We computed two orthogonal contrasts: (1) cat-
egorisation threat versus intergroup control and
distinctiveness threat conditions pooled (C1), and
(2) intergroup control versus distinctiveness threat
condition (C2). An ANOVA on the manipulation
check for categorisation threat revealed a signifi-
cant omnibus effect of condition, F(2, 452) =
33.40, p < .001. Participants reported being con-
cerned more about the possibility of Poland not
being differentiated from Russia in the categori-
sation threat condition (M = 4.91, §D = 1.18)
than in the pooled intergroup control (M = 3.91,
SD = 1.16) and distinctiveness threat (M =
4.03, SD = 1.11) conditions, A(452) = 8.13, p <
.001, Cohen’s 4 = 0.82, 95% CI [0.61, 0.10]. The
latter conditions were not significantly different,
#452) = —0.97, p = .330, Cohen’s 4 = —0.11,
95% CI [—0.33, 0.11]. The manipulation of cate-
gorisation threat was effective.

An ANOVA on the manipulation check for
distinctiveness threat also revealed a significant
omnibus effect of condition, F(2, 452) = 14.15,
p < .001. Participants reported higher similarity
between Poles and Russians in the pooled distinc-
tiveness threat (M = 4.64, SD = 1.23) and inter-
group control (M = 4.60, SD = 1.04) conditions
than in the categorisation threat (M = 4.01,

SD = 1.14) condition, #452) = 5.30, p < .001,
Cohen’s d = 0.53, 95% CI [0.33, 0.73]. However,
the difference between the intergroup control
and distinctiveness threat conditions was not sig-
nificant, #(452) = —0.35, p = .731, Cohen’s d =
—0.04, 95% CI [-0.26, 0.18]. Although the
manipulation of distinctiveness threat was only
partially effective, it achieved the main objective
of distinguishing between categorisation threat
and distinctiveness threat.

To test H1, we conducted an ANOVA on col-
lective narcissism. The main effect of condition
was significant, F(2, 452) = 3.28, p = .038. In
support of H1, orthogonal contrasts showed that
collective narcissism was higher in the categorisa-
tion threat condition (M = 4.44, §D = 1.24) than
in the pooled intergroup control (M = 4.05, SD
= 1.37) and distinctiveness threat (M = 4.25, SD
= 1.27) conditions, A(452) = 2.22, p = .027,
Cohen’s d = 0.44, 95% CI [0.05, 0.84]. The inter-
group control and distinctiveness threat condi-
tions were not significantly different from each
other, /(452) = 1.32, p = .187, Cohen’s d = 0.15,
95% CI [-0.07, 0.37].

Next, we carried out the same analysis for
ingroup satisfaction. The main effect of condition
was not significant, F(2, 452) = 0.14, p = .872.
Ingroup satisfaction did not differ between the cat-
egorisation threat conditon (M = 5.20,
SD = 1.27) and the pooled intergroup control (M =
513, $D = 1.26) and distinctiveness threat
M = 5.18, SD = 1.27) conditions, A(452) = (.38,
p =704, Cohen’s 4 = 0.08, 95% CI [—0.32, 0.47].
The latter two conditions also did not significantly
differ, #452) = 0.37, p = .713, Cohen’s d = 0.04,
95% CI [-0.18, 0.27]. These results are in align-
ment with the findings of Experiments 1 and 3.

To test H2 and H3, we carried out mediation
analysis using PROCESS for SPSS (Model 4; see
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Figure 4. Indirect effects of categorisation threat on hostility: Experiment 4.
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tion threat = 1; C2: intergroup control = —1, distinctiveness threat = 1, categorisation threat = 0.

Figure 4; Hayes, 2018). We used bootstrapping
with 5,000 samples and 95% bias corrected con-
fidence intervals to calculate the indirect effects.
We entered the experimental condition (orthogo-
nal contrast coded: C1, C2) as predictor, collec-
tive narcissism and ingroup satisfaction as parallel
mediators, and outgroup hostility as outcome.
The contrast of interest compares the categorisa-
tion threat condition with the pooled intergroup
control and distinctiveness threat conditions (C1
in Figure 4), given that the latter two did not dif-
fer in the previous analyses. Consistent with H2,
the total effect of categorisation threat (com-
pared to pooled intergroup control and distinc-
tiveness threat conditions) on outgroup hostility
was significant, 4 = 0.04, SE = 0.02, 95% CI
[0.01, 0.08]. Consistent with H3, we found a posi-
tive and significant indirect effect of categorisa-
tion threat, via collective narcissism, on outgroup
hostility, 4 = 0.04, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [0.01,
0.09]. The indirect effect of categorisation threat
on outgroup hostility, via ingroup satisfaction,
was not significant, » = —0.00, SE = 0.01, 95%
CI [—0.03, 0.01]. The indirect effects of distinc-
tiveness threat (compared to intergroup control)
on outgroup hostility, via collective narcissism

(b =0.02, SE = 0.02, 95% CI [—0.01, 0.06]) and

ingroup satisfaction (b = —0.00, SE = 0.01, 95%
CI [-0.02, 0.01]), as well as the total effect, were
not significant. The results replicate those of
Experiments 1 and 3 concerning H2, and the
results of Experiments 1-3 concerning H3.

Internal Meta-Analysis

As we observed some inconsistencies across
experiments, we conducted an internal meta-anal-
ysis to check the robustness of the findings.

Method

We tested the indirect effect across all experiments
using the two-stage meta-analytical structural
equations modeling approach (TSSEM; Cheung,
2015a, 2022). In the first stage, we meta-analysed
the correlations between each pair of variables in
our model (categorisation threat, collective narcis-
sism, ingroup satisfaction, outgroup hostility)
from each experiment. As in Experiments 1—4, we
coded categorisation threat as 1 and the remaining
pooled conditions as 0. Given a single correlation
per experiment for each pair of variables, there
was no interdependency between these effects,
allowing for a standard random effects model.
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Table 5. Meta-analytical estimates of mediation model paths.

Estimate SE 95% Cllow  95% CI high b4 p
CT_CN 0.12 0.02 0.07 0.17 4.77 < .001
CN_H 0.39 0.03 0.33 0.44 14.29 < .001
IS_H —0.16 0.03 -0.21 —0.10 —5.64 <.001
CT_H 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.10 217 0.02
CT_IS 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.11 2.48 0.01
CN_IS 0.53 0.02 0.49 0.57 29.49 <.001

CT: categorisation threat; CN: Collective narcissism; IS: Ingroup satisfaction; H: Hostility.

Thus, we converted all correlations to g scores
with a Fisher r~to-z transformation, we pooled
them in the “metafor” package for R (Viechtbauer,
2010), and converted the results back to 7 This
procedure resulted in a pooled correlation matrix
which, in the second stage, we fed into the
“metaSEM” package for R (Cheung, 2015b) to fit
a mediation model. As bootstrapping procedures
are currently unavailable for TSSEM, we addition-
ally tested the indirect effects using the Sobel,
Arolan, and Goodman tests (Obaidi et al., 2023).

Results and Discussion

We present in Table 5 the estimates of the media-
tion model. Given that all relations between vati-
ables were estimated, the model was fully
saturated and so fit indices do not apply. Across
experiments, we found a small, significant, and
homogenous positive effect of categorisation
threat on collective natcissism (1> < .001, [?> =
0.20%, 95% prediction intervals [PI] [0.07,
0.17]),° supporting H1; and a moderate, signifi-
cant association between collective narcissism
and outgroup hostility that showed low heteroge-
neity (t? < .001, I? = 12.77%, 95% PI [0.25,
0.37]). In line with H2, the total effect of catego-
risation threat on outgroup hostility (obtained in
the first stage of TSSEM, before including
ingroup satisfaction and the indirect effects in the
model), although small, was also significant (r =
.09, 95% CI [0.03, 0.15]) with low heterogeneity
(t? < .001, I? = 19.63%, 95% PI [0.01, 0.16)).
Similarly, we found, in the second stage, a small
and significant direct effect. Finally, in accord

with H3, Sobel, Aroian, and Goodman tests
(Obaidi et al., 2023) supported the meta-analyti-
cal indirect effect of categorisation on outgroup
hostility via collective narcissism (B = 0.05, all
SEs = 0.01, all ps < .001).

General Discussion

We examined whether categorisation threat (i.c.,
others mistaking one’s national ingroup for a his-
torically rivalrous outgroup) increases collective
narcissism, and whether collective natrcissism in
turn predicts increased hostility toward the out-
group. In line with the proposal that contingency
on external recognition is a core feature of collec-
tive narcissism (Golec de Zavala et al., 2009,
2019), across four experiments, collective narcis-
sism increased when participants were led to
believe that others miscategorised the ingroup,
failing to distinguish it from a national outgroup.
Also, as hypothesised, across experiments, cate-
gorisation threat increased outgroup hostility via
elevated collective narcissism.

The findings align with existing literature indi-
cating that collective narcissism is linked to a con-
cern over insufficient positive regard for the
ingroup by others (Golec de Zavala et al., 2009,
2016), alack of recognition of the ingroup’s signifi-
cance (Bertin et al.,, 2022), disregard or neglect of
the ingroup (Hase et al., 2021), and failure to ade-
quately distinguish the ingroup from other groups
(Guerra et al,, 2022). Moreovert, we demonstrated
that merely having the ingroup mistaken for a his-
torically antagonistic outgroup was sufficient to
of collective narcissism. This

elevate levels
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categorisation threat led to a specific increase in
collective narcissism, while levels of ingroup satis-
faction remained unaffected (except in Experiment
2). Stated otherwise, categorisation threat emerged
as an intergroup trigger of collective narcissism,
but not of other aspects of positive ingroup identi-
fication (i.e., ingroup satisfaction).

A precise understanding of the specific trig-
gers that activate collective narcissism is crucial
for developing effective interventions aimed at
reducing it. Future investigations could address
the conditions that may mitigate the adverse
effects of categorisation threat on collective nar-
cissism. In one study, the detrimental effects of
categorisation threat on group identification and
loyalty were attenuated when participants’ self-
chosen identities were respected (Barreto &
Ellemers, 2002), suggesting that perceived respect
might serve as a potential strategy for mitigating
the adverse effects of categorisation threat. This
suggestion aligns with research indicating that
respect, particularly equality-based respect, is a
predictor of positive intergroup relations (Simon
& Grabow, 2014).

As mentioned above, categorisation threat
increased collective narcissism but not ingroup
satisfaction in all experiments but one, but it also
augmented ingroup satisfaction in Experiment 2.
This discrepancy might indicate the presence of
moderators. Subsequent studies could explore
the conditions under which categorisation threat
also elevates ingroup satisfaction. Such research
may inform the development of interventions
aimed at reducing outgroup hostility following
categorisation threat. Based on prior findings, we
expect that, when categorisation threat heightens
both collective narcissism and ingroup satisfac-
tion, the impact on outgroup hostility will be
attenuated due to the overlap between these con-
structs, which exhibit opposing unique associa-
tions with hostility toward outgroups.

Additionally, we illustrated that, although
external recognition is a core conceptual feature
of both collective narcissism and categorisation
threat, these two constructs are theoretically and
empirically distinct, given that they emerged as
separate factors in CFAs across experiments.

Our research has certain limitations. First,
across experiments, the effects were small.
However, they were statistically significant and
consistent, as indicated by the low levels of het-
erogeneity detected in the meta-analysis. Also, the
effect sizes were similar to those found in experi-
ments that manipulated collective narcissism
(Bertin et al., 2022). Second, only the first path of
our mediation model (Path A) was experimental,
whereas the second path (b) was cross-sectional
Maxwell & Cole, 2007). However, we followed
recent recommendations to address this criticism:
we tested a theoretically driven causal model and
accounted for alternative mediators (i.e., ingroup
satisfaction; Fiedler et al., 2018). Although we var-
ied the intergroup dimensions, replication across
diverse intergroup contexts and cultural settings
would strengthen the reliability of our findings—
for example, by examining the effects of miscate-
gorisation among groups lacking a history of
rivalry. Finally, given the similarities between cate-
gorisation threat and distinctiveness threat, future
research could systematically compare the specific
impact of the lack of external recognition of
ingroup distinctiveness with the broader effects
of diminished self-perceived distinctiveness
(Jetten et al, 2004; Leonardelli et al., 2010).
Additionally, future studies could investigate the
potentially differential effects of various forms of
social identity threats (e.g, threats to group value
or group distinctiveness) on collective narcissism
and ingroup satisfaction, thereby further disentan-
gling not only the consequences but also the ante-
cedents of these two forms of ingroup positivity.
To enable a more rigorous compatrison of differ-
ent forms of social identity threat, it may be ben-
eficial to include different control conditions that
more closely parallel the categorisation threat
manipulation—for instance, by presenting the
same external source correctly versus incorrectly
categorising the ingroup—rather than relying on
neutral, unrelated content.

Taken together, in four experiments across two
national contexts, categorisation threat triggered
collective narcissism and indirectly predicted hos-
tility against the groups for which the ingroup was
These bolstered by a

mistaken. findings,
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meta-analysis, advance the literature on collective
narcissism and its antecedents. By demonstrating
the role of categorisation threat arising from mis-
categorisation, they highlight the importance of
considering not only individual-level variables
(e.g, self-esteem, Golec de Zavala et al., 2019; per-
sonal control, Cichocka et al., 2018), but also the
social context in which groups function when pre-
dicting collective narcissism.
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Notes

1. We collected these data before the Russian inva-
sion of Ukraine.

2. We based our sample size decisions on the indi-
rect effect via collective narcissism. We did not
calculate power for the indirect effect via ingroup
satisfaction because the relevant correlations for
ingroup satisfaction were small in Guerra et al.
(2022, Study 2): for ingroup satisfaction and hos-
tility, » = .02; and for ingroup satisfaction and dis-
tinctiveness threat, » = .17. The power for the a *
b product based on these correlations is .01 with
160 patticipants, and .28 with 5,000 participants.
We calculated sensitivity power analyses based on
the smallest effect that we considered theoreti-
cally meaningful (» = .20). With 160 participants,
the power of the indirect effect via ingroup satis-
faction was .42. To detect this effect with power
of .80, we would need to test 330 participants.
Experiment 1, then, was underpowered, an issue
we addressed in Experiment 3.

3. Separate analyses for each measure produced
similar results (Table S2, Supplemental Material).

4. Separate analyses for each measure produced
similar results (Table S2, Supplemental Material).

5.  Separate analyses for each measure pro-
duced similar results (Table S2, Supplemental
Material).

6. The heterogeneity statistics provided in the text
wete obtained in the first stage of TSSEM; hence,
the prediction intervals (PI) might not match the
estimates of the path model.
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