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Abstract
We examined people’s actual behavioral aggresgiamst an ingroup (versus outgroup)
member who share similar (or conflicting) beli?saurticipants were asked to rank 10 social and
religious groups, allowing us to identify theirgmeups and out-groups. Belief similarity (or
conflict) was introduced by exchanging essays antan. Participants then allocated hot sauce
for their partners to consume, with the awareneastheir partners disliked hot sauce.
Aggression was operationalized as the amount ofduate participants allocated. Participants
who interacted with an ingroup member with a catifiig belief exhibited the highest level of
behavioral aggression, higher than any other g(mgtuding outgroup members with
conflicting beliefs). Through this finding, we piide evidence for behavioral aggression based

on social identity theory in an experimental seftin
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The Nail That Stands Out Gets Pounded Down:
An Analysis of Inter and Intragroup Aggression

Thomas Hobbes, in his 16%#&viathan, lamented that the state of nature of man,
characterized by the state of war, is “nasty, Bhytand short”. Though we might expect that
mankind would have evolved to become more senaitdieco-operative, especially after the
Enlightenment, this is definitely not so even ie &' century that is still marked by numerous
deadly conflicts. There seem to be all kinds ofiwations for groups of people to engage in
aggressive behaviors against each other, extefrdingthose who seem to belong to the same
group, to those who do not. The relentless violengelved in the Arab-Israeli conflict in the
Middle East, for example, represent conflicts betmvivo dichotomized groups that have failed
to reconcile their differences. Yet the same ex¢éwiolence is observed even for those who
seem to belong to the same group: In 2009, aniahatoctor in Kansas was murdered in his
very own church by an anti-abortion activist whosvedso a Christian. In the same year in
Karachi, Muslim suicide bombers killed at leastStia Muslims, reflecting the perpetual
conflict between the Shia and Sunni Muslims. Theesgple too, fight over the right way of life
despite their common religious affiliation: Whoaigrue Christian, and who is a true Muslim?

Research in social psychology has thus extensimegstigated the motivations behind
not just intergroup, but also intragroup aggressiorder to explain these violent phenomena.
Intergroup aggression can be defined as any behiawémded to harm another person who is an
outgroup member and who views the behavior as unadbds (Baron, 1977). Intragroup
aggression can be defined in a similar way, withgkception that aggression is aimed at one’s
ingroup rather than an outgroup member. In ordentterstand intergroup aggression, we need

to first examine the basics of intergroup behavidre major theoretical approaches that have
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stimulated the study of intergroup behavior arégbebbngruence (Rokeach, 1960) and social
identity theories (Tajfel, 1978, 1981, 1982). Ilpitoceed to explain the relevance of these two
theories as well as their limitations.
Belief Congruence Theory

The basis of belief congruence theory lies on #grek of similarity in beliefs, attitudes
and values perceived to exist between individlRékeach, Smith and Evans (1960) account for
discrimination in terms of the attributed dissimili@s in belief between the ingroup and
outgroup members. From this theoretical perspeciigezement with fundamental beliefs and
values is the most important determinant of atégitbwards the outgroup, provided that strong
normative pressures are not imposed on the intepgrelationship (Insko, Nacoste, & Moe,
1983; McKirnan, Smith, & Hamayan, 1983). In othards, when there is minimal external
social pressure to discriminate against an outgroember, similarity in beliefs is posited to be
the main driving factor behind intergroup attrantidccordingly, one important consideration
involves the information that people have to féai® their perceptions of other groups. On the
one hand, when no specific information about peakbaliefs is provided, beliefs attributed to
members of distinct social categories tend to ekbdntrast effects (Granberg & Jenks, 1977).
That is, people attribute similarity to those whtiray like and dissimilarity to those whom they
dislike. This is consistent with a study on thegoatip homogeneity effect by Wilder (1986),
who demonstrated that in the absence of any relialidbrmation, the act of categorizing subjects
into two groups leads them to expect their belieflse similar to those of ingroup members and
different from those of outgroup members. Thesdifigs indicate the role of group status in the
self-categorization of people when there is no de&powledge and understanding of their

beliefs.
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On the other hand, when information about a pessbeliefs is provided, similarity or
dissimilarity in beliefs overrides group statusaageterminant of interpersonal attraction and
social distance (Moe, Nacoste, & Insko, 1981). Adowy to belief congruence theory, then,
similarity and liking should be greater towardsrogp members and less towards outgroup
members when information only about group statnd,reot beliefs, is provided. This bias
towards the ingroup in the form of ingroup favamt, based only on group status, has been
reliably demonstrated through evaluation, likingd allocation of resources (Brewer, 1979;
Brewer & Kramer, 1985; Tajfel, 1982; Wilder, 1988Yhen information about beliefs is
provided, however, the literature is supportivaafeak version of the theory which states that
in those contexts in which social pressure is nmtent or ineffective, belief is more important
than group status as a determinant of discrimingfizssko et al., 1983). Taken together, belief
congruence theory provides a parsimonious explam&br a variety of inter and intragroup
conflicts that have occurred worldwide due to ciotifig beliefs regardless of group affiliation,
including the Southern Thailand insurgency thablagd Thai Muslims and Thai Buddhists, and
the divisive Protestant and Catholic movementsantihern Ireland despite their overarching
Christian faith.

Social Identity Theory

While belief congruence theory largely takes intocunt people’s beliefs, social identity
theory attempts to explain intergroup behavior bysidering the dynamic interaction between
group status and similarity, maintaining that induals are motivated to derive a positive social
identity from their group membership (Tajfel, 1978his need to achieve positive group
distinctiveness causes people to compare theioumgwith the outgroup and to perceive the

ingroup as favorable, even in the absence of imeggconflict. Social identity theory was
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developed to explain the finding that the meregaieation of persons into groups invokes a
social norm of discriminating in favor of one’s nmegp (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy & Flament, 1971).
The basis of such ingroup favoritism can likewiseelplained by the assumption that ingroup
members are similar while outgroup members ardéengt, Allen & Wilder, 1975; Byrne, 1971).

What happens then when group status and belieis@egruent, as in the case when a
perceived outgroup member seems to share a sipal@f? According to social identity theory,
because of the need to maintain distinctivenesseped similarity between the ingroup and
outgroup may be threatening to individuals. Simeedim of differentiation is to maintain or
achieve superiority over an outgroup on some diimend ajfel & Turner, 1979), similarity will
increase these dimensions of comparability, andmgakmore difficult to differentiate between
the groups and thereby more difficult to protecenhance one’s unique social identity. When
both ingroup and outgroup share the same closédyitheology in Catholicism, for example,
who is to determine which group is morally supeviathout having other dimensions of
comparison such as socioeconomic status? Thug, $eem to be different predictions about
intergroup behavior, based on belief congruencesacdl identity theories. While belief
congruence theory predicts that similarities pramoterpersonal and intergroup attraction and
hence positive relationships and that dissimikesitead to devaluation and discrimination
(Struch & Schwartz, 1989), social identity theorggticts that perceived similarities will
increase ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogatigmencies in order to preserve distinctive
social identity (Diehl, 1988; Moghaddam & String&988).

In order to reconcile these differences, Brown @)3iggested that under social identity
theory, perceived similarity leads to hostility t@ngs the outgroup only in certain situations.

These situations involve the presence of compatisach as in a realistic group conflict
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(Campbell, 1965), which threatens ingroup uniqusrasthere is a likelihood of losing
superiority in the impending comparison. In theeasdoz® of competition, however, predictions
from both belief congruence and social identityoties regarding attraction for similar outgroup
members concur as there is no need for groupsttie i@ superiority or real gains. To take a
case in point, consider the differences in violaetal conflicts within the nations of Singapore
and Malaysia. Governmental efforts to ensure equdlrights and religious harmony in
Singapore has allowed the cessation of violenatacinflicts ever since independence in 1965
(Velayutham, 2007). There is little competition guperior identity and resources since all three
racial groups — Chinese, Malays and Indians, arengequal recognition by the state. As such,
similar lifestyles that include the common apprecraof various religious holidays are
celebrated. On the contrary, Malaysia’s lack ofe¢qivil rights for the Chinese and Indians
compared to the Malays has resulted in numeroual i@anflicts within the past decade over
issues of equality (Soong, 2007). It is arguakdenfia social identity perspective that this sense
of competition among the racial groups perpetubatssile feelings and attempts to bridge them
together may therefore prove to be extremely chgitey.

In essence, from a theoretical perspective, theratesof competition allows different
groups to unite based on similarity because indiisl will not need to actively distinguish
themselves from their outgroup. Thus, outgroup Isinty is predicted to be less threatening and
liking towards similar outgroup members may incee&mpirically, Marques, Abrams, Paez
and Martinez-Taboada (1998) provide evidence foreased liking for similar outgroup
members, based on category and normative diffextgori. Category differentiation implies
distinguishing oneself from another based on cate@o group status. Normative differentiation

implies distinguishing based on norm complianceiolation of the group’s prescribed norms.
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They found that when participants interacted witkgooup members who complied with their
ingroup norms, they did not perceive it as a stritmgat to intergroup distinctiveness. Rather,
these outgroup members served to validate theupgnorms of the participants, which helped
boost their social identity. Norms form the foundatof what individuals believe ought to be
consistent with ingroup membership (Cialdini & Tids998). When outgroup members conform
to these norms, ingroup identity may not be threaddout enhanced. Thus in the absence of
competition, category differentiation for the pusps of achieving ingroup distinctiveness is not
at risk, and the predictions from social identligary and belief congruence theory in the case of
similar outgroup members concur.
Ingroup Deviance

However, what about ingroup deviants who violatengnoup norm and are seen as
betrayers? Belief congruence theory, focusing erirtiportance of beliefs, may offer a simple
prediction that ingroup deviants will be discrimi@a against due to their dissimilarities. The
situation is more complicated with social identitgory. An extension of social identity theory,
known as the black sheep effect (Marques & Paex4)] 9vas developed to explain the
phenomena where ingroup deviants are derogatedreaser extent than outgroup members
who are similar. Marques and Paez (1994) explainhttie derogation of unlikable ingroup
members is a cognitive-motivational strategy togeurom the group those ingroup members
who negatively contribute to social identity. THadk sheep effect is therefore an attempt to
insure a positive social identity when such idgristthreatened (Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens,
1988). Consistent with Marques, Abrams and Sered@001) findings, ingroup members who
violate norms that are perceived to define theangrare subjected to lower attractiveness

ratings than outgroup members who abide by thosaso
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Interim Summary

Research in intergroup relations has provided liggsights into how groups might
appraise and evaluate one another. To summarigdahuve can distill the findings from belief
congruence theory about liking towards another gmember to be as such: because beliefs are
more important a determinant of inter and intragrappraisals and evaluations, those with
similar beliefs will be favored regardless of graiptus and levels of liking are posited to be
similar for those who share similar beliefs. Levadldiking, or dislike, should also be similar for
those who share different beliefs but should berai8y lower than those who share similar
beliefs.

From the perspective of social identity, liking alibbe highest for similar ingroup
members, followed by similar outgroup members, a#sg the absence of competition. The
predictions are not so clear for dissimilar ingrangmbers and dissimilar outgroup members,
however. According to the black sheep effect (Mam& Paez, 1994), ingroup deviants threaten
an individual’'s ingroup identity and are thus sabgel to a high degree of derogation. At the
same time, dissimilar outgroup members contrasttiyrevith an individual in both category and
norms. A study by Sampson and Brandon (1959) stggest an ingroup deviant is perceived as
more threatening than an outgroup deviant, andiuygmembers will therefore reject the
ingroup deviant more strongly than the outgroupatgv However intergroup behavior was
measured in terms of verbal communication levelsastility and tension. There is no evidence,
to our knowledge, that clearly contrasts levelBkifig between ingroup deviants and outgroup
deviants. It will therefore be necessary to pisthevo groups against each other and compare
them directly.

Aggression
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The above findings are constrained in terms of teglistic application in several ways.
First, past studies have focused on the use ofmainjroups to determine the effects of ingroup
favoritism and outgroup derogation (e.g., DiehQQ@9Lemyre & Smith, 1985; Oakes & Turner,
1980). One limitation of using minimal groups isthin studying discrimination and prejudice
in the real world, minimal groups lack historicaldecultural meaning. On the contrary, real
groups such as political parties and religious oizgions frequently have a lineage of culture
and stereotypes associated with them. Emotionsatieadtirred in the face of an interaction with
a Ku Klux Klan outgroup member will no doubt be thaslifferent than that with an arbitrary
“over-estimators” outgroup member. Therefore, tagtthe effects of prejudice and
discrimination in a laboratory more realisticallye argue that it is necessary to use real, rather
than minimal groups.

In light of the frequent violent and aggressivedabrs observed in our society today, it
is also important to investigate whether theseriee@an be applied to understand more extreme
and disruptive forms of intergroup behaviors. To knowledge, no study has been conducted to
explore behavioral aggression comparing inter atrdgroup variables. According to Struch and
Schwartz (1989), research stemming from belief oogrgce and social identity theories have
focused on four types of intergroup behavior: (gleations of group traits and performances
(e.g., Brown & Williams, 1984); (b) liking or atitdon to group members (e.g., Deschamps &
Brown, 1983); (c) resource allocation between gnmgmbers in the laboratory (e.g., Billig &
Tajfel, 1973); and (d) intentions to help or harraugp members or to engage in positive or
negative interaction with them, expressed in a gom@saire (Brown, Condor, Matthews, Wade,
& Williams, 1986; Rokeach & Mezei, 1966). Struchdaéchwartz (1989) argue that the first

three types of behaviors are hypothetical and wevab direct intention to harm or aggress.
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Using the fourth type of behavior, they assert thedfar as the participants have direct
experience with the object (Fazio & Zanna, 198ifgntions to harm would constitute a
desirable index of intergroup aggression. Howethesiy research focused on the intergroup
relations between Israeli adults and their ulttaadox Jewish outgroup. In reality, we cannot be
sure of the extent of direct experience of a pevgitim his or her outgroup. Some individuals
may believe that a particular group of people bglntheir outgroup and still derogate against
these groups even if they have never interactedtitjyrwith these groups before, as shown in the
minimal group paradigm (Tajfel et.al., 1971). Fertinore, we cannot be sure if the intention to
harm necessarily translates into actual aggressiaavior. This is a fundamental limitation to
the realistic application of the findings from irgeoup behavior thus far. While past research
has focused on the verbal expression of hostiitg.( Berkowitz, 1970; Berkowitz & Holmes,
1959; Cohen, 1955; Wheeler & Caggiula, 1966), dtationship between verbal and actual
physical aggression is unclear. One reason isseateported intentions are always subjected to
confounding variables such as social desirabitiso(vne & Marlowe, 1960).

We try to minimize all these uncertainties and dyeénparticipants interact with their
actual reported ingroups and outgroups, and 2) unedBeir actual aggressive behavior. In past
aggression studies, researchers have attempteeasune actual aggression through
administering electric shocks (e.g., Berkowitz, 49Buss, 1961), but these have been proven to
be ethically problematic (Baron & Ricardson, 1992ije alternative is Taylor’s (1967)
competitive reaction time task involving noise blagich has been shown to be high in
construct validity (e.g., Bernstein, RichardsontH&mmock, 1987; Giancola & Zeichner, 1995).
However, we want to provide an environment thatds/competition as much as possible in

order to be consistent with the assumptions oebebngruence and social identity theories. In
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sum, we recognize the need to examine actual befshaggression against an ingroup or
outgroup member while minimizing ethical concerrisiag from the physical discomfort
endured by participants during the experiment. \AAeelthus relied on the hot sauce paradigm
(Lieberman, Solomon, Greenberg, & McGregor, 1989neasure behavioral aggression.

The hot sauce paradigm as a measure of behavggedssion has received substantial
empirical evidence (e.g., Greenberg, Solomon, &PExpnski, 1997; Lieberman et al., 1999). In
essence, it involves manipulating some variableithypothesized to influence aggression and
providing participants with an opportunity to agggegainst a target by choosing the amount of
extremely spicy hot sauce to be allocated to thgetgLieberman et al., 1999). These
manipulations usually involve some form of threejch can be introduced by the act of
exchanging essays and receiving written feedbamkekample, McGregor et al. (1998)
provided evidence that participants who read esgsaggortedly written by a fellow participant
that violated their cultural worldviews (high thteandition) behaved more aggressively to their
targets compared to those who shared similar windy, However, one difference between
these studies and intergroup behavioral studiteisthe former do not involve categorizing
participants into ingroups and outgroups prio® manipulation of beliefs. Nevertheless we
can apply a similar procedure in our study by idtrcing categorical differentiation prior to the
manipulation of beliefs and allocation of hot sauasstly, the hot sauce paradigm is useful
because it is easily quantifiable, and does naidlires/the actual consumption of hot sauce by the
target since studies involving hot sauce allocatygically require deception.

The Current Study
In this study, we are interested in examining ttiea@ inter and intragroup aggression of

individuals based on group status and belief shitylain addition, we want to determine if
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positive or negative appraisals of an ingroup dgaup member will necessarily lead to low or
high aggression. In designing our study, we atteimptzercome the limitations associated with
past research on inter and intragroup behavioetlyging the reliance on self-report regarding
aggression and avoiding the use of minimal groWssfirst categorize participants into ingroups
and outgroups, based not on minimal groups buttraasocial and religious groups, to make
the experiment as realistic as possible. Partitgoamk these groups and determine their own
ingroup and outgroup, which we randomly assigrhaéxperiment according to the conditions.
Having participants rank their own set of ingroug @utgroup members allow us to ensure the
strength of the identification with the group, ampiortant criteria of the black sheep effect
(Feather & Souter, 2002). After categorization,mamnipulate the belief similarity of groups
such that we obtain the following four conditiohsgroup-Belief Similar (IGBS), Ingroup-Belief
Conflict (IGBC), Outgroup-Belief Similar (OGBS), di®utgroup-Belief Conflict (OGBC). This
method of examining the four conditions at oncd allbw us to contrast directly the aggression
levels within the various combinations of inter antlagroup settings.

We rely on belief congruence theory and socialtitietheory to derive predictions first
about liking, then about aggression levels. We mlslude a discussion on how liking and
aggression may be related.

Hypotheses Related to Liking

(i) Predictions derived from social identity theory. Because of the importance of
categorical differentiation in determining socidéntity, we would have to consider each
condition as distinct from another. In particuiacan be hypothesized that in the absence of
competition, participants in the ingroup belief 8an(IGBS) condition will exhibit the highest

levels of liking, followed by those in the outgrobglief similar (OGBS) condition. According to
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the black sheep effect, participants in the ingrbelef conflict (IGBC) condition should exhibit
lower levels of liking than those in the outgrougdief similar (OGBS) condition. Finally,
although liking will also be lower in the outgrobplief conflict (OGBC) condition compared to
the outgroup belief similar (OGBS) condition, we anable to predict the differences in levels
of liking between the ingroup belief conflict (IGB@nd outgroup belief conflict (OGBC)
condition. While liking in the IGBC condition mighie slightly higher than that in the OGBC
condition due to the mitigating factor of grouptstaconferred by the ingroup identity, this study
aims to clarify this.

(ii) Predictions derived from belief congruence theory. Based on belief congruence
theory, one might hypothesize that evaluationskafd for the partner should be higher for those
who share similar beliefs compared to those whalesmilar. In particular, levels of liking for
ingroup members and outgroups members who shatarsbeliefs (i.e. the IGBS and OGBS
conditions) should not differ, since beliefs instisase are more important than group status in
determining liking. Similarly, levels of liking slid be equally low towards ingroup and
outgroup members who have different beliefs (he.IGBC and OGBC conditions).

Hypotheses Related to Aggr essive Behavior

The predictions for behavioral aggression are rooreplicated. One question that must
be raised is, does dislike necessarily translateliehavioral aggression? In other words, even if
an individual expresses dislike towards somebodaylevhe or she necessarily behave
aggressively towards that person? While one mageixpat negative appraisals naturally lead
to behavioral aggression, such that comparativeldesf aggression in the four conditions will
be similar to that of liking, we argue that theyl\we different due to the fact that certain fastor

need to be considered before an individual dedesoss the line to actually aggress against
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someone else. Liking and aggression are therefayeéparate issues. One major motive for
inter or intragroup aggression is the perceptioa obnflict of interest that may arise from
different beliefs and values. However, a perceivaaflict alone may still be inadequate to elicit
an aggressive response. According to Struch ang&@th(1989), individuals may be inhibited
in expressing their motive to harm because aggmedss negative implications for self-
evaluation. Perceived conflict will therefore béeefive in motivating aggression only to the
extent that individuals may be able to justify theggressive behaviors.

(i) Predictions derived from social identity theory. We posit these justifications in
terms of the preservation of social identity. Tisato the extent that the threat is so great that
individuals need to preserve their positive soclahtity, they will be more likely to aggress
against others. One important criteria, howevethas aggression must not cause guilt or anxiety
lest it be inhibited consciously by the participé®érkowitz, 1964). Thus, while one may decide
to aggress against another in order to preservalsdentity, he or she has to be able to justify
the aggressive behavior at the same time in oadprevent guilt or anxiety that threatens self
evaluation. Otherwise, aggression will not be &iti In the IGBS condition, there is no need to
aggress against a similar ingroup member who doethreaten one’s social identity. Thus any
level of aggression expressed in this conditiorukhbe viewed as a baseline level. Any level of
aggression above this baseline will imply that aggive behavior is triggered, while any level
below the baseline suggests that aggression iskemwniahibited. In the OGBS condition, we
hypothesize that because the norm conforming oupgneember enhances and validates rather
than threatens one’s social identity, individuai mot have the incentive to aggress against

them especially when they are not competing fottang. Levels of liking may be different
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from those in the IGBS condition, but there simiglynsufficient justification for behaving
aggressively since there should be no conflichtdriests in the absence of competition.

In the IGBC condition, participants face a dirdueft to their social identity due to the
deviance of their ingroup member. Aggression agaiesingroup member can thus be justified
in terms of preserving social identity and ensutimgintegrity of the ingroup by punishing the
deviant (Horne, 2001), without causing significgatlt or anxiety. Thus, it can be hypothesized
that aggression levels in the IGBC condition weéllligher than that in the IGBS and OGBS
conditions. In the OGBC condition, predictions nmay be as clear. Mummendey and Wenzel
(1999) posit that outgroup antagonism require$ éirsufficient motivation to establish positive
distinctiveness of the ingroup, and second, a@afit subjective legitimation of the negative
behavior against the outgroup. Based on socialiiyeheory, there are two contrasting
predictions: while the lack of difference betweergroups and outgroups can cause outgroup
discrimination by the ingroup in an attempt to idigtiish themselves, the existence of difference
can also cause outgroup discrimination when vieagediolating norms and being inferior
(Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999). In other words, if papants view the outgroup deviant’s
difference as helping to distinguish themselvestap@n aggression levels should be low as
social identity is not threatened. On the otherdh&rmparticipants perceive the outgroup
deviant’s difference as a threat, then aggressieel$ should be high. The key to this difference
in outcome is the presence or absence of compe(iicown, 1984). Because we present the
interaction of participants with their targets aseaaluation of first impressions, rather than of a
competing nature, any difference between the ppaints and their target should be viewed as

reinforcing their distinct social identities andtias a competing threat. Thus, it is arguable that
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in this situation participants in the OGBC conditiwill exhibit lower levels of aggression than
those in the IGBC condition since there is no explieed to preserve social identity.

(i) Predictions derived from belief congruence theory. From the belief congruence
perspective, social identity is not a consideratlavels of aggression in the OGBS condition
should therefore be similar to that in the IGBSditian, just as how levels of liking are similar,
because of the importance given to beliefs andyrmip status.

In addition, while belief congruence theory preslitttat levels of aggression in the BC
conditions will be higher than that in the BS cdiaufis, it provides no differentiation between
IGBC and OGBC. It can be predicted from the thebat levels of aggression will be similar for
people who have different beliefs, regardless otigrstatus. Although this result has been
demonstrated by Struch and Schwartz’s (1989) stuatysupports the value dissimilarity —
aggression hypothesis, the findings were basee@lbmeported intentions. In this case, we
examine whether or not this finding can be repédawith behavioral aggression.

M ethod
Participants

Participants were 141 students (55 males, 86 fesnhflam the University of Michigan,
ranging in age between 18 to 25 years old, whagpaated to fulfill requirements for an
introductory psychology course. There were 99 Csiacg, 28 Asian Americans, 10 African
Americans, and 4 biracial participants.

Design

The design was a 2 (Group Status: ingroup verstggaup) x 2 (Belief: belief similar

versus belief conflict) randomly assigned experitn@s such, there were 4 conditions

altogether: ingroup belief similar (IGBS), ingrobglief conflict (IGBC), outgroup belief similar
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(OGBS), and outgroup belief conflict (OGBC). Therere between 32 to 41 participants in each
condition.
Procedure

Participants were told that the study was abouti@dnteractions and Taste
Perception”. Part 1 of the study consisted of dimerguestionnaire while Part 2 involved an in-
lab experiment.

In Part 1, participants were asked to rank 10 $acid religious groups according to their
feelings toward them from 1 (most warm or favorabdelO (most cold or unfavorable). This
allowed us to identify participants’ ingroups (rahkand outgroups (rank 10). These groups, in
alphabetical order, wertheists, Buddhists, Democrats, Gays and Lesbians (LGBT), Hindus,

Jews, Muslims, Protestants, andRepublicans. Participants then completed a taste preference
inventory that consisted of a 9-point rating s¢akeno liking at all; 9=extreme liking) to
evaluate their preferences for sweet, creamy, spaiyy, and dry foods; a 7-point scale to
measure their views on abortion (1=very stronggroice; 7=very strong pro-life); a 7-point
scale to measure the importance of religion to t{lermot important at all; 7=very important;
N/A=not religious); and a 7-point scale to meaghear political affiliation (1=strong democrat;
7= strong republican). In addition, demographioinfation was also obtained.

Part 2 took place in the laboratory. Participangsenatold that they were participating in
the study with a partner (who actually did not 8xiwho had been selected based on their
responses from the online questionnaire. The exyer consisted of 3 sections. The first
section which was a study on social interactiomglved the exchange of one piece of
background information, writing of an essay on &ébar and being evaluated by a partner on the

essay. The second section involved a taste peocegitidy in which participants were given an
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opportunity to allocate hot sauce for their partridre last section involved the completion of
guestionnaires. All information about the partriettparticipants received was bogus and was
prepared beforehand by the experimenters. Handwgnitias matched according to the gender of
the participants. In addition, there was a timeséapf at least 48 hours between the online and
in-lab study, in order to increase the believaptiitat the experimenters needed time to match
the participants. Throughout the entire experimgatticipants were not allowed to see their
partner and were reminded that their response&amtity would be kept anonymous.

Section |: Experimental manipulations. Upon their arrival at the laboratory,
participants were told that they were early and tih@y had to wait for a few minutes for their
partner to arrive. They were then brought to thesigned room for the entire duration of the
experiment. Participants were then told that theyewirst going to be given a chance to form an
impression of their partner by exchanging one paaagritten information. The piece of
information that they were to exchange was the namaedescription of the most important
student organization to which they belonged. Thas wesigned to introduce the ingroup and
outgroup status of the participants’ partner. Sspgor example, that in the online study
participants indicated that their rank 1 was Ptatgs and rank 10 was Muslims. In the 1G
condition the participant would have received amebope containing the form that his or her
partner has completed, indicating the most impogardent organization as “Student Union of
Protestants”. In the OG condition, the form wousdé read “Student Union of Muslims”. The

same format (Student Union of ) was applied to all 10 groups from the online

guestionnaire and was administered depending opdtieipants’ ranking of the groups.
After the exchange of information, participants eveold that they were going to be given

10 minutes to write an essay on abortion, pickiitigee a pro-choice or pro-life position. This
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section of the study was intended to manipulatebgimilarity or conflict. In the BS condition,
participants received an essay that had the sasiggooas them. In the BC condition,
participants received an essay that had the ogppsgition. To further reinforce the similarity

or difference in beliefs of the participants aneitipartner, participants were asked to evaluate
their partner’s essay, and these evaluations welleixchanged. The essay evaluation form
allowed the participants to indicate on a 5-pogals (1=strongly disagree; 5=strongly agree) the
extent to which they agreed or disagreed with thartner's essay and vice versa. In addition,
participants were told to provide written commenristhe form because that would aid in
impression formation. In the BS condition, partans received an evaluation that strongly
agreed with what they wrote. They also receivedroents that reinforced the similarity in their
beliefs towards abortion. In the BC condition, apants received an evaluation that strongly
disagreed with what they wrote and comments thatareed the difference in their beliefs about
abortion.

Section |1: Aggression measurement. Thereafter, the experimenter commenced on the
taste perception section of the study. Participaet® told that the purpose of the experiment
was to determine how the interaction that just aexlwould influence the perception of the
taste of certain foods. Participants would be ramgiahosen to either allocate a food sample or
to taste it. Of course, in every condition, theyeviold that their partners had been randomly
chosen to taste the food sample that they woulgrégaring. As such, their partners would
complete a taste preference inventory (identicéthéoone presented in the online questionnaire),
and they may choose to allocate the food samptefeyring to the inventory. Again, the
inventory was completed by the experimenter whacaetdd “no liking at all” under spicy foods.

After participants were handed the taste preferememtory, the experimenter walked in with a
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tray containing a bottle of a commercial brand aff $auce (the label read “PAIN 100%”"), a
small empty cup, a piece of aluminum foil, a disihtaining hot sauce, a toothpick and a cup of
water. Participants were first instructed to taeehot sauce by dipping the toothpick into the
dish of hot sauce, so that they know what theitrggirwould be tasting. The cup of water was
given to participants to wash down any discomfoelytmight have experienced from tasting the
hot sauce. They were then told to place a quaotihot sauce into the cup by pouring from the
bottle and to seal the cup with the aluminum foittsat the experimenter would not be able to
see how much hot sauce had been added. They viegtbabtheir partner would be required to
consume all of the hot sauce that they allocateddHition, they were told that all quantities of
hot sauce were useful and that they could put mash or as little hot sauce as they wanted.
After the experimenter left the room and the pgéints allocated hot sauce, the experimenter
returned to collect the tray and measured the eegiw of the hot sauce allocated in the control
room.

Section I11: Manipulation checks. In the final section of the in-lab experiment,
participants were asked to complete a Social Intenas Evaluation Form. In effect, this form
served as a manipulation check that enabled ustasrdine whether the group status and belief
manipulations worked. To determine comfort withugrestatus, participants completed a 7-point
scale (1=very uncomfortable; 7= very comfortabfai¢ating the level of comfort they felt after
knowing their partner’s student organization. Ttedaine perceptions of similarity and liking,
participants completed a 5-point scale (1= vergidigar; 5= very similar) indicating how
similar they felt their partner was to them, arstgoint scale (1= dislike very much; 5= like
very much) indicating how much they liked theirtpar. In addition, we were able to determine

the extent to which participants empathized witkirthbartner by having them complete a 5-point
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scale (1=not at all; 5=completely) indicating teedl to which they used their partner’s taste
preference inventory when allocating the hot saBegticipants the completed the 20-item
PANAS scale (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) thldwed us to determine the effect of each
condition on participants’ affective states, anel thlationship between these affective states and
aggression. Lastly, participants completed thet@®+iAggression questionnaire (Buss & Perry,
1992) that allowed us to discern which particugpexts of self-reported aggression (i.e.
physical, verbal, anger and hostility) were invalve the act of behavioral aggression as
measured by the allocation of hot sauce.

Before participants were debriefed, experimentskead them if they had any comments
about the study and what they thought was its mepBarticipants were also asked whether they
felt suspicious about the presence of their partiier which, the experimenter concluded with
a thorough debriefing and experimenters made sateparticipants understood the purpose of
the experiment and the need for deception.

Results
Data Preparation and Analysis

We asked participants at the end of the studyey tad any comments about the study
and what they thought was its purpose. We codedityants as suspicious (N = 32) if they
mentioned that 1) they thought the study was méagaggression, or 2) they thought we were
interested in the effect of similarity or differenwith their partner. For each of the analyses
reported below, we conducted an ANOVA with Grouat& and Belief as independent
variables. We also entered suspicion (1 = susp¢idw not suspicious) into the model.

Manipulation Checks
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The ingroup and outgroup manipulation was effectiv&roup Status x Belief ANOVA
with comfort levels as the dependent variable rigka main effect for Group Statd1, 133)
= 31.52,p < 0.001, indicating that participants who interdotéth an ingroup member felt
significantly more comfortableM = 5.85,5D = 0.2) after knowing his or her partner’s student
organization than those who interacted with an mug memberNl = 4.26,SD = 0.2). The
belief similarity manipulation was also effective Group Status x Belief ANOVA with
similarity as the dependent variable revealed anretiect for BeliefF(1, 133) = 361.77)p <
0.001, indicating that participants in the beliehitar condition felt significantly more similar
(M =4.38,3D = 0.10) to their partner than those in the balafflict condition 1 = 1.83,SD =
0.09).

Liking

Consistent with the similarity-attraction hypotlesigreement with beliefs was highly
correlated with perceptions of similarity139) = 0.87p < 0.001, and similarity was in turn
highly correlated with levels of liking(139) = 0.70p < 0.001.

To test the predictions from belief congruence tii@md social identity theory on levels
of liking towards the partner, a Group Status xé&eANOVA was conducted with the
participants’ evaluation of liking as the dependeariable. There was no main effect for group
statusF(1, 133) = 0.84p > 0.05, indicating that ingroup(= 3.57,SD = 0.10) or outgroupM =
3.44,9D = 0.10) status did not determine levels of likirgwever, there was a main effect of
belief, F(1, 133) = 57.48p < 0.001. Participants in the belief similar coratis M = 4.03,3D =
0.10) liked their partners significantly more ththnse in the belief conflict conditionsi(= 2.98,
D = 0.10). The interaction was not significa¢l, 133) = 0.52p > 0.05. The finding that

belief similarity is more important than group s&tn determining liking is consistent with
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belief congruence theory. The lack of interactioonvever, fails to support predictions from
social identity theory, since there is no significdifference in the levels of liking between the
IGBS M =4.14,5D = 0.14) and the OGBS conditiokl (= 3.91,SD = 0.14), and between the
IGBC (M = 3.00,SD = 0.14) and OGBC conditioM = 2.97,3D = 0.13).

Hot Sauce Allocation

A Group Status x Belief ANOVA was conducted witle #timount of hot sauce allocated
(in grams) as the dependent variable. There wessgmificant effects of suspicion level (main
effects or interactions). There was a significafect of Group Status such that participants in
the ingroup M = 4.82,SD = 1.26) allocated more hot sauce than those iothgroup M =
0.925,3D =1.26),F(1, 133) = 4.77p = 0.03. More importantly, this main effect was djfidl
by a significant interaction between Group Stanus Belief,F(1, 133) = 4.13p = 0.04.
Participants in the IGBC condition allocated thghsist amount of hot saudd € 8.28,D =
1.78), followed by those in the IGB®I(= 1.36,SD = 1.78), OGBSNI = 1.09,SD = 1.83), and
finally OGBC M = 0.76,SD = 1.73) conditions (see Figure 1).

In addition, a Pearson correlation was conductetetermine the relationship between
liking or dislike and actual behavioral aggressissmrmeasured by the amount of hot sauce
allocated. Overall there was a significant negatimeelation between liking and the amount of
hot sauce allocated(139) = -0.25p = 0.003. However, a closer examination revealsttha
relationship is only significant in the IGBC condit, r(32) = -0.42p = 0.014. There was no
correlation between liking and the amount of haicgaallocated in the IGBS conditiarf32) = -
0.28,p > 0.05; OGBS conditiorr(39) = 0.02p > 0.05; and OGBC condition(30) = -0.18p >
0.05. Thus only in the IGBC condition was particitg higher levels of dislike related to the

higher amounts of hot sauce allocated for theitngas.
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By evaluating the extent to which their partnedsté preference inventory was used in
deciding the amount of hot sauce to be allocatedmneasured participants’ willingness to
aggress against their partner with the awarenasghair partner dislikes hot sauce. Overall,
there was a significant negative correlation betwthe extent to which the taste preference
inventory was considered and the amount of hotesalioccatedr(139) = -0.26p = 0.002. In
other words, the more participants considered teaitner’s feelings about hot sauce, the less
hot sauce they allocated. This correlation wasifogmt in the IGBS conditior;,(32) = -0.50p
=0.002, and in the OGBS conditiai(39) = -0.62p < 0.001, and was approaching significance
in the OGBC conditior;(30) = -0.33p = 0.07. Only in the IGBC condition was there no
correlationr(32) =-0.05p > 0.05.

Trait Physical Aggressiveness

A Group Status x Belief ANOVA with trait physicafjgressiveness (Buss & Perry, 1992)
as the dependent variable revealed similar pateesimehavioral aggression (i.e. hot sauce
allocation). There was no main effect of Group @&air Belief. The interaction effect of Group
Status and Belief was approaching significai¢&, 133) = 3.19,p = 0.08. Participants in the
IGBC condition self-reported the highest level bfpical aggressiorM = 2.21,SD = 0.14)
compared to those in the OGBS € 1.92,3D = 0.14), IGBS ¢ = 1.84,SD = 0.14), and OGBC
(M = 1.80,SD = 0.13) conditions (see Figure 2).

A Group Status x Belief ANOVA was also conductedhvthe average trait
aggressiveness and the remaining subscales ofitlhession questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992)
as dependent variables: verbal aggression, angghastility. There was no main effect of

Group Status or Belief and no interaction for latee trait subscales and average trait
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aggressiveness. There was also no correlation batalefour subscales of trait aggressiveness
and the amount of hot sauce allocated, both ovanaliwithin each condition.
Discussion

The present research sought to determine, bastte@erspectives of belief congruence
and social identity theories, the differential agggion levels exhibited by an individual towards
others depending on group status and belief. Westxamined an individual's appraisal of his or
her partner based on evaluations of liking. Coaatswith belief congruence theory, our results
indicate that participants disliked deviant outgramembers and deviant ingroup members, but
liked ideologically similar outgroup and ingroup mieers. This suggests that sharing similar
ideologies may be more important than group ideatiion in terms of appraising and attraction
towards another person.

However, we found that simply liking or dislikingmeone else does not necessarily lead
to lower or higher aggression, especially for thabe share conflicting beliefs. Our results
indicate that participants interacting with an mgp member who possesses a conflicting belief
behaved most aggressively towards their partneticlents interacting with an outgroup
member who has a conflicting belief, however, ekbibthe lowest mean level of aggression.
Regardless of group status, participants intergatiith those who shared similar beliefs
displayed low levels of aggression. In additiomsth findings on the different levels of
behavioral aggression in the four conditions cqroasl with participants’ trait physical
aggressiveness: those who interacted with an ipgneember with conflicting beliefs scored the
highest in trait physical aggressiveness compared bther groups. As such, our results
support predictions by social identity theory abloelhavioral aggression and trait physical

aggressiveness.
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According to social identity theory, participantsaracting with a deviant ingroup
member faced the highest degree of threat to sloeial identity. Given the opportunity to
preserve their identity, they punished the ingrdapiant via physical aggression. Aggressive
acts in this situation were likely justified in bes of norm preservation in order to validate the
ingroup. On the other hand, because the experimastdesigned to avoid the introduction of
competitiveness, participants interacting with atgooup member with conflicting beliefs did
not face high levels of threat to their social ikgrdespite their differences. Group boundaries
and identity distinctions in this case were cleag aggressing against someone simply because
he or she is different on the outset may causé¢ gudnxiety on the part of the individual.
Aggression in this condition was therefore notifiest. Participants interacting with similar
outgroup members also did not have to attemptfterdntiate themselves because there was no
competition involved. In this situation, similarityed attraction and since there was no threat to
social identity, aggression was unnecessary. Toerehggression levels towards similar
outgroup members and similar ingroup members wgually low. Interestingly, we found also
that only participants interacting with ingroup deus had no consideration for their partner’s
taste preference. To them, the decision to aggvasdinal.

It is interesting to note that although we founditar effects of our experimental
manipulations on both behavioral aggression antdphgsical aggressiveness, the two variables
are found to be uncorrelated. The validity of thes8and Perry (1992) aggression questionnaire
as a self-report measure of trait aggressivenegdmaalled into question, since those
participants who self-reported high levels of t@dilysical aggressiveness were not the ones who

actually aggressed against their partners. Therke dee underlying psychological variables
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involved that determine who aggresses and who agsvhich can be examined in future
studies.

Our results on behavioral aggression may seemisimpiat first glance. Indeed, we
asked 12 social psychology graduate students t@ledenan online survey making predictions
about our results. We asked them to rank the foaus in our study from 1=highest aggression
to 4=lowest aggression. Specifically, we asked: i8Nlof the following groups will an
individual behave most aggressively towards: aividdal interacting with an ingroup member
who shares a similar (versus different) belieforion; an individual interacting with an
outgroup member who shares a similar (versus éift@ibelief in abortion?” Ten out of the 12
graduate students guessed that an individual wmeilthost aggressive towards an outgroup
member with different beliefs. While even thoseha field of social psychology might think
that it is intuitive for an individual to be mosygressive towards those who are clearly different
and deviant, our findings reveal otherwise. Wedwdithat the key lies in the perception of
competition which drives opponent groups to deregaich other more in order to attain
superiority. In this case, our findings are basedhe absence of competition and any
differences with outgroup members may reinforcértis group boundaries instead.
Nevertheless, future research should incorporat@ets of competition through the
competitive noise blast paradigm (Taylor, 1967)deample, or by introducing some form of
zero sum game to examine the effects of competaiothe four various conditions. As it is,
outgroup deviants are subjected to low levels wéetion and liking. The introduction of
competition, such as a realistic group conflict] Wkely justify aggressive acts done unto these
people because there are real gains and lossdsimya@entity. Similar outgroup members, too,

may be subjected to higher levels of aggressiom ¢iserved in this study due to an increased



INTER AND INTRAGROUP AGGRESSION 29

need for separation especially when group ideatifon is strong. In addition, ingroup deviants
may suffer from even greater aggression — not ardythey threatening to an individual's social
identity, they are now seriously undermining thiegnity of the ingroup and its ability to attain
superiority in the race against the outgroup.

From a sociological perspective, the harsh punishmoiingroup deviants is not
surprising. Erikson (1966) contended that grougmdehemselves in terms of the norms they
prescribe to their members (i.e. their moral boueda which distinguish themselves from other
communities. Moral boundaries define the identityhose who belong to the community and
those who do not. Detection and punishment of ee\jeoup members, such as occurs in witch-
hunting or political purges, therefore helps iniie the group (Hamilton & Rauma, 1995;
Yamagishi, 1995). In times of real conflict and quetition against another group, the need to
preserve an ingroup’s integrity becomes more urtieat ever. Any form of deviance from the
group may pose a serious threat to the group’svabwity. It is little wonder why historically,
espionage has been highly condemned and individsizds as the Rosenbergs who were
executed in 1953 during the crucial period of tlwédONar for passing information about the
atomic bomb to the Soviet Union, are severely fhaddor transgressions of group norms and
rules.

One limitation in this study is that it is uncléarwhat extent people considered ingroup
deviants as not being “true” ingroup members. Senestants who are pro-life, for example,
may consider Protestants who are pro-choice andielg to their outgroup rather than perceive
them as being deviant ingroup members. Future resean explore whether shifting group
boundaries play a precipitating role in aggressitgvertheless through this study, we were able

to overcome several limitations of previous reseant inter and intragroup behavior. First, with
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our two by two experimental design, we were ablprasent the differences among the four
different conditions of Group Status and Beliebate — something that past research have not
done. More importantly, we overcome the limitatiafiself-report by providing findings of
actual behavioral aggression.

In addition, instead of minimal groups, we used seaial and religious groups to
determine ingroup and outgroup status. This impgdkie realism of our experiment with the
various cultural, historical and social perceptiassociated with these groups. By allowing
participants to rank the groups, we were also tbénsure the strength of group identification
since participants were asked to rank them basdabanwvarm or cold they felt towards these
groups. In addition, one way to improve this desigiuld be to create a longer list that includes
more groups, social and religious, so that we @mbre certain that those ranked the first and
the last will be truly the participant’s strongesgroup and outgroup. Regardless, our
manipulation was shown to be effective in termghefcloseness or distance felt between the
participant and their partner. For example, onéig@pant commented at the end that he felt
extremely angry towards his ingroup partner, wha @atholic, because he thought that it was
ridiculous that a Catholic could be pro-choice. few remarked that she felt pleasantly
surprised with her outgroup partner, who is a Répab and whom she thought at first would be
pro-life. However, because of their similarity iropchoice beliefs, she felt that she will be able
to get along with her partner very well. In additi@thers who interacted with an outgroup
member with different beliefs indicated that wttihey did not feel comfortable with their
partner, they respected their differences. We rewend future research to consider this method
of assigning groups.

Future Directions
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Our present study focuses on the salience of swigatity in evoking inter and
intragroup behavior. One of the important aspet&ooial identity involves an individual's
independent and interdependent self construal (MagkKitayama, 1991). An independent self
construal emphasizes on the separateness and negsuef individuals while an interdependent
self construal stresses connectedness and soniaixt®. Based on the different combinations of
independent and interdependent self construal nvéthiindividual (Konrath, Bushman, &
Grove, 2009) it would be interesting to determifnthieése aspects of the social self and the extent
to which an individual prioritizes individual or ibective behaviors influence his or her
aggressive behavior within the context of our expent.

In addition, personality variables such as autadahism may be involved in
determining an individual’s willingness to aggresminst an ingroup or outgroup member.
According to Duckitt (1989), authoritarian aggressis defined as intolerance of and
punitiveness toward persons not conforming to ingmorms and rules. One might thus expect
individuals high in authoritarianism to exacerbidie direction of the findings that we present in
this study. At the same time, however, it is impattto consider authoritarianism as a
personality trait that may represent group-basdidfbeand values (Reynolds, Turner, Haslam, &
Ryan, 2001) and that individual personalities matynmecessarily translate into behaviors that
depend on collective psychology (Turner, 1999) wtietermining the effects of personality
variables on inter and intragroup behavior.

Conclusion

We have sought to provide a clearer picture ofriatel intragroup aggression by

attempting to improve the external validity of ras#h in this field. The study of inter and

intragroup behavior, however, is far from completeidst the relentless quest to determine a
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solution to mitigate and prevent intergroup confl@ne fundamental problem seems to be our
tendency to continuously divide and form groups Afvsartya Sen in his 1998 lectuReason
before Identity noted, there is often unquestioning “sectariantifieation” with sub-
communities as Sikhs or Hindus despite people’savehing identities as Asians or Indians for
example.

While some scholars have suggested that a solidiortergroup conflict lies in such acts
of identifying common affiliations with one anotheur study seem to point otherwise as
individuals appear to be more tolerant of outgrdiffgrences than ingroup deviance.
Attempting to emphasize on shared identities maygto be challenging as the possibility of
perceiving another individual as a deviant may igéér: if as members of the Christian
community or the Muslim community or as citizendlod same country we can discover ample
reasons to segregate ourselves — the multiple deations in Christianity; the perpetual divide
between Shia and Sunni Muslims; the various etbomtlict between the Tamils and Sinhalese
in Sri Lanka, Buddhists and Muslims in Thailandd &ne Uighur-Han tensions in China for
example — can we, really, transcend these numgraups that we have created and identify
ourselves as one human race?

Perhaps the answer lies not in reinforcing ourdgrgommon identity, as we constantly
strive towards distinguishing ourselves apart amdgrving our own uniqueness, but in
recognizing that different ways of living, diffetdpeliefs and value systems, insofar as they do
not cause harm to others, are simgifjerent. John Stuart Mill says it best in his 1859 esSay
Liberty:

“As it is useful that while mankind are imperfekete should be different opinions, so

it is that there should be different experimentiwahg; that free scope should be given
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to varieties of character, short of injury to o)eand that the worth of different modes
of life should be proved practically, when any dmieks fit to try them."”
Ultimately, there is no simple solution to intergporelations. If we cannot achieve a
melting pot of a single common identity, perhapsniext viable alternative would be a salad
bowl in which every group, or even individual, lde@to preserve itself without threat from

others and live together in tolerance.
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