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Abstract
According to the psychological essentialism perspective, people tend to explain differences between
groups by attributing them different essences. Given a pervasive ethnocentrism, this tendency implies
that the human essence will be restricted to the ingroup whereas outgroups will receive a lesser degree
of humanity. Therefore, it is argued that people attribute more uniquely human characteristics to the
ingroup than to the outgroup. The present article focuses on secondary emotions that constitute such
characteristics. Study 1 showed that members of high- and low-status groups attribute more positive
secondary emotions to the ingroup than to the outgroup. Study 2 veri®ed that the differential attribution
extended also to negative secondary emotions. No exemplars of emotions were provided in Study 3.
Instead, participants had to estimate the means of two distributions of numbers that supposedly
represented characteristics of the ingroup and of the outgroup. The results of this third experiment illustrated the reluctance to attribute secondary emotions to the outgroup. The ®ndings are
discussed from the perspective of psychological essentialism. Copyright # 2001 John Wiley & Sons,
Ltd.
Very often, patriotism is at the roots of wars. Allport (1927) agreed with this view and gave it a
psychological explanation. For him, attachment to one's group becomes a cause of war because of the
nationalistic fallacy. By this expression, Allport meant the false belief that the group-nation goes
beyond the mere collection of individuals. Social psychologists know by now that groups cannot be
reduced to the simple association of individuals (e.g. Sherif & Sherif, 1964). They also know that
people tend to infuse an essence (biological, cultural, religious, etc.) into social groups in order to
explain their differences (e.g. Hirschfeld, 1996; Rothbart & Taylor, 1992). It is likely that Allport
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(1927) attacked the notion of group-nation because of his fear of a group's mind that would correspond
to the essence of the group.
In the present paper, we review the essentialist concept as it applies to racism. We suggest that
people attribute the human essence to their group, and a lesser degree of humanity to the outgroup. We
then outline what should be considered `the' human essence. We hypothesize that people attribute
more uniquely human characteristics to the ingroup than to outgroups. Our studies focus on secondary
emotions, which constitute uniquely human characteristics. Using two different paradigms, we test in
three studies the hypothesis that members of both dominant and dominated groups will attribute more
secondary emotions to their ingroup than to a disliked dominant or dominated outgroup.
ESSENTIALISM AND RACISM
Psychological essentialism perspective suggests that people tend to endow social groups with essences
(Haslam, Rothschild, & Ernst, 2000; Rothbart & Taylor, 1992). By attributing essences to groups,
people believe that they can de®ne the very nature of these groups. The essence is supposed to identify
those elements that unite members into an entitative coherent group (Campbell, 1958; Miller &
Prentice, 1999; Yzerbyt, Rocher, & Schadron, 1997), as well as those elements that distinguish one's
group from other groups.
In their discourses, dominant as well as dominated groups very often resort to an essentialist view.
Dominant groups use it to legitimize their superiority. Dominated groups also invoke an essence to
explain their inferior status and justify their claims (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). In
addition, numerous studies have illustrated people's general tendency to favor their ingroup over
outgroups (for reviews, see Brewer & Brown, 1998; Leyens, Yzerbyt, & Schadron, 1994; but see
Heine & Lehman, 1997). If people are ethnocentric and are mainly concerned with the wellbeing of
their ingroup, and if they attribute essences to groups to explain their differences, they will attribute
`the' human essence to their ingroup. It follows that, if people make an essentialist distinction between
their ingroup and outgroups, these outgroups can receive only an infra-human essence (Leyens,
Paladino, Rodriguez, Vaes, Demoulin, Rodriguez, & Gaunt, 2000). Thus, it is argued that both
dominant and dominated groups will restrict to their members the de®ning characteristics of `the'
human essence.
It follows from this reasoning that not every group will give an infra-human essence to any other
group. Such an infra-human essence will be attributed only to the extent that one group believes that it
has `the' human essence and that the other group is fundamentally different. In exceptional cases (e.g.
slavery or colonialism), it may even happen that groups internalize the inferiority attributed by the
outgroup and that they think of themselves as infra-humans.
We propose that people will attribute to themselves those characteristics that are considered
uniquely human. These characteristics are necessary to constitute the human essence. We also
hypothesize that in some cases an outgroup composed of `others' will be credited with less human characteristics than the ingroup. Stated otherwise, the outgroup will lack some uniquely human characteristics and receive an incomplete human essence, or an infra-human essence (Leyens et al., 2000).
WHAT IS THE HUMAN ESSENCE?
Asked to list the uniquely human characteristics, several samples of Latin-language-speaking students
answered: intelligence, reasoning, sentiments, and language (Leyens et al., 2000). There is already an
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abundant literature showing that intelligence, reasoning and language are correlated and are used to
discriminate against outgroups (e.g. Bourhis & Leyens, 1994). We therefore decided to focus our
attention on sentiments. It is also an original way to re-introduce emotions in the domain of intergroup
relations.
The distinction between sentiments and eÂmotions needs some explanation.1 It exists in Latin
languages and, to a lesser degree, in Germanic languages, but has no equivalent in English. This
lingual distinction corresponds both to a lay concept of emotions and to the classi®cation of emotions
in the scienti®c literature. In the lay concept, whereas even animals have eÂmotions, sentiments are
uniquely human. In the scienti®c literature, the distinction between sentiments and eÂmotions
corresponds to the distinction between primary and secondary emotions. Primary emotions are
biologically based and shared by other primates; they have a quick onset, a short duration and their
occurrence is unbidden; they also appear early in life (Ekman, 1992; Sroufe, 1979). Secondary
emotions result from the attachment of new labels to various aspects of social interactions (Kemper,
1987); often, they are a composite of primary emotions (Johnson-Laird & Oatley, 1989; Plutchik,
1994). Although disagreements exist concerning their precise number, six primary emotions (anger,
surprise, fear, joy, sadness, and disgust) are most commonly cited (for a review, see Plutchik, 1994).
Examples of secondary emotions are sorrow, admiration, fondness, disillusion, contempt, conceit, etc.
Whereas the scienti®c view of emotions makes a dichotomous distinction between a few primary and
many secondary emotions, the lay conception envisions emotions on a continuum going from many
`uniquely human' to many `non-uniquely human' emotions. In preliminary studies French-speaking,
Spanish-speaking, Dutch-speaking, and American English-speaking participants had to rate different
emotional terms on several characteristics (Demoulin, Leyens, Paladino, Rodriguez, Vaes, Dovidio, &
Rodriguez, `Dimensions of typically and non-typically human emotions', in preparation, 2000). The
results showed a similar pattern across samples. Stated otherwise, people view emotions in a similar
manner independently of the fact that they have different (or no) labels to categorize them. Sentiments
or `uniquely human' emotions are more speci®c to human beings, have a longer duration, are less
intense, involve more morality, cognition and sensitivity, are less visible, appear later in life, and are
more internally caused than eÂmotions, or `non-uniquely human' emotions. Moreover, compared to
sentiments, eÂmotions vary less as a function of culture. These results show a clear correspondence
between sentiments and secondary emotions, on the one hand, and between eÂmotions and primary
emotions, on the other. Therefore, we will use the distinction between primary versus secondary
emotions in the present paper.

DIFFERENTIAL ATTRIBUTIONS OF SECONDARY EMOTIONS
TO INGROUPS AND OUTGROUPS
A ®rst set of studies using the implicit association task (Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998)
already tested the differential associations between primary and secondary emotions, on the one hand,
and ingroup and outgroup, on the other (Paladino, Leyens, Rodriguez, & Rodriguez, `Differential
associations of internally and externally referred emotions with ingroup and outgroup', in preparation,
1999). Indeed, if uniquely human characteristics are all necessary to be a human being, people should
more easily associate their ingroup (i.e. French or Spanish names depending on the study) with
secondary emotions, and an outgroup (i.e. North African names) with primary emotions (the
1
Before proposing the taxonomy of secondary and primary emotions, we will use the French terms sentiments and eÂmotions,
meaning uniquely human emotions and non-uniquely human emotions.
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compatible task), than the reverse (the incompatible task). In two experiments the emotions were all
positive; in a third, they were all negative. As expected, participants took signi®cantly more time for
the incompatible task than for the compatible one, and the size effects of the IAT indices were quite
large. Differential associations of secondary and primary emotions, however, are insuf®cient to test
precisely our thesis. Indeed, we would like to attribute the difference to the special link between the
ingroup and the secondary emotions, but the implicit association task (Greenwald et al., 1998) does
not yet allow to isolate the responsible factor.
If people attribute a lesser humanity to disliked outgroups than to their ingroup, they should also
spontaneously attribute more uniquely human characteristics to the ingroup than to an outgroup. It has
been previously shown that dominant groups tend to feel superior in intelligence and language than
dominated groups (e.g. Bourhis & Leyens, 1994; Crocker, Major, & Steele, 1998). There is no
available evidence that secondary emotions are speci®c to high-status or to low-status groups (Fiske,
Xu, Cuddy, & Glick, 1999; Glick & Fiske, 1999). Therefore, we hypothesize that members of both
high- and low-status groups will spontaneously attribute more secondary emotions to the ingroup than
to the outgroup. It should be noted that, because secondary emotions in general are considered
uniquely human characteristics, the greater attribution of secondary emotions to the ingroup should be
independent of the valence of these emotions (see Paladino et al., 1999). Stated otherwise, the
differential attribution of positive and negative secondary emotions to the ingroup and to the outgroup
re¯ects a lack of uniquely human characteristics in the outgroup.
No clear prediction can be made about primary emotions. Because this kind of emotion is not
uniquely human, it does not distinguish between the ingroup and the outgroup, and thus one could
expect no difference of attribution. However, because of the ingroup favoritism bias (e.g. Brewer &
Brown, 1998; Leyens et al., 1994), it may well be that the attribution of primary emotions will depend
on their valence and that more positive primary emotions will be attributed to the ingroup than to the
outgroup.

OVERVIEW OF THE STUDIES
In Study 1, members of high- and low-status groups received a list of items comprising exemplars of
positive primary and secondary emotions. Their task was to check the items that de®ned either their
group or the outgroup.
Study 2 replicated Study 1 with two major exceptions. Other positive primary and secondary
emotions were used for the sake of generalizability. Also, the list contained negative primary and
secondary emotions to verify that the differential attribution of secondary emotions was independent
of their valence.
No exemplars of emotions were provided in Study 3. Following a paradigm innovated by Krueger,
Rothbart, and Sriram (1989), participants had to calculate on-line the mean of numbers representing
the degree of calcium, of primary emotions, or of secondary emotions of the ingroup and of the
outgroup. Calcium served as a base-line because it was irrelevant for the participants.

STUDY 1
Students from the Canary Islands and from mainland Spain (Peninsula) participated in the experiment.
In general, Canarians resent the dominating role of Peninsulars and stereotype themselves as more
Copyright # 2001 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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likeable. Peninsulars, on the other hand, tend to look down on Canarians and view themselves as more
competent than Canarians. There is thus a con¯icting situation on the part of the lower-status group
(i.e. the Canarians) and some kind of outgroup derogation on the part of the higher-status group (i.e.
the Peninsulars). To preclude the criticism that Peninsulars were represented by only one region of the
country, we decided to test two different groups of Peninsulars ± Castillans from Madrid and Catalans
from Barcelona.
Each participant received a list comprising 16 stimuli: four positive secondary emotions, four
positive primary emotions, four traits linked to competence, and four traits linked to niceness (Fiske
et al., 1999; Glick & Fiske, 1999). Competence and niceness traits were treated as ®llers. The valence
of the stimulus words had been pre-tested and controlled. Participants had to select the words that were
necessary to de®ne a Canarian or a Spanish from the mainland (Peninsulars). This paradigm was
borrowed from Yzerbyt and Castano's (1999, unpublished manuscript) investigation of ingroup
overexclusion (Leyens & Yzerbyt, 1992; Yzerbyt, Leyens, & Bellour, 1995). In accordance with our
theory (Leyens et al., 2000), we expected that both groups would attribute more secondary emotions to
their ingroup than to the outgroup. No prediction was made concerning the attribution of primary
emotions.
Competence and niceness were included as ®ller traits to prevent an exclusive focus on emotional
terms and to provide material to test Fiske et al.'s (1999) taxonomy. However, their analyses will not
be reported in the present paper in order not to distract the attention from our main purpose.

Method
Participants
Seventy-two students at the University of La Laguna in Tenerife, 90 students at the Computense
University of Madrid, and 99 students at the Autonoma University of Barcelona took part in the study
as part of an exercise during their classes.
Procedure
Each student received a small booklet that listed a series of 16 words in random order. Four were
secondary emotions2 (nostalgia, nostalgia; compasioÂn, compassion; orgullo, pride; and arrepentimiento, remorse). Four were primary emotions (coraje, courage; asombro, astonishment/fear;
exaltacioÂn, exaltation; and sorpresa, surprise). Pre-tests with 10-point scales were run so that there
would be no difference of valence between the primary and secondary emotions. Secondary emotions
(M  6.81) were not signi®cantly different from primary ones (M  6.48), t(15)  0.88, ns. The eight
other words were ®llers, related to competence and niceness. Their valence was also controlled so that
there would be no difference between the niceness and competence traits. Half of the participants in
each university had to select from the list of words those that they considered typical characteristics of
2
The selection of primary and secondary emotions was based on both the emotions' valence and the prototypicality of their
categories. Thus, the emotions that were selected were not the most prototypical ones, but it was done in a way to neutralize
valence. Indeed, a difference in valence might have been interpreted as a positivity bias rather than as a differential attribution of
emotion. Because it is not always easy to ®nd a translation that induces the same meaning as in the original language, here are
synonyms and de®nitions, that can be found in a Spanish dictionary for the words that cannot be exactly translated into English.
In Spanish, coraje is associated to an impulsive decision, to anger and irritation. ExaltacioÂn is the fact of being overcome
by passion.
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a member of the ingroup (Canary Islands, Madrid or Barcelona). The other participants ®lled out the
same list for the outgroup (mainland or Canary Islands). Participants were encouraged to choose the
traits sparingly.
Results
Number of Primary and Secondary Emotions
A 2(participants: low-status Canarians versus high-status Peninsulars)2(target: ingroup versus
outgroup)2(emotions: primary versus secondary) ANOVA with the ®rst two factors as betweenparticipants variables and the last as a within-participant variable was conducted on the number of
primary and secondary emotions selected by the participants. This number could vary between 0 and 4.
The only signi®cant main effect concerned the type of emotions, F(1, 257)  21.16, p<0.001.
Secondary emotions (M  1.39) were selected more often than primary ones (M  1.01). The
interaction of importance for our purpose involved targets and emotions, and it was signi®cant,
F(1, 257)  10.36, p<0.001. (see Figure 1). As expected, both Canarians and Peninsulars selected
more secondary emotions for themselves (M  1.52) than for the outgroup (M  1.25),
F(1, 259)  4.05, p<0.05. While we had no expectation concerning primary emotions, Canarians
and Peninsulars attributed more primary emotions to the outgroup (M  1.14) than to the ingroup
(M  0.89), F(1, 259)  4.83, p<0.05.
The interaction between participants and emotions was also signi®cant, F(1, 257)  4.89, p<0.05.
For unknown reasons, Peninsulars selected more primary emotions (M  1.08) than did Canarians
(M  0.94) who selected more secondary emotions (M  1.50) than Peninsulars (M  1.28).
The correlations between secondary and primary emotions attributed to the ingroup, r(128)  0.02,
and to the outgroup, r(133)  0.01, were not signi®cant.

Figure 1.

Mean number of primary and secondary emotions attributed to the ingroup and to the outgroup. Study 1
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Discussion
The present data strongly support our hypotheses. In line with our essentialist approach (Leyens et al.,
2000), both Canarians and Peninsulars selected more secondary emotions for their ingroup than for the
outgroup, or fewer secondary emotions for the outgroup than for their ingroup. Although unexpected,
primary emotions were attributed more often to the outgroup than to the ingroup; we have no
explanation for this ®nding. The higher number of primary emotions attributed to the outgroup than to
the ingroup cannot explain the smaller amount of secondary emotions given to the outgroup. Indeed,
there was no correlation in the attribution of these two types of emotions.
All the stimuli used in this experiment were positive. If the attribution of secondary emotions to the
ingroup re¯ected a mere positivity effect, it would lose its interest and originality. Could the same
results be obtained in the presence of negative stimuli, notwithstanding an ingroup favoritism bias? In
particular, would people also select more negative secondary emotions for their ingroup than for the
outgroup? A positive answer to these questions would get rid of a simple positivity bias in the case of
secondary emotions. It would also be in agreement with our thesis (Leyens et al., 2000) that secondary
emotions are uniquely human characteristics and thus are attributed more to the ingroup independent
of their valence.

STUDY 2
Study 2 replicated Study 1 with a few exceptions. This time, the high-status Peninsulars were no
longer from Castilla or Cataluna but from Andalucia, or more precisely from Granada. Negative
stimuli were also added. For the sake of generalizability, the positive primary and secondary emotions
used in Study 2 were different from the ones in Study 1. We hypothesized that people would attribute
more positive and negative secondary emotions to their ingroup than to the outgroup. In other words,
humanity does not restrict itself to positive secondary emotions but also includes negative ones. If
veri®ed, such ®nding would complement our earlier work on differential associations of primary and
secondary emotions (Paladino et al., 1999); indeed, the differential associations occurred for both
positive and negative emotions.
Method
Eighty-seven students from the University of La Laguna and 92 students from the University of
Granada took part in the experiment. The procedure was exactly that of Study 1, only the stimuli
differed. All the items were pre-tested for valence using a 10-point scale (1  negative and
10  positive).
The valence of positive secondary emotions3 (felicidad, felicity; deleite, delectation; and disfrute,
enjoyment) (M  8.41) and of positive primary emotions (alegrõÂa, joy; placer, pleasure; and pasioÂn,
passion) (M  8.28) was equal, t(19)  0.60, ns. The same was true for negative secondary emotions
(melancolõÂa, melancholia; resignacioÂn, resignation; and desemparo, disarray) (M  3.86) and for
negative primary emotions (aversioÂn, aversion; coÂlera, anger; and irritacioÂn, irritation) (M  3.55),
t(19)  0.79, ns. The negative stimuli were rated more negatively than the positive ones: Ms  3.55
3
See footnote 2. Disfrute is the act of perceiving and enjoying the products and utilities of an object. AlegrõÂa is the satisfaction of
the mind that tends to manifest itself with external signs; it is the state of the person who has abused drinks or other liquors.
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versus 8.28, t(21)  15.42, p<0.001 for primary emotions; Ms  3.86 versus 8.41, t(21)  14.16,
p<0.001 for secondary emotions.
The other words were ®llers related to competence and niceness. As in Study 1, their valence was
controlled. There was no signi®cant difference between either positive or negative ®llers.
Results
A 2(participants: low-status Canarians versus high-status Peninsulars)2(target: ingroup versus
outgroup)2(valence: positive versus negative)2(emotions: primary versus secondary) ANOVA
with the ®rst two variables as between-participants factors and the last two as within-participant ones
led to a highly signi®cant interaction between target and emotion, F(1, 175)  17.97, p<0.001. We
therefore calculated separate ANOVAs for the number of secondary and primary emotions. This
number could vary from 0 to 3.
Number of Secondary Emotions
The main effect of importance for our purpose was signi®cant. More secondary emotions were
attributed to the ingroup (M  1.34) than to the outgroup (M  0.88), F(1, 175)  39.19, p<0.001.
This effect was not quali®ed by any interaction. As can be seen from Figure 2, the attribution to the
ingroup and the outgroup was not quali®ed by an interaction involving valence. The main effect of
valence was also signi®cant. More positive secondary emotions (M  1.48) were selected than
negative ones (M  0.76), F(1, 175)  80.72, p<0.001. This latter effect is quali®ed by a signi®cant
interaction between participants and valence, F(1, 175)  80.90, p<0.001. Whereas Canarian students
selected an equal number of positive and negative secondary emotions (Ms  0.95), Peninsular

Figure 2. Mean number of positive and negative secondary and primary emotions attributed to the ingroup and
to the outgroup. Study 2
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students selected many more positive (M  2.01) than negative (M  0.57) secondary emotions.
Finally, there was also a signi®cant main effect of participants. Peninsulars (M  1.29) selected more
secondary emotions than did Canarian students (M  0.95), F(1, 175)  20.69, p<0.001.
Number of Primary Emotions
Unlike the case for secondary emotions, for primary emotions there was no effect for group. Primary
emotions were equally attributed to the ingroup (M  1.08) and to the outgroup (M  1.07), F(1,
175)<1, p. ns. The effect of valence was signi®cant, F(1, 175)  206.32, p<0.001. More positive
(M  1.68) than negative primary emotions (M  0.48) were selected by the participants (see Figure 3).
There was also a signi®cant interaction between valence and participants, F(1, 175)  34.84, p<0.001.
Although both Canarians and Peninsulars selected more positive than negative primary emotions, the
effect was greater for Peninsulars (Ms  2.15 versus 0.49) than for Canarians (Ms  1.18 versus 0.48).
Finally, there was also a signi®cant second-order interaction which is of no importance for our
purpose, F(1, 175)  33.60, p<0.001. It simply means that the previous interaction between valence
and participants was due to the primary emotions selected for the outgroup.
Correlations
Whereas there was no signi®cant correlation between the number of primary and secondary emotions
attributed to the ingroup, r(87)  0.10, ns, the correlation was signi®cantly positive for the outgroup,
r(92)  0.25, p<0.02.
Discussion
The material of this experiment was very well controlled so that, within each category of stimuli, the
positive ones were rated signi®cantly more positive than the negative ones. We also made sure that
the valence, positive or negative, did not differ between the different categories of stimuli. Also, the
positive primary and secondary emotions differed from those used in Study 1.
The originality of the present experiment was the inclusion of negative emotions in the list provided
to the participants. It was especially important for our perspective that participants selected both more
positive and negative secondary emotions for their ingroup than for the outgroup. The hypothesis was
strongly supported. Signi®cantly more positive and negative secondary emotions were attributed to the
ingroup than to the outgroup, irrespective of the origin of the participants. It was not the case of
primary emotions, which were distributed equally between the ingroup and the outgroup.
It should be noted that the greater selection of negative secondary emotions to the ingroup than to
the outgroup is not contradictory with an ingroup favoritism bias. Both phenomena may co-exist as it
is the case in this experiment. Indeed, overall, participants attributed more positive emotions to the
ingroup than to the outgroup (see Figure 2).
The data also show a positivity bias (Peeters, 1971; Peeters & Czapinski, 1990). Indeed, more
positive primary and secondary emotions than negative primary and secondary ones were attributed to
both the ingroup and the outgroup. This positivity bias is especially due to the Peninsular sample.
Compared to the Canarians, Peninsular participants not only selected more primary and secondary
emotions, but they also selected more positive ones. We have no explanation for this result.
Although the results for the ®ller items of this experiment and of Study 1 were not reported, the
participants obeyed Fiske et al.'s (1999) taxonomy. The high-status groups saw themselves and were
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seen as competent but not nice. The low-status Canarians saw themselves and were seen as
incompetent but nice.
To conclude, this second study supports our main hypothesis that people view both negative and
positive secondary emotions as characteristics that de®ne more their ingroup than a disliked outgroup.
STUDY 3
In the two preceding studies, participants received positive (Study 1) or positive and negative (Study 2)
exemplars of primary and secondary emotions that they were free to allocate to the ingroup and the
outgroup. To generalize the main ®nding, that is, the greater attribution of secondary emotions to the
ingroup compared to the outgroup, we opted for another paradigm, which does not involve exemplars
of speci®c valence.
This other paradigm was borrowed from Krueger et al. (1989) who used it to investigate category
accentuation effects. In Krueger et al.'s (1989) studies, participants had to periodically estimate the
cumulative means of each of two sets of numbers. During phase 1, the means of the two sets were
mathematically stable. During phase 2, the mean of one set, that is, the focal mean, was modi®ed and
the mean of the other set, the contextual mean, remained unchanged. It is the focal mean that is of
interest. Indeed, participants are relatively good at calculating the contextual mean whereas they tend
to err for the focal one. We were interested to see whether the errors would support our hypothesis.
Krueger et al. (1989; Krueger & Rothbart, 1990) ran only conditions in which the categories were
not personally relevant or involving for the participants. In the present study, the two sets of numbers
were given a meaning which had personal relevance to the participants and which was involving or
not. The numbers pertained to the ingroup and to the outgroup, a variable of personal relevance, and
they represented the degree of calcium, of primary emotions, or of secondary emotions of each group.
According to our theory (Leyens et al., 2000) and the combined results of Studies 1 and 2, the
estimates for secondary emotions should vary as a function of the group. The estimated mean should
be greater for secondary emotions belonging to the ingroup than for those possessed by the outgroup.
Because there is no theoretical reason to attribute different levels of primary emotions to either group,
we expected that the estimates for the primary emotions would not differ as a function of the group.
Because more primary emotions were attributed to the outgroup than to the ingroup in Study 1, we
wanted to reinforce the status of the base-line. Calcium was selected to this effect; indeed, one does not
imagine the reason why people would estimate that their group possesses more, or less, calcium than
an outgroup.
Method
Participants
One hundred and seventy-six students of the University of La Laguna took part in the experiment for
partial course credit.
Procedure
The experiment was conducted in individual sessions that lasted about 50 minutes each. The
experimenter presented the study as concerned with the estimation of averages of sequences of
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numbers. She informed the participants that the task was dif®cult but could be facilitated when people
knew the meaning of the numbers. She told the participants that the numbers were based on the scores
obtained by different persons who had responded to a questionnaire. According to the conditions,
participants were told that the questionnaire dealt with calcium, primary, or secondary emotions. The
experimenter explained that they would ®rst have to answer such a questionnaire in order to become
familiarized with the concept. In the calcium conditions, participants had to tell the extent to which
they used to eat different kinds of food. In the other conditions, the participants had to tell the extent to
which they usually felt various positive and negative primary and secondary emotions. After all
participants had responded to the questionnaire corresponding to their experimental condition, the
experimenter informed them that they would see two categories of numbers. Numbers corresponded
to the degree of calcium (or secondary emotion ± sentimiento in Spanish, or primary emotion ±
emocioÂn in Spanish) obtained by individuals coming from either the Canary Islands (ingroup) or from
the Peninsula (outgroup). To differentiate the two groups, the numbers pertaining to each group were
de®ned by their type of font.
Ninety-six four-digit (two decimals) numbers, comprising 12 blocks of 8 numbers, were presented
on personal computers for 2 seconds each. Within each block there were four numbers representing the
Canarians and four representing the Peninsulars; the eight numbers were presented in random order.
Participants had to type in each number and a letter identifying the category in order to maintain their
vigilance. After each block, participants estimated the mean of each category. Participants worked at
their own pace but were encouraged to type the numbers, letters, and estimates as quickly as possible.
Each time they made an estimation, participants were instructed to consider all the numbers they
had seen up to that point. Hence the task increased in dif®culty as the experiment progressed. After the
®rst block, a total of four numbers had been presented for each group (Canarians and Peninsulars);
after the second block, the total was eight numbers for each group, and by the end of the experiment,
the total was 48 for each group.
Stimulus Material
Blocks 1 to 6 represented the stable-category phase 1. The two distributions of 24 numbers in each
category were constructed to have a mean difference of 3.60 (i.e. 13.75 versus 17.35). Both distributions
were unimodal, symmetrical and had a standard deviation of 1.11. The two distributions bordered each
other without overlap. The ingroup was either inferior (i.e. 13.75) or superior (i.e. 17.35) to the outgroup.
Blocks 7 to 12 represented the modi®ed-category phase 2. For one of the categories, the same 24
numbers as in phase 1 were presented in a different random order. For the other category, 16 out of the
24 numbers were increased so that the ®nal mean was 1.20 higher than in phase 1 (i.e. 14.95 versus
18.55). Because Krueger et al. (1989) found more `errors', that is, accentuation in their case, when the
mean difference between the two sets is enhanced rather than reduced, and for the sake of simplicity,
we ran only the conditions in which the mean of one of the two sets is increased during phase 2.
Participants were not informed about the difference between the two phases. For half of the
participants, the ingroup was represented by the category that changed across the two phases. For
the remaining participants, it was the outgroup that changed. Stated otherwise, the ingroup (outgroup)
focal mean became either 14.95 or 18.55 during phase 2, depending on its mean during phase 1.
Results
Only the estimates for the focal mean were taken into account in the analyses for the reason explained
above. We ®rst calculated a 2(phases: 1 versus 2)2(target: ingroup versus outgroup)2(initial
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position: 13.75 versus 17.35)3(stimuli: calcium versus primary emotions versus secondary emotions) ANOVA with the ®rst variable as within-participant factor and with the latter three as betweenparticipants factors. The only two signi®cant main effects are trivial. Unsurprisingly, the estimates
are higher when, by construction, the initial position is 3.60 points higher than the other,
F(1, 164)  439.09, p<0.001. Also, the estimates for phase 2 are higher than during phase 1 because
the focal mean has been increased by 1.20, F(1, 164)  338.70, p<0.001. More interesting for our
purpose is the signi®cant interaction involving phases, target, and stimuli, F(2, 164)  5.39, p<0.005.
No other interaction was signi®cant.
We then calculated separate 2(phases: 1 versus 2)2(initial position: 13.75 versus 17.35)3
(stimuli: calcium versus primary emotions versus secondary emotions) ANOVAs for the ingroup
and the outgroup (see Figure 3). Except for the trivial effects of phase and initial position, no
other effect was signi®cant as far as the ingroup was concerned. The picture was different for the
outgroup. Besides the effects for phase and initial position, the interaction between phase and stimuli
was signi®cant, F(2, 79)  4.69, p<0.012. The estimates for the three stimuli increased, but, as
expected, those for the secondary emotions increased least from the ®rst phase (M  15.00) to the
second (M  15.95), F(1, 82)  3.75, p<0.05 (Ms  14.28 versus 16.28, and 14.49 versus 16.30,
F(1, 82)  7.33, p<0.001, and F(1, 82)  7.38, p<0.001 for phases 1 and 2 of primary emotions and
calcium, respectively).
We also veri®ed that nothing had happened during phase 1 since the focal mean had not changed
during this time (see Figure 3). A 2(target: ingroup versus outgroup)2(initial position: 13.75 versus
17.35)3(stimuli: calcium versus primary emotions versus secondary emotions) ANOVA showed the
trivial main effect of initial position, F(1, 164)  373.91, p<0.001. The only other signi®cant effect
concerned the target, F(1, 164)  5.08, p<0.03. In general, estimates were higher for Peninsulars
(M  14.60) than for Canarians (M  14.35). We have no explanation for this effect. Importantly, no
signi®cant effects involved the stimuli.

Figure 3. Mean estimations of secondary emotions, primary emotions and calcium for the ingroup and the
outgroup. Study 3
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Discussion
Using another paradigm that did not involve exemplars of primary and secondary emotions, the
present results support those obtained in Studies 1 and 2 but give them a special interpretation.
Participants in Study 3 estimated on-line the means of calcium, primary, or secondary emotions of
their ingroup and of a threatening outgroup (Krueger et al., 1989). When the focal mean was increased
during the second part of the experiment, the change of estimates for secondary emotions in the
outgroup was smaller than for primary emotions and calcium. This difference seems to indicate a
reluctance to give secondary emotions to the outgroup. In Studies 1 and 2, the ingroup received more
secondary emotions than the outgroup. According to the results of Study 3, it would be more precise to
state that fewer secondary emotions were attributed to the outgroup than to the ingroup. This
interpretation is completely in line with the hypothesis of outgroups characterized by a lesser, or
incomplete, human essence.

GENERAL DISCUSSION
The social psychological literature is replete with illustrations of ingroup favoritism biases
(for reviews see Brewer & Brown, 1998; Leyens et al., 1994). Some investigators have proposed
that people are fundamentally prejudiced even when they do not explicitly reveal their biases
against an outgroup. At the theoretical level, different forms of modern racism (for a review, see
Eberhardt & Fiske, 1998) have been proposed. At the methodological level, implicit measures
(Greenwald & Banaji, 1995) have contributed to the debate by verifying that discrimination and
prejudice can take place without people's awareness (for a review, see Dovidio, Kawakami, & Beach,
in press).
Essentialism and Secondary Emotions
The present paper adds to this literature by adopting a somewhat different theoretical perspective.
Groups form social categories to which people tend to attribute an essence (Corneille & Leyens, 1994;
Hirschfeld, 1996; Rothbart & Taylor, 1992) as they do for natural categories (Medin, 1989). The
different essences associated with different groups are supposed to explain why these groups differ.
According to an essentialist view, prejudiced individuals explain by a speci®c essence (genetic,
cultural, etc.) such negative stereotypes as laziness, aggressiveness, and lack of intelligence among, for
instance, African-Americans or North Africans. Given that individuals are prone to ingroup favoritism, and because people are more concerned with their own group than with outgroups (e.g. Yzerbyt,
Castano, Leyens, & Paladino, 2001; Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993), it follows
that people attribute `the' human essence to their own group. Consequently, other groups can only
receive an incomplete human essence. Indeed, attributing to one's group the human essence and an
infra-human essence to other groups reveals an ingroup-favoritism phenomenon that, impermeably,
protects the ingroup from `impurities'.
Leyens et al. (2000) proposed that the human essence coincides with the uniquely human
characteristics. Such characteristics include reasoning, language, and sentiment. The present paper
focused on the latter feature. Compared to eÂmotions that correspond to primary emotions common to
both humans and animals, sentiments are close to secondary emotions. We hypothesized and tested the
idea that ingroup members attribute more secondary emotions to the ingroup than to the outgroup. The
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results of the ®rst two studies clearly supported the hypothesis. In Study 1, members of both a low- and a
high-status group selected more secondary emotions for their group than for the outgroup. In Study 2,
members of both a low- and a high-status group selected more positive and negative secondary
emotions for their ingroup. Study 3 allowed clarifying the meaning of this difference. Indeed, the results
of Study 3 seemed to indicate that people deny the possibility of others having secondary emotions.
This interpretation is particularly intriguing and raises the question of the conditions leading to
infra-humanization. Indeed, the above results do not mean that people will always attribute fewer
secondary emotions to an outgroup than to an ingroup. First, it may be dif®cult to deny secondary
emotions to certain groups (e.g. women). Second, attributing an essence to groups is no more a
necessity than being prejudiced against them. To the same extent that groups do not always show
ingroup favoritism (e.g. Brown, 1995), they do not ineluctably attribute different essences to various
groups. On the other hand, con¯ict may not be a necessary condition for infra-humanization. Con¯ict
was present in the groups involved in the present three studies, but one may imagine that people will
sometimes infra-humanize far-away and unknown groups (e.g. Maoris) with whom they have no
relationship. One plausible hypothesis is that people need to identify with their ingroup, and that the
comparison with the outgroup has implication for this identi®cation, for infra-humanization to occur.
Obviously, further research is needed to clarify such points (for similar views at the individual level,
see Goldenberg, Pyszczinski, Greenberg, & Solomon, 2000).
The perspective adopted in this paper is somewhat similar to the moral exclusion approach
(Opotow, 1990; Staub, 1987) except that it does not involve extreme behaviors. Bar-Tal (1989)
discussed the notion of delegitimization. According to Bar-Tal, `Delegitimization is de®ned as
categorization of groups into extreme negative social categories which are excluded from human
groups that are considered as acting within the limits of acceptable norms and/or values' (p. 170).
Along the same lines, Schwartz and Struch (1989) speak of the `perceived humanity of the outgroup'.
For them, outgroupers `are assumed to share our humanity to a lesser degree' (p. 154), and this lesser
humanity should be re¯ected in the perception of different hierarchies of values. Indeed, Struch and
Schwartz (1989) showed that perceived value dissimilarity mediated aggression towards an outgroup.
Also, values such as equality, helpfulness, and honesty typically differentiate the ingroup from an
outgroup (Schwartz & Struch, 1989) and correlate with the willingness for outgroup contacts (Sagiv &
Schwartz, 1995). Although values were never mentioned as uniquely human characteristics by our
participants, they probably constitute part of the human essence. This point raises another question:
Why are secondary emotions considered uniquely human? Are they, like values, mere signs of
re®nement or sophistication acquired through learning? In the present set of studies, low-status groups
considered that they possessed more secondary emotions than high-status ones whose higher
competence was recognized. These results do not favor an explanation in terms of sophistication
but the question is certainly not solved and deserves further clari®cation.
Emotions and Intergroup Relations
Emotions in intergroup relations have a long history (Guglielmi, 1999). At ®rst, researchers limited
themselves to measuring arousal as a reaction to encounters with strangers (Guglielmi, 1999). They
then developed dynamic models taking into account anxiety (e.g. Stephan & Stephan, 1985). Dijker
(1987) innovated by investigating which emotions were elicited by speci®c groups. More recently,
Smith (1993, 1999) has also pointed to the emotional side of prejudice which produces group-based
emotions. While the present approach certainly agrees with an emotional view of prejudice, it
also insists on the role played by emotions to differentiate between groups. It assumes that some
emotions, that is, secondary emotions, are uniquely human. These uniquely human emotions are part of
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the human essence that groups attribute to themselves and tend to deny to outgroups. As such, uniquely
human emotions are not restricted to high-status groups in the society (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Sidanius &
Pratto, 1999). Their attribution does not depend on structural factors in the society, but on prejudice.
The latter remarks have important theoretical and practical implications. Traditionally, discrimination was studied from the point of view of the members pertaining to dominant groups (see Devine &
Vasquez, 1998, for a similar argument). Such perspective has contributed to enclose minority members
in the role of victims whose voice was not even listened to. An increasing number of scholars (e.g.
Swim & Stangor, 1998), however, are turning their attention towards this other part of humankind. It
results from their observations that minority members are often less shy than majority members in
derogating disliked outgroups. For instance, Sidanius and Pratto (1999) showed that young African
Americans discriminated 150% more in favor of their ingroup than young European Americans did.
Judd, Park, Ryan, Brauer, and Kraus (1995) also found more negative stereotypes held by young
African Americans towards European Americans than the reverse. Because stereotypes usually vary
on the dimensions of competence and likeability (Fiske et al., 1999), they are linked to the existing
societal structure and relationship between the groups. For these reasons, they may be dif®cult to
change (Devine & Elliott, 1995). Emotions, on the contrary, are more ¯exible.
This ¯exibility in the hands of both dominant and dominated groups may be a source of optimism as
well as of pessimism. It is a source of optimism because a primary emotion (e.g. surprise) may quickly
transform itself into a secondary emotion (e.g. astonishment). It is a source of pessimism because both
parties may easily deny one another the existence of secondary emotions. In the case of such denial,
one is very close to the `moral exclusion' (Opotow, 1990) or `delegitimization' (Bar-Tal, 1989) that
justi®es human-made disasters (Staub, 1989).
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