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Abstract:
Background:
Recent studies have shown that the opposite of Relative Deprivation, Relative Gratification (RG), also leads to negative intergroup
attitudes. In previous investigations, RG was manipulated in terms of positive economic expectations.
Aims:
The aim of the present research was to examine whether the effect of RG is limited to an economic dimension or if it reflects a more
general process that is observable in different domains of comparison. In the first experiment, we choose to gratify – or not –
psychology students on a new dimension with an important social value: their intellectual abilities.
Conclusion:
As expected, participants of the RG condition expressed a significantly higher level of prejudice towards low status outgroups than
participants of the control group. In the second study, we found support for a model in which ethnic identification and group-based
dominance mediated the relationship between intelligence based RG and prejudice toward low status ethnic outgroups.
Keywords: Relative Gratification, Prejudice, Social Comparison, Intelligence, Relative Deprivation, V-curve Hypothesis

1. INTRODUCTION
Understanding intergroup tensions and the factors that contribute to prejudice is a fundamental problem that has
attracted the attention of social psychologists for many years. After decades of research revealing that Relative
Deprivation (RD) is a central variable in the explanation of intergroup prejudice [1] recent research suggest that the
opposite of RD, the relatively ignored Relative Gratification (RG), is also an important determinant of prejudice [2].
Together, these two perspectives suggest a V-curve relationship in which both RD and RG are associated with greater
prejudice (i.e. the V-curve Hypothesis [3],)
1.1. Relative Deprivation and Outgroup Prejudice
Relative deprivation theory is often considered as one of the central theories in the explanation of intergroup conflict
and prejudice [4]. The major assumption of relative deprivation theory is that a person's or groups' satisfaction is only
partially related to their objective circumstances but, rather, more focused on their condition relative to other persons or
groups. In terms of prejudice, relative deprivation theory postulates that unfavorable comparisons can generate feelings
of deprivation that motivate outgroup derogation. Relative deprivation has consistently been identified as being a strong
and robust predictor of intergroup attitudes in a variety of countries [1, 5]. Higher levels of relative deprivation have
been associated with greater levels of outgroup prejudice. Runciman (1966) has proposed a basic conceptual distinction
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between two major types of RD: egoistical RD and fraternal RD [6]. While the former refers to an individual who feels
deprived because he or she is less well-off than others, the latter concerns individuals who feel that their ingroup is
deprived relative to an outgroup, regardless of their own personal deprivation. Research comparing the role of these two
types of RD has revealed that fraternal or group RD is the strongest predictor of intergroup attitudes and behaviors [5].
In sum, research on relative deprivation has concluded that an unfavorable (intergroup) comparison generates a feeling
of dissatisfaction that can lead to prejudice. However, research over the last decade suggests that favorable comparisons
can also lead to hostile intergroup attitudes. It appears that favorable comparisons resulting in a state of relative
gratification can also play an important role in the emergence of negative intergroup attitudes [7].
1.2. Relative Gratification and Outgroup Prejudice
The first experimental tests of the effects of RD and RG on prejudice were reported by Guimond and Dambrun
(2002). In a series of experiments, they manipulated both relative deprivation and relative gratification by confronting
students’ participants with declining (relative deprivation) or improving (relative gratification) personal employment
opportunities (study 1) and group employment opportunities (study 2) [8]. For example, in the second study, the
students were led to believe that their ingroup (psychology students) would be much worse off in terms of employment
opportunities in the future (employment group relative deprivation condition) than an outgroup (students in law), or
much better off (employment group relative gratification condition). Following the manipulation, attitudes towards
various outgroups were measured. Consistent with previous research, RD increased participants’ prejudice level
towards foreigners.
This was not the main contribution of the study. Indeed, it was found that compared to a control condition, the RG
condition also significantly increased outgroup prejudice. In fact, the evidence for the effect of RG on intergroup
hostility was even more pronounced than for the effect of RD. Not only the effect of RG significantly affected a more
important number of outgroup targets, but the percentage of explained variance of the effects was also larger. Because
the only empirical evidence of a causal effect of RG on outgroup prejudice stemmed from this single experiment, it
raised the possibility that it reflected a laboratory artifact. Using a representative sample of South Africans, one of the
main objective of Dambrun and etal. (2006) was to test the ecological validity of the effect of RG on intergroup
hostility.
Relative deprivation theory proposes a linear relationship between the perception of relative economic conditions
and negative intergroup attitudes. However, the integration of the relative gratification perspective suggests a V-curve
or bilinear relationship in which both RD and RG are associated with greater outgroup prejudice [9]. Dambrun et al.
(2006) tested both the linear and the bilinear functions with a large representative national sample from South Africa (n
= 1600). They found strong support for the bilinear equation in which the x-axis was scored from -2 (gratification) to +2
(deprivation; 0 meaning neither gratified, nor deprived) and where the Y-axis was rated from 0 (lack of prejudice) to 10
(high prejudice). As hypothesized, this V-curve relationship revealed that both relative gratification and relative
deprivation were associated with greater levels of prejudice towards both African and Western immigrants in South
Africa. While the general linear function was relatively poorly related to intergroup attitudes, the bilinear function
accounted for a significantly greater percentage of the explained variance.
The results of Dambrun et al. (2006) were the first to demonstrate the relevance of relative gratification to
understand outgroup hostility in the « real » world. However several limitations still exist. Firstly, RG has been
manipulated [8] and measured [7] at the economic level. We do not know yet whether the effect of RG on prejudice is
limited to this domain or if it reflects a more general social-psychological process that would be observable in different
domains of comparison. Study 1 was specifically designed to test the effect of RG involving an entirely new
comparison dimension on prejudice. Secondly, the processes underlying the effect of RG need to be investigated and
identified. Under this perspective, in study 1, we will consider the extent to which the effect of RG on prejudice may be
moderated by the status of the outgroup that is the target of prejudice. A second study was designed to identify some of
the mediating processes of the effect of RG on outgroup hostility.
1.3. Further Tests of Relative Gratification on a New Dimension of Comparison
A comparison dimension underlies the perception and the feeling of relative gratification. An important distinction
was made between a cognitive and an affective/emotional component in RD [10, 11]. Thus, Smith et al. (2012) define
RD as “the judgment that one is worse off compared to some standard accompanied by feelings of anger and
resentment” (p. 203). In similar ways, we suggest that RG is the judgment that one is better off compared to some
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standard together with related feelings of satisfaction and contentment. Indeed, Guimond and Dambrun (2002) showed,
in two experiments, that participants in the RG condition did not simply express more prejudice, they also expressed
significantly greater levels of satisfaction compared to the control group. If there were any doubts as to whether RG
could in fact be simply another form of RD, these findings should definitely dispel them. Whereas all types of RD refer
to some form of discontent, this does not appear to be the case when one considers RG (see, however, the typology of
reactions to relative advantage proposed by Leach, Snider & Iyer, 2002 [12]).
In the present research, our focus is on the temporal and/or social comparative dimension on which one is better off.
This dimension can be more or less socially relevant. Dambrun (2011) proposed that the more the dimension of
comparison will be socially relevant, the more the psychological consequences will be important [13]. A relevant
dimension is a dimension with a strong social implication. The dimension of comparison must have a positive social
value. For social dominance theorists [14], a positive social value means the possession of political authority, power,
wealth, status, and material and economic resources. The economic dimension of comparison involved in the previous
studies of RG depicted above definitively belongs to the category proposed by Sidanius and Pratto (1999). However,
these authors mainly focus on relatively exogenous social objects with a positive social value. Dambrun (2011)
proposed to add more endogenous social objects also having an important positive social value such as intelligence and
human values reflecting a high level of development (e.g., universalism, benevolence [15]). Intelligence has a strong
positive social value for at least two reasons: first, it gives to each individual an index of his or her intrinsic quality and
second, it permits a meritocratic repartition of exogenous social objects who have a positive social value in the society
such as material and economic resources [16]
A second reason leads us to choose intelligence as a relevant dimension of comparison. This reason stems from the
literature on genocide and mass killing. Many analysts and scholars of genocide have identified the perception of
“ingroup intelligence superiority” as a variable involved in the genesis of intergroup hostility [17 - 19]. For example,
Staub [18] indicates that the Nazis considered the “Aryan race” as pure and superior to others on several dimensions
such as culture and intelligence. The « white superiority » ideology has been related to various manifestations of
intolerance in United States [20] or in South Africa [21]. Each time, the perception that the ingroup has superior
intellectual abilities is related to derogation of the relevant outgroups. Because social-historical analyses do not permit
causal inferences, it is necessary to manipulate experimentally the perception of « ingroup intelligence superiority».
For all these reasons, we choose to study the relation between relative gratification on the dimension of ingroup
intelligence and various relevant measures of outgroup prejudice. In study 1, RG was experimentally manipulated in
order to evaluate the causal effect of « ingroup intelligence » RG on outgroup derogation. In study 2, the perception of
gratification on the dimension of ingroup intelligence was measured on a larger sample and, then, its relationships with
various relevant dependent variables were analyzed.
1.4. The underlying Processes of the Effect of Relative Gratification on Outgroup Prejudice
The study of the reasons why RG leads to outgroup prejudice is of primary importance [2, 22, 23]. Dambrun et al.
(2006) began by looking at the mechanism of group identification. Following social identity theory [24], because people
tend to identity more strongly with the group to which they belong than with outgroups, they postulate that an ingroup
favorable comparison resulting in RG may foster ingroup identification. When people feel satisfied with their group
circumstances (e.g. economic group improvement), they may feel more pride in their own group and more attracted to it
[25]. This should result in stronger ingroup identification among people perceiving relative gratification. Because
stronger ingroup identification is associated with increases in ingroup bias and outgroup derogation [26], Dambrun et
al. (2006) predicted and found support for a mediation model in which ethnic identification mediates the relationship
between RG and prejudice toward African and Western immigrants. Recently, Dambrun and Taylor (2013) found an
additional support for the mediating role of social identification [27]. They found that national pride significantly
mediates the relationships between life satisfaction (i.e. personal RG) and prejudice toward ethnic outgroups in Western
Europe. Across past studies, it seems that the induction of RG leads the participants to spontaneously structure the
intergroup context at the inter-ethnic level, a very salient categorization in memory [28], ethnicity being also one of the
main targets of group identification [29,30]. In addition, the stakes of power and dominance within society are closely
related to the asymmetric relationships between the ethnic categories [14]. For these reasons, we we will focus on
ethnic/national identification. Finally, because national/ethnic identification has been identified as a significant
mediating variable in the relation between RG and prejudice, we decided to test the extent to which it mediates the
relationship between « ingroup intelligence » RG on ougroup prejudice (study 2).
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Another mediating process is suggested by Duckitt’s dual process model [31]. Duckitt and his colleagues argue that
dual motivational and cognitive processes underlie two distinct dimensions of prejudice. Specifically, “threat-control
driven and security motivation and competitively driven dominance or superiority motivation” (Duckitt, Wagner, du
Plessis, & Birum, 2002, p. 88 [32]) correspond to two independent processes that underlie prejudice. While the first
process mainly refers to threat and fear, the second one is more related to dominance, status and power. Relative
gratification on the dimension of intelligence (i.e., « ingroup superiority intelligence ») appears to be closely related to
the second process involving superiority motivation. Individuals perceiving themselves in a superior position may be
motivated to justify and maintain such superiority. However, maintaining such a position implies the utilization of
strategies that require members of « superior » groups to derogate those of « inferior » groups. This rationale matches
well with social dominance theory [14]. According to this perspective, the existence of intergroup prejudice would be
due to the endorsement of legitimizing myths that accentuate the social hierarchy and legitimate the unequal relations
between “inferior” and “superior” groups. Social Dominance Orientation (i.e. SDO), a construct proposed by social
dominance theory, is defined as: « the degree to which individuals desire and support group-based hierarchy and the
domination of « inferior » groups by « superior » groups » (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999, p. 48 [14]). Numerous studies have
demonstrated that the group dominance ideology is strongly related to outgroup prejudice [33, 34]. Jost and Thompson
[35] demonstrated that two factors underlie SDO: group-based dominance (GBD) and opposition to equality (OEQ).
The ideology of the domination of « inferior » groups by « superiors » is well captured by GBD [35]. Thus, we predict
that collective RG on the dimension of intelligence (i.e. perception of « ingroup superiority intelligence ») would lead to
endorse more strongly the ideology of group-based dominance (GBD), resulting in the derogation of « inferior » groups.
In other words, we predict that GBD would mediate, at least partially, the relationship between « ingroup intelligence »
RG and prejudice toward « inferior » outrgoups. We tested this mediating hypothesis in study 2. However, it also seems
reasonable to assume that relatively gratified individuals could also oppose equality (OEQ) because equality threatens
their privileged position. Thus, RG on the dimension of intelligence would result in greater OEQ. These predictions are
consistent with past findings showing that RG significantly enhances SDO (for economic RG [8]).
Finally, in study 1, we examine the extent to which the effect of RG on prejudice may be moderated by the status of
the outgroup that is the target of prejudice. From our perspective, a favorable comparison on the dimension of
intelligence would lead people to perceive relative gratification, which in turn would motivate them to support
ideologies that maintain their relative advantage. Crocker, Major and Steele (1998) have argued: “people of higher
status may stigmatize those of lower status to justify their advantages” (p. 509 [36]). This assumption is consistent with
past findings [7, 8, 37]. The perception of intelligence RG would motivate individuals to justify and legitimate the
status quo and the existing social hierarchy. Prejudice towards low status groups is a tool used to justify or to legitimize
inequality that favors one’s own group. Thus, to the extent that individuals who perceive intelligence RG see
themselves in an advantageous position they want to maintain, the more they would perceive RG, the more they would
express prejudice towards low status groups. Prejudice towards high status groups would not be related to the
perception of intelligence RG.
1.5. Study 1
This study was mainly devoted to test the causal effect of “ingroup intelligence” RG on prejudice toward outgroups
of different status. Thus, we experimentally manipulated RG and, then, observed its effect on prejudice toward various
outgroups. In this experiment, we induced a positive intergroup comparison. Because an intergroup comparison
involving an ethnic minority such as the Arabs would have been sensitive in France, we choose to manipulate a positive
intergroup comparison in the academic context. Thus, we led psychology students to compare favorably their academic
major ingroup to an academic major outgroup (i.e. law students). We assessed the attitudes of the participants toward
various ethnic1 and academic major2 outgroups perceived both as “superiors” (i.e. the Swiss, the English, the Japanese,
students in law, in mathematics, in economics) and as “inferiors” (i.e. the Arabs, the Turks, students in philosophy).
Consistent with the hypothesis that the effect of RG on prejudice is moderated by outgroup status, we predicted that RG
would increase prejudice toward “inferior” outgroups, but not toward “superior” ones.
1

We conducted a complementary study (n = 33) in which we assessed how the participants perceived the social status of each ethnic groups. They
were asked to rate on a 7-point scale the extent to which they perceived a very low (1) or very high (7) social status toward their ethnic ingroup (i.e.
the French), and toward several ethnic outgroups (i.e. the Arabs, the Turks, the Swiss, the English, and the Japanese). The Turks (M = 3.52) and the
Arabs (M = 3.67) were associated to the lowest social status. They differed significantly from the Japanese (M = 4.94), the English (M = 5.33) and the
Swiss (M = 5.55), which were associated to a higher social status (Mlow status = 3.59 ; Mhigh status = 5.27 ; t (32) = 9.63, p <.001). The ethnic
ingroup (i.e. the French; M = 5.06) also was associated to a higher social status than the Turks and the Arabs (t (32) = 7.24, p <.001). The difference
between the ethnic ingroup and the three high status outgroups was not significant (t (32) = 1.25, p > .22).
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2. METHODS
2.1. Participants
60 French students at the University Blaise Pascal were recruited for the study. Their average age is 19.6 years old
and 95% of the participants are females.
2.2. Procedure
Participants were randomly assigned to a RG condition or to a control group. In all conditions, participants were
told that they would be involved in a study on social perception and that they would be asked to fill out a questionnaire.
Before carrying out this task, a 2-page folio was given to all participants. This outlet contained various questions
(including the manipulation check and filler items) on how the participants perceived law and psychology students
(intelligence, etc.). This allows us to induce the same social categories salience among all the participants. In addition,
at the beginning of the outlet, participants in the RG condition were made aware of an official report from “Student
Services”. This report stated that several studies had compared the intellectual abilities of psychology students and law
students. In France, the status of law students is higher than that of psychology students, the latter holding quite a low
status within the student community. The results of this fictitious report were straightforward; psychology students were
more intelligent than law students. Indeed, on several intelligence tests (i.e. QI, etc..), graphs showed mean scores
substantially higher for psychology students compared to law students. This evidence was presented in the form of a
four-page report containing several cues suggesting that it was done by an official body. In the control condition, the
participants were not given feedback on intelligence. Because a report including an explicit comparison between
psychology and law student, even indicating a similar level of intelligence, would have influence the participants and
thus would have impair the controlling nature of this condition, we chose to not expose participants of this condition to
this official report. Nonetheless, the psychology and law academic major categories were made salient in the outlet. In
addition, all participants indicated their expectations concerning the difference in intelligence between students of these
two academic major (i.e. manipulation check).
2.3. Measures
First, prejudice towards Arabs was measured using a 7 point-scale comprising 16 items (e.g. «The rate of
criminality would be lower if Arabs were sent back to their countries of origin ») that had been validated in other
studies [38, 39]. The reliability of the scale was satisfactory (α = .88)3. Higher scores indicated greater prejudice. As a
second measure, participants were asked to rate on a 7-point scale the extent to which they were unfavorable (1) or
favorable (7) toward their ethnic ingroup, the French, toward several low status ethnic outgroups (i.e. the Arabs and the
Turks) and toward three high status ethnic outgroups (i.e. the Swiss, the English, and the Japanese)1.
As a third measure, participants were asked to rate on a 7-point scale the extent to which they were unfavorable (1)
or favorable (7) toward their academic major (i.e. psychology), toward one low status academic major outgroup (i.e.
philosophy), and toward three high status academic major outgroups (i.e. law, economics, and mathematics)2. Finally,
as a manipulation check, participants were asked to evaluate the intellectual abilities of psychology and law student on
one item (i.e. “Psychology students have superior intellectual abilities than law students).
2

We conducted a complementary study (n = 33) in which we assessed the perceived prestige of each academic major. The participants were asked to
rate on a 7-point scale the extent to which they perceived a very low (1) or very high (7) prestige toward their academic major ingroup (i.e.
psychology), and toward several academic major outgroups (i.e. philosophy, mathematics, law and economy). Philosophy (M = 4.27) was associated
to the lowest prestige. It differed significantly from the academic majors of economy (M = 4.94), mathematics (M = 5.12) and law (M = 5.52), which
were associated to greater prestige (Mhigh status = 5.19 ; t (32) = 3.36, p <.002). The academic major ingroup (i.e. psychology; M = 4.88) also was
associated to greater prestige than the academic major of philosophy (t (32) = 2.50, p <.018). Finally, the difference between the academic major
ingroup and the three high status academic majors was marginally significant (t (32) = 1.81, p <.08).
3

An exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation of the 16 items was realized. A Cattell scree test revealed a single factor solution. The Kaiser
measure of sampling adequacy was .81. The single factor accounted for 37,54% of the total variance. There was a clear break (i.e. cutoff point)
between the first factor (Eigenvalue = 6.01) and the second factor (Eigenvalue = 1.54). All items loaded appropriately on a single factor (factor
loadings ranged from .42 to .74).
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3. RESULTS
3.1. Manipulation Check
An analysis of variance revealed that the participants in the RG condition were more likely to agree that the abilities
of psychology students were higher than those of law students (M = 3.26) relative to the participants in the control
condition (M = 2.56; F (1, 58) = 4, p = .05, η2 = .064).
3.2. Prejudice Towards Arabs
On the 16-item prejudice scale, respondents in the RG condition showed a significantly higher level of negative
attitudes towards Arabs (M = 2.99) than the control group (M = 2.46; F (1, 57) = 6.68, p < .012, η2 = .105).
3.3. Attitudes Toward Ethnic Ingroup and Ethnic Outgroups

Negative < Evaluation > Positive

First, participants evaluated their ethnic ingroup (i.e. French) similarly in the RG condition (M = 5.63) and in the
control condition (M = 5.79; F (1, 57) < 1). Second, they evaluated the low status outgoups more negatively in the RG
condition than in the control condition. Specifically, Arabs were evaluated less positively in the RG condition (M =
4.66) than in the control condition (M = 5.28; F (1, 57) = 5.16, p = .027, η2 = .083). Similarly, Turks were evaluated
more positively in the control condition (M = 5.07) than in the RG one (M = 4.53; F (1, 57) = 4.07, p < .049, η2 = .067).
Third, we examined how participants evaluated high status ethnic outgroup in each condition. The analyses revealed
non-significant differences between the two experimental conditions. Swiss, English and Japanese all were evaluated
positively and similarly in both conditions (respectively MRG = 5.27/MCO = 5.36, MRG = 5.07/MCO = 4.93, MRG = 5.03/MCO
= 4.97; all Fs < 1). A 2 (condition) X 2 (outgroup status) ANOVA4 with repeated-measures on the last factor yielded the
predicted interaction effect, F (1, 57) = 6.94, p < .011, η2 = .109 (Fig. 1). Decomposition of this interaction revealed that
low status ethnic outgroups were evaluated more negatively in the RG condition (M = 4.60) than in the control
condition (M = 5.17; t (57) = 2.28, p < .026). Participants evaluated similarly high status ethnic outgroups in each
condition (t < 1). Finally, while low and high status outgroups were evaluated positively and similarly in the control
condition (t < 1), participants evaluated low status ethnic outgroups (M = 4.60) significantly more negatively than high
status ethnic outgroups (M = 5.12) in the RG condition (t (29) = 3.18, p < .003).

5.17

5.12

5.06

4.6
RG
Control

LOW

HIGH

ETHNIC OUTGROUPS' STATUS
Fig. (1). Significant interaction effect between ethnic outgroups’ status and the experimental manipulation of “intelligence” RG.

3.4. Attitudes Toward Academic Major Ingroup and Academic Major Outgroups
First, participants evaluated their academic major (i.e. psychology) similarly in the RG condition (M = 5.57) and in
4

A 2 (condition) X 5 (ethnic outgroups: Turks, Arabs, Swiss, Japanese, Americans) ANOVA with repeated-measures on the last factor revealed the
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same basic findings.

the control condition (M = 5.79; F (1, 57) < 1). Second, they evaluated philosophy (the low status outgoup) more
negatively in the RG condition (M = 4.90) than in the control condition (M = 5.55; F (1, 57) = 4.26, p < .044, η2 = .069).
Third, we examined how participants evaluated high status academic major outgroups in each condition. The analyses
revealed non-significant differences between the two groups. The fields of law, economics and mathematics were
evaluated positively and similarly in both conditions (respectively MRG = 5.16/MCO = 5.34, MRG = 5.23/MCO = 5.31, MRG =
5.00/MCO = 5.38; all Fs < 1.22). However, in this case, the 2 (condition) X 2 (academic major status) ANOVA5 with
repeated-measures on the last factor failed to yield a significant interaction effect, F (1, 57) = 2.39, p < .13, η2 = .04.
3.5. Discussion
Confirming the effectiveness of our manipulation, participants in the RG condition were more likely to agree that
the abilities of psychology students were higher than those of law students compare to the control condition. As
predicted, participants of the RG condition were more prejudiced than those of the control condition. Specifically, they
expressed significantly greater prejudice toward the Arabs, the Turks and students in philosophy. The percentage of
explained variance varies from 6% to 10.5%, ranking these effects as moderate. On the other hand, participants of the
RG condition did not express more prejudice toward the Swiss, the English, the Japanese and students in valued
academic major such as mathematics, law and economics, than participants of the control condition.
These results constitute the first experimental evidence that the effect of relative gratification on prejudice is not
limited to the economic dimension of comparison. The fact that manipulating RG on an entirely new dimension
provides similar findings is a first step in the direction of showing that the effect of relative gratification on prejudice
reflects a general psychological process. Second, these results fit well with social dominance theory [14]. As predicted,
the induction of “ingroup intelligence” RG leads to prejudice only toward “inferiors” outgroups. Outgroups perceived
as “superiors” or being valued in the social hierarchy were not derogated by participants of the RG condition. This
suggests that group-based dominance would mediate the effect of RG on prejudice toward “inferior” outgroups. We will
test this hypothesis in the next study.
3.6. Study 2
In study 1, because an explicit comparison of intelligence involving an ethnic minority would have been case
sensitive, we chose to manipulate a positive intergroup comparison in the academic domain. However, this domain was
far from the actual social and political French issues. Thus, in study 2, we decided to measure rather that manipulate RG
on the intelligence dimension. We assessed how participants perceived the intellectual abilities of their national ingroup
(i.e. the French) and how satisfied they were about this. Because in the context of a questionnaire including prejudice
measures, an explicit comparison of intelligence with a relevant ethnic minority would have been case sensitive (e.g. “I
consider that the French have higher intellectual abilities than the Arabs”), we chose to only measure intragroup RG.
However, in a complementary study, we controlled that our two-item measure of intragroup RG (without any explicit
comparison) was based on relevant implicit social comparisons6. Prejudice toward “inferior” outgroups constituted our
5

A 2 (condition) X 4 (academic major: law, economy, mathematics, philosophy) ANOVA with repeated-measures on the last factor revealed the
same basic findings.
6

In the same complementary study that we presented in the above footnotes (n = 33), we examined the relationships between our 2-item measure of
intragroup RG and various relevant explicit intergroup comparisons. First, the participants were asked to complete the measure of intragroup RG on
the intelligence dimension. Then, they were asked to rate on a 7-point scale the extent to which they are satisfied (from totally unsatisfied (1) to fully
satisfied (7)) when they compare the intellectual abilities of the French to various outgroups (i.e. the North Americans, the other Europeans, the Asian
people, and the African people). Two interesting results were found. First, participants were more satisfied when they compared the intellectual
abilities of the French to the ones of African people (M = 5.12) than when they compared French intellectual abilities to the ones of Asian people (M
= 3.79, t (32) = 4.93, p <.001), North Americans (M = 4.12, t (32) = 4.60, p <.001), and other Europeans (M = 4.33, t (32) = 3.32, p <.002). They also
were significantly less satisfied when they compared their ingroup to Asians than to other Europeans (t (32) = 2.87, p <.01). Other differences were
not statistically significant. Second, and more importantly, the more the participants perceived intragroup RG on the intelligence dimension, the more
they reported satisfaction when they compared their ingroup to North Americans (r = .69, p <.001), African people (r = .65, p <.001), other Europeans
(r = .63, p <.001) and Asian people (r = .50, p <.003). In fact, a multiple regression analysis revealed that two intergroup comparisons were robustly
related to intragroup RG. When we entered the four intergroup comparisons as independent variables and the intragroup RG as a dependent variable,
only the comparison to North Americans (β = .39, p <.01) and the comparison to African people (β = .28, p = .054) continue to predict the intragroup
RG measure. The comparisons to Asians (β = .10, p > .51) and to other Europeans (β = .24, p > .14) did not longer predict the intragroup RG. Thus,
the intragroup RG measure is based on relevant implicit intergroup comparisons; at least one involving a dominant group (i.e. the North Americans)
and at least one involving a more dominated continent (i.e. Africa).
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main dependent variables. Finally, in order to test our mediating hypotheses, we included a measure of national
identification and the social dominance orientation scale.
4. METHOD
4.1. Participants
290 students at the University Blaise Pascal were recruited for the study. Their average age is 20.59 years old and
90% of the participants are females.

4.2. Procedure
At the beginning of a lecture, participants were asked to fill out an anonymous questionnaire on social perceptions.
4.3. Measures
First, two items were used to assess “intelligence” RG (i.e. “ I consider that the French have high intellectual
abilities”, “When I think about the intellectual abilities of the French, I feel satisfied”; r = .49, p < .001). These two
items assessed intragroup relative gratification on the dimension of intelligence at the present moment. Then, the two
items were averaged. Higher scores indicated greater perception of RG. Second, we measured prejudice using two
scales: the generalized prejudice toward foreigners scale [40] (α = .90) and with 8 items from the prejudice towards
Arabs scale used in study 1; α = .82). These two scales were positively and significantly correlated (r = .73, p < .001).
On both scales, higher scores indicated greater prejudice. Third, we incorporated the full social dominance orientation
scale of Pratto & al (1994) into the questionnaire. This scale comprised 16 items (α = .88) and two components: GroupBased Dominance (GBD) and Opposition to Equality (OEQ). Higher scores indicated greater orientation toward social
dominance. Finally, we measured national identification (i.e. identification with the French) using a 10-item scale that
had been validated in other studies [38]. The reliability of the scale was satisfactory (α = .87). Higher scores indicated
greater national identification.
5. RESULTS
5.1. Relationships Between “Intragroup Intelligence” RG and the Various Dependent Variables
In order to examine the relationships between the measure of “intelligence” RG and the various dependent variables,
we computed a correlation analysis. Results are depicted in Table (1). As predicted, intragroup RG was correlated
positively and significantly with both prejudice toward foreigners (r = .24, p < .001) and prejudice toward Arabs (r =
.23, p < .0001). The more the participants felt the French gratified on intellectual abilities, the more they expressed
negative attitudes towards foreigners and Arabs, and reciprocally. Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) also was
significantly correlated with intragroup “intelligence” RG (r = .14, p < .015). However, while Group-Based Dominance
(GBD) was significantly related to intragroup RG (r = .18, p < .003), the second component of SDO, namely
Opposition to Equality (OEQ), was not related significantly to it (r = .08, p > .16). In other words, the more the
participants felt the French gratified on intellectual abilities, the more they endorsed group-based dominance ideology,
and reciprocally. Identification with the French was positively and significantly correlated with intragroup “intelligence
RG” (r = .39, p < .001). The more the participants felt the French gratified on intelligence, the more they were identified
to the French, and reciprocally. Finally, both GBD and national identification were positively and significantly related
to prejudice toward foreigners (respectively, r = .41, p < .001; and r = .31, p < .001) and prejudice toward Arabs
(respectively, r = .48, p < .001; and r = .24, p < .001). GBD and national identification correlated with each other (r =
.19, p < .001).
Table 1. Relationships between the various variables (study 2).
–

1

2

3

4

5

6

1. Intragroup Intelligence RG

–

–

–

–

–

–

2. Prejudice toward foreigners

.24***

–

–

–

–

–

3. Prejudice toward Arabs

.23***

.73***

–

–

–

–

4. SDO

.14*

.52***

.59***

–

–

–

Relative Gratification and Outgroup Prejudice

The Open Psychology Journal , 2018, Volume 11 9

(Table 1) contd.....

–

1

2

3

4

5

6

5. GBD

.18**

.41***

.49***

.91***

–

–

6. OEQ

.08

.53***

.59***

.90***

.65***

–

.39***

.31***

.24***

.16**

.19***

.10

7. Ethnic identification
Note: *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05; n = 290

5.2. Multiple Mediation Analyses
Following the procedure advocated by Preacher and Hayes (2008; 5000 samples and confidence intervals = 95%),
we tested a multiple mediation model in which both GBD and national identification mediate the relationship between
intragroup “intelligence” RG and prejudice. Because the measure of prejudice toward foreigners and the scale prejudice
toward Arabs were highly inter-correlated and because all items from these two scales load a single factor 7, we
computed this multiple mediation analysis with a composite measure of prejudice (as a DV), in which all items of the
two scales of prejudice were averaged (Fig. 2).

Group-Based
Dominance (GBD)

.18**

.41***
b = .065, IC: .03, .11, p < .005

.11* (.26***)

Intragroup
“intelligence” RG

b = .13, IC: .08, .20, p < .0001

.39***

Composite measure of
prejudice (toward
foreigners and Arabs)

.19***
b = .07, IC: .03, .12, p < .002

Ethnic Identification

Fig. (2). Group-based dominance and ethnic identification as two independent mediators of the relationship between intragroup
“intelligence” relative gratification and the measure of composite prejudice (toward foreigners and Arabs).

When both GBD and ethnic identification were statistically controlled, the relationship between intragroup
“intelligence” RG and the composite measure of prejudice was significantly reduced (total indirect effect: b = .13, SE =
.03, IC: .08, .20; z = 4.17, p < .001) but remained statistically significant (direct effect the IV on the DV: b = .10, SE =
.05, IC: .001; .20 ; t = 1.99, p = .048; total effect of the IV on the DV: b = .23, SE = .05, IC: .13; .34 ; t = 4.48, p <
.001). Both GBD and ethnic identification significantly mediated this relationship (respectively, b = .065, SE = .02, IC:
.03, .11; z = 2.83, p < .005; and b = .07, SE = .02, IC: .03, .12; z = 3.11, p < .002). This model explains more than 26%
of variance in term of prejudice (η2= .267).
7

An exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation of the 23 items was realized. A Cattell scree test revealed a single factor solution. The Kaiser
measure of sampling adequacy was .93. The single factor accounted for 40,56% of the total variance. There was a clear break (i.e. cutoff point)
between the first factor (Eigenvalue = 9.33) and the second factor (Eigenvalue = 1.59). All items loaded appropriately on a single factor (factor
loadings ranged from .30 to .77).
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6. DISCUSSION
Using another methodology, we found evidence for a significant relationship between RG on the dimension of
intelligence and outgroup prejudice. Because this second study was correlational, causality cannot be inferred.
However, the results of this second study are entirely consistent with those of the laboratory experiment conducted in
study 1. Intragroup “intelligence” RG was positively and significantly related to prejudice toward foreigners and Arabs.
The size of the correlations coefficients was ranked from small to moderate.
The main contribution of this second study consists in the exploration of the relationship between “intelligence”
RG, national identification and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO). First, it appears that national identification was
positively and significantly related to intragroup RG. Concerning SDO, only the GBD component correlated positively
and significantly with RG. The correlation between OEQ and RG did not reach the statistical level of significance.
Finally, both national identification and GBD emerge as two significant and independent mediators of the relationship
between RG and outgroup prejudice.
6.1. General Discussion
Over the past several decades, research on relative deprivation has concluded that unfavorable comparisons generate
feelings of dissatisfaction, and these lead to outgroup prejudice and intergroup hostility. The results of the present
research suggest that favorable comparisons can also lead to hostile attitudes toward outgroups. It has long been argued
that prejudice and intergroup hostility are mainly the result of negative experiences, such as negative feedback,
frustration, economic threat, threat to identity, and threat to self-esteem [41 - 44]. Our results do not contradict this
perspective. They do suggest, however, that favorable comparisons resulting in a state of relative gratification can also
play an important role in the emergence of outgroup prejudice. The evidence also suggests that the status of the
outgroup target is a moderator of the effect of RG on prejudice. Thus, relative gratification may improve substantially
our understanding of prejudice and intergroup conflict.
6.1.1. Intragroup Intelligence based RG and Its Underlying Processes
Since the first studies highlighting the effect of relative gratification [8], significant headway has been made. The
RG manipulation of Guimond etal Dambrun involved both a socio-economic context and a positive expectation in the
future. In study 1 of the present research program, RG involved neither a socio-economic context, nor a temporal
comparison. It only involved a positive comparison on an entirely new dimension of comparison (i.e. intelligence) in
the present moment. Thus, it appears that the effect of RG is not circumscribed to the socio-economic context. Indeed, a
manipulation of RG on ingroup intellectual abilities shows similar effects to those initially observed. It is therefore
likely that the effect of RG reflects a general process. This has led Dambrun (2011) to formalize the general process of
RG on outgroup prejudice. This formalization can be summarized here in two main steps: first, a social and/or temporal
favorable comparison results in the perception and feeling of relative gratification. Second, RG on a relevant social
dimension (involving an exogenous or endogenous positive social value), through several social-psychological
mechanisms, can favor the genesis of negative attitudes toward outgroups. Thus, it seems possible to generalize the
effect of RG on outgroup prejudice to other relevant dimensions of comparison such as human values [45, 46]. It has
been demonstrated that some values are perceived as reflecting a high level of human development (e.g. pro-social
values) whereas other values are more perceived as primitive (e.g. hedonism [15]). Thus, gratifying people on prosocial values would lead to outgroup prejudice, whereas gratifying people on hedonism would not. We plan to test this
prediction in the future. This would help to identify to boundaries of the RG effect. This approach and the present
results also raise the limits of the effects of relative deprivation and invite researcher to also investigate the unexplored
dimensions of RD as well.
An important aim of the current research was to explore the mechanisms underlying the effect of intragroup
“intelligence » RG on outgroup prejudice. Specifically, we hypothesized that both social identification and group-based
dominance would mediate the relationship between intragroup RG and prejudice. First, and as expected, the more the
participants perceived intragroup RG on the dimension of intelligence, the more they identified with the French,
resulting in greater negative attitudes toward low status outgroups. Independently, the more they perceived intragroup
RG, the more they endorse the Group-Based Dominance (GBD) ideology, also resulting in greater negative attitudes
toward low status outgroups. Following the multiple mediation procedure advocated by Preacher and Hayes (2008)
[46], we found a strong support for the model in which both ethnic identification and GBD mediate independently and
significantly the relationship between intragroup “intelligence » RG and outgroup prejudice. The support for the
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mediating role of ethnic identification is quite consistent with previous results of Dambrun et al. (2006 [3]; see also
Dambrun & Taylor, 2013 [27]).
Through study 1 and study 2 we also found evidence for the central role of social dominance. First, intragroup
“intelligence” RG increases prejudice only towards “inferiors” outgroups. Second, study 2 indicates that the ideology of
group-based dominance plays a mediating role between intragroup RG and prejudice. Together these results are
consistent with the idea that in a situation of RG, individuals may enter in a process of justification and legitimation of
their advantaged position. When people are in a state of group relative gratification, they find themselves in a privileged
position [47]. It has long been argued that greater prejudice towards outgroups may emerge in an attempt to justify and
maintain ingroup privileges [36] Results of the present research clearly support this hypothesis. However, a distinct but
related process to the endorsement of GBD may participate to this phenomena. Perceiving ingroup superiority on the
dimension of intelligence may lead to the endorsement of meritocartic beliefs that participate to the
justification/legitimation of the statu quo and intergroup dominance [48, 49]. To the extent that intelligence reflects an
intrinsic quality that provides moral justification of social inequalities, those perceiving ingroup superiority on this
dimension may endorse meritocracy as a justification of their advantages. Future research may examine this prediction.
The current study adds to the growing body of research examing the underlying processes of the effect of RG in which
various processes such as fear for future wealth [23], fear of losing advantage and existential guilt have been identified
to play a key role [22].
6.1.2. Limitations and Future Directions
On the methodological side, the limitations of the present studies, and of previous research on RG, need to be
acknowledged. We distinguished between high and low status outgroups in study 1. We conducted a complementary
study to examine such a distinction 1, 2. This independent data set confirms past research on the hierarchical nature of
academic disciplines [50] and about the status of various nations [51]. Nevertheless, a more systematic analysis of
various types of outgroups can and should be developed. For example, Fiske and Cuddy (2006) have shown how 15
countries of the European Union are distributed along a status continuum with Germany, the United Kingdom and
France being high status, Greece and Portugal being low status and other countries being in between (e.g. Belgium,
Italy). An important implication of our results that should be tested in the future is that RG would not have the same
effect on attitudes towards these various national outgroups. Another methodological limitation concerns the lack of
explicit comparison in the measure of RG used in study 2. It has been extensively demonstrated that to evaluate a
personal or group situation, people spontaneously engage a social comparison process [52-54]. Because we cannot
know which comparison they used to answer the intragroup RG measure in study 2, we conducted a complementary
study to examine this issue6. As expected, our intragroup RG measure based on relevant implicit intergroup
comparisons; at least one involving a dominant group (i.e. the North Americans) and at least one involving a more
dominated continent (i.e. Africa). The former, involving North Africans, could be responsible of the effect of intragroup
RG on prejudice, observed in study 2. Future research should examine this possibility. Concerning the external validity
of our results, because only students served as participants, it would be important to replicate the present studies with
more representative samples.
CONCLUSION
Finally, by showing a link between “intelligence” RG and the derogation of low status outgroups, the present
research also has implications for the understanding of genocide and torture behaviors. While racial superiority has been
identified as a key factor in the emergence of extreme social behaviors, few studies have attempted to test it
experimentally. The present research represents a first step in this direction. While study 1 demonstrates a causal
relation between the perception of ingroup superiority and hostility toward low status outgroups, study 2 confirms this
relation and identifies some of the underlying processes. However, future research may go one step further by
examining the causal relation between ingroup “intelligence » RG and hostile behaviors. To the extent that some recent
developments in social psychological science make possible the study of extreme social behaviors through immersive
environments, future research could try to articulate the perspective of RG with the study of torture involving a low
status outgroup member victim (see for example Dambrun & Vatiné, 2010 [55]).
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