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DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Abstract

Despite equal rights, minority groups such as ethnic minorities, LGBTQ+ people, and
people with mental or physical disabilities face discrimination on a day-to-day basis in subtle and
hard to recognize forms. As discrimination slips beneath the surface, it becomes difficult to fight
the stigma using collective social identity coping mechanisms. Instead, individual mobility
responses such as distancing the self from the stigmatized identity (‘self-group distancing’)
become more viable as a way to improve one’s individual standing. In this overview of the state
of the art, we take a social identity lens to reflect on the current empirical knowledge base on
self-group distancing as a coping mechanism and provide a framework on what self-group
distancing is; when, where and why self-group distancing likely occurs; and what its
consequences are at the individual- and the collective level. The contributions in this special issue
provide novel insights into how these processes unfold, and serve as a basis to set a future
research agenda, for example on what can be done to prevent self-group distancing (i.e.,
interventions). Together, the insights highlight that while self-group distancing may seem
effective to (strategically and temporarily) alleviate discomfort or to improve one’s own position,
on a broader collective level and over time self-group distancing tends to keep the current

unequal social hierarchy in place.
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Distancing From a Stigmatized Social Identity:
State of the Art and Future Research Agenda on Self-group Distancing

While in modern-day society blatant forms of bias and discrimination continue to flare up,
many individuals face discrimination on the basis of their group membership in more subtle and
harder to recognize forms (Ellemers & Baretto, 2015). For example, despite equal labour market
participation, women and men face stigma and stereotyping in occupations traditionally
dominated by the other gender (Croft et al., 2015; Meeussen et al., 2020). Also, despite formal
laws to ensure equal rights, ethnic minorities, LGBTQ+ people, and people with physical or
mental disabilities face stigma in many areas of their day-to-day lives (Hebl et al., 2002; Wilson-
Kovacs et al., 2008). As such, social inequality is increasingly perpetuated also through more
informal and intangible cues (Emerson & Murphy, 2014).

When discrimination slips beneath the surface, it often leaves individuals unsure as to
whether the discriminatory experience actually occurred, and whether it should actually be
attributed to one’s group membership (“is it just me, or is it the fact that [ am a woman?”’). This
difficulty to claim that group-based discrimination occurred makes it harder for individuals to
engage in collective coping strategies to improve the position of their stigmatized ingroup, such
as collective action or protest (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Instead, individual mobility coping
responses become more likely (Ellemers & Van Laar, 2010; Van Laar et al., 2019). One such
individual mobility response is self-group distancing, where members of low-status groups seek
to improve their personal situation by distancing from their stigmatized ingroup and by moving
closer to the high-status outgroup. For example, think about a female CEO who presents herself
as "tough" and denies that gender discrimination exists in her company (i.e., the "Queen Bee";
Derks, Ellemers & Van Laar, 2016), the African-American job applicant who conceals racial
background information to "Whiten" their resume (Kang et al., 2016), or the gay employee who

hides his homosexuality and uncomfortably joins in laughter when colleagues make a
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homophobic joke (Cramwinckel et al., 2018). While these self-group distancing coping strategies
may seem effective to (temporarily) alleviate discomfort or to improve stigmatized group
members’ status position on an individual level, on a broader societal level, and over time, self-
group distancing responses do not challenge the status quo in current social inequalities and tend
to keep the social hierarchy in place (Branscombe & Ellemers, 1998; Faniko et al., 2017).

Why this special issue?

With this special issue, we aim to provide the state of the art on self-group distancing
research, including its latest contributions. We reflect on current empirical knowledge about
when, where, and why self-group distancing occurs and what its consequences are, at an
individual level, but also for groups, organizations, and societies at large. Based on this, we
signal knowledge gaps in current literature and set a future research agenda. We use the social
identity approach as the theoretical lens through which we understand and define the scope of this
state of the art on self-group distancing (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987). The core
premise of this approach is that people's self-understanding, self-esteem, and behaviour is
fundamentally intertwined with the social groups to which they belong. The social identities that
people derive from their group memberships have important consequences for how they view and
feel about themselves, and also how they are viewed and evaluated by others. If social identities
provide positive resources for group members, this positively reflects on individual self-esteem
and well-being (Jetten et al., 2017). However, if social identities are stigmatized, devalued, or
threatened this can have negative consequences for individual members. In the latter case, self-
group distancing, by dissociating oneself from the stigmatized ingroup, is one of the ways in
which individuals can protect or restore their self-esteem and create a better position for
themselves.

Over the past 20 to 30 years, there has been a growing body of social psychological

research taking a social identity lens to understand self-group distancing as a way of dealing with
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disadvantage (Figure 1). For example, disidentification with a group (Becker & Tausch, 2014),
hiding or concealing stigmatized identities (Barreto et al., 2006; Goh et al., 2019; Mackey et al.,
2020; Newheiser & Barreto, 2014; Quinn et al., 2017), and ‘Queen Bee’ responses (Derks et al.,
2016) all fall under the umbrella term of self-group distancing.

[FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE]

From the increase in the yearly absolute number of journal articles on self-group
distancing displayed in Figure 1, it seems that research on self-group distancing is thriving. At the
same time, it seems that because of the many manifestations of self-group distancing, and the
diverse ways in which it is discussed, it is time to take stock and provide a state of the art on what
we know and what still needs to be understood about self-group distancing. In this editorial, we
reflect on the empirical knowledge base on self-group distancing from the past 20 to 30 years,
and combine the latest insights. To provide structure for this effort, we rely on an Input-Process-
Output (IPO) model to discuss six key parameters to understand self-group distancing (Figure 2).
In line with our social identity approach, the IPO model emphasizes the need to understand
individuals’ self-group distancing responses in direct relation to the social systems they inhabit
(Ilgen et al., 2005).

The six key parameters we focus on are Manifestations (in what forms self-group
distancing manifests), Explanations (why people engage in self-group distancing), Contexts
(where and when self-group distancing is likely to occur), Consequences (the beneficial or
detrimental consequences of self-group distancing), Interventions (what can be done to intervene
in self-group distancing processes), and Alternatives (what other social identity strategies can be
used instead to deal with stigma). Based on this model, we discuss the existing literature and the
latest empirical contributions on self-group distancing as showcased in this special issue. Table 1
presents an overview of the eight empirical contributions to this special issue, each addressing

two or more key parameters in the model on self-group distancing (and, naturally, all addressing
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its manifestation). Moreover, for each paper the key message and a short methodological
overview is provided.

[FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE]
Manifestations and Explanations: What is self-group distancing and why does it occur?

Self-group distancing can be defined as an individual mobility response whereby group
members dissociate from their stigmatized ingroup, to avoid the negative experience of being
stigmatized, to reap benefits from being less associated with the ingroup, or to better fit in with a
high-status outgroup. For example, self-group distancing takes place when a Muslim woman at a
job interview does not wear the headscarf that she usually wears to avoid being discriminated
against in the hiring process, or when a 50-year old actor uses Botox and fillers to appear more
youthful and to ensure he is still considered for roles. In an earlier review, Derks, Van Laar, and
Ellemers (2016) divided the self-group distancing response into three components; (1) distancing
oneself physically or psychologically from ingroup members (e.g., when homosexual men avoid
contact with homosexual colleagues or emphasize that they are very different from other
homosexuals), (2) presenting oneself as more like the high-status outgroup (e.g., when middle-
aged people emphasize their youthfulness in order to pass as younger), and (3) by endorsing and
legitimizing the current intergroup hierarchy (e.g., when women endorse stereotypes about other
women’s lack of ambition and communicate that most women just need to work harder).

An important reason why people engage in self-group distancing is because the
(anticipated) experience of being a target of social devaluation or negative stereotypes poses a
stressful social identity threat to core social motivations that govern human behaviour (Fiske,
2014; Major & Schmader, 2017). Specifically, experiencing that one’s social identity is devalued
or negatively stereotyped threatens the fundamental need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995),
the need for positive self-esteem (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), and one’s sense of self-efficacy (Steele

et al., 2002). Indeed, recent studies show that when people experience that their ingroup is
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devalued or negatively stereotyped (i.e., social identity threat), they become more concerned
about whether they are competent enough and whether they fit in (Barreto, 2014; Hall et al.,
2015; Veldman et al., 2020). These motives can drive individuals to self-group distance with the
goal of increasing fit with a high-status outgroup, protecting their sense of efficacy and
competence in the domain, and more generally avoiding the negative experience of being
stigmatized. The extent to which individuals think that self-group distancing will reach these
goals likely influences whether they indeed show self-group distancing responses (see appraisal
theory of stress and coping; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Thus, rather than passively undergoing
the devaluation of one's ingroup, members of stigmatized groups are quite resilient and actively
cope with stigma (Barreto, 2014; Van Laar et al., 2010; Van Laar et al., 2019).

Work on self-group distancing conducted within the social identity framework (Tajfel &
Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987) demonstrated that self-group distancing is not a general
consequence of inherent personality or group characteristics of disadvantaged group members,
but rather a situational predicament; a response that is triggered by cues or contexts where one's
group membership is devalued, negatively stereotyped, or threatened in some way (Derks et al.,
2016; Derks, Van Laar, et al., 2011; Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Faniko et al., 2016; Veldman et
al., 2020). Because the investigation of self-group distancing in social psychological literature
largely originated in relation to gender and gender discrimination at work (also called the Queen
Bee phenomenon; Ellemers et al., 2004), the knowledge base on self-group distancing is most
extensive with regard to women in leadership (Derks, Van Laar, et al., 2011; Derks, Ellemers, et
al., 2011; Faniko et al., in press). This has led some researchers to argue that self-group
distancing is a generic tendency among women to be more conflictious and competitive with
each other than men are, supposedly causing women to not allow each other to be successful, or
to question that self-group distancing exists in the first place (Arvate et al., 2018; Sheppard &

Aquino, 2013, 2017). Yet, mounting empirical evidence dismisses this ‘gendered’ argument and
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supports self-group distancing as a situational response to deal with threats to social identity
among any type of low-status group.

First, not all women display Queen Bee responses and women who do, do not do so in all
situations. Specifically, Queen Bee responses typically only occur in situations where women
work in a highly male-dominated work culture, for example when women report having
experienced gender bias in their career, or when they recall instances of gender discrimination in
their careers (Derks et al., 2016; Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Derks, Van Laar, et al., 2011).
Second, counteracting the "women as more competitive with one another" argument, women in
senior leadership positions have been shown to display Queen Bee behaviours towards junior
women, but not towards fellow senior women who are in fact their direct competition (Faniko et
al., 2016). Also counteracting this "women as more competitive with one another" argument is
the finding that not only women, but also men in senior positions rated their own masculinity as
higher than that of same-gender junior colleagues (coined the ‘Alpha Male response’ among men;
Faniko et al., 2016). Third, recent research on self-group distancing responses — including
contributions to this special issue — has increasingly shown self-group distancing responses in
other social categories than gender, such as in a number of ethnic minorities (e.g., Hindustani
workers in the Netherlands [Derks et al., 2015], Moroccan and Turkish-origin youth in Belgium
[Kende et al., 2020], Asian-Americans [Kirby et al., 2020, this issue], Black Americans
[Bourguignon et al., 2020, this issue]), older age groups (Giasson et al., 2020, this issue),
LGBTQ+ people (Bourguignon et al., 2020, this issue; Pasek et al., 2017), and disabled and
overweight groups (Essien et al., 2020, this issue). The fact that self-group distancing responses
are found in other groups than women is key to our understanding of this phenomenon as a
broader social-psychological phenomenon that can occur with any stigmatized social identity as a
response to social inequality, and not as an isolated phenomenon relevant for specific groups (i.e.,

women) only.
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One key factor that has been firmly established to determine who is likely to engage in
self-group distancing is lower ingroup identification. Among women as well as other low-status
groups, self-group distancing responses tend to be observed mainly among those for whom their
group identity is a less important part of the self-concept. Specifically, empirical evidence in both
experimental and in field studies shows that when in male-dominated work contexts women’s
gender identity was threatened, particularly low identifying women displayed Queen Bee
responses (e.g., self-describe as highly masculine, oppose affirmative action and gender quota;
display favouritism to promote a male over a female subordinate; Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011;
Derks, Van Laar, et al., 2011; Kaiser & Spalding, 2015). Similar moderation effects have been
found for ethnic and racial minority groups (e.g., Bourguignon et al., 2020; Essien et al., 2020;
Kirby et al., 2020, all in this issue; Derks et al., 2015) and among gay people (Bourguignon et al.,
2020). Thus, in line with the social identity account, self-group distancing is a coping response
most likely used by those for whom their stigmatized group membership was not that important
in the first place — for them there is likely less to lose on dissociating from this social identity.

The available research on self-group distancing has used quite diverse operationalisations
of self-group distancing, signalling a need for more integrative theorizing in order to define and
clarify what self-group distancing is (and what it is not) and in what forms it can manifest. In an
effort to organize different forms of self-group distancing, we discuss three key dimensions along
which self-group distancing responses can be understood, namely: (1) whether it involves a move
away from the stigmatized ingroup or a move toward a high-status outgroup, (2) whether it
manifests on a cognitive, attitudinal, or behavioural level, and (3) whether the nature of the self-
group distancing response is motivated, strategic, flexible, internalized, implicit or perhaps a
combination.

Moving away from the ingroup or moving toward the outgroup
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Self-group distancing responses can take the form of a move away from the stigmatized
ingroup or a move foward the high-status outgroup. Manifestations of self-group distancing as a
move away from the low-status ingroup are, for example, disidentification as an ingroup member
(Becker & Tausch, 2014; Kende et al., 2020), hiding one’s ingroup identity (Newheiser &
Barreto, 2014; Veldman et al., 2020), emphasizing how one is different from the ingroup and the
stereotypes associated with it (Cohen & Garcia, 2005; Faniko et al., 2017; Kirby et al., 2020, this
issue; Munder et al., 2020; Pronin et al., 2004), or having less concern for and interactions or
friendships with other stigmatized group members (Bergsieker et al., 2020; Cifti et al., 2020, this
issue; Cohen & Garcia, 2005; Faniko et al., 2017; Veldman et al., 2020).

Manifestations of self-group distancing as a movement foward the high-status outgroup
are, for example, minority members presenting themselves as more similar to the high-status
outgroup, like when people of colour "Whiten" information on their resumes (Kang et al., 2016),
when older people report a ‘“younger’ subjective age (Giasson et al., 2020, this issue), or when
women emphasize their stereotypically masculine qualities (Derks, Van Laar, et al. 2011, Derks,
Ellemers et al, 2011; Faniko et al, in press). Additionally, self-group distancing as a move toward
the outgroup can also manifest through increased interaction with the outgroup, favouring the
outgroup over the ingroup (Essien et al., 2020, this issue), or increased outgroup identification
(Guimond et al., 2002; Kende et al., 2020).

The distinction between an understanding of self-group distancing as a move away from
the ingroup or a move toward the outgroup is important as these two processes are not necessarily
inversely related. Wanting to avoid the negative consequences of being stigmatized by
dissociating from one’s ingroup does not automatically imply a stronger desire to fit in more
strongly to a high-status outgroup, or vice versa. For example, research on women in managerial
positions has consistently found a strong tendency towards masculine self-presentation, but not a

reduced feminine self-presentation (e.g., Derks, Van Laar, et al 2011; Derks, Ellemers, et al.
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2011; Faniko et al., in press). Moreover, recent research also revealed that the pursuit of ingroup
distancing goals (e.g., not wanting to be associated with or seen as a typical woman) was
(unexpectedly) positively associated with the pursuit of group-benefitting goals (e.g., wanting a
better position for women in society; Munder et al., 2020). Thus, minority members’ self-
preservation strategies in high-status positions can — but do not necessarily have to — coincide
with a reduced concern for the position of their low-status ingroup.

Furthermore, one could compare self-group distancing to other theoretical identity
frameworks involving multiple group memberships, such as Berry’s (1980) acculturation model
on immigrant’s adaptation styles, or the Dual Identity Model (Gaertner et al., 2000). However,
whereas these models focus on the way individuals define their identities in the context of
multiple possible group memberships (such as one’s migrant culture and the host culture), we see
self-group distancing as a coping response by which individuals flexibly navigate their
commitments to their low-status ingroup as well as the high-status outgroup depending on the
context in which they find themselves.

Attitudes, behaviours, or cognitions

Another important distinction we see in different manifestations of self-group distancing
is between attitudinal, behavioural, and cognitive forms. Cognitive manifestations of self-group
distancing concern individuals’ perception of self in relation to their perception of the ingroup or
the outgroup. Self-stereotyping as an ingroup or outgroup member, or perceived similarity with
the ingroup and/or outgroup are forms of such cognitive self-group distancing responses
(Bourguignon et al., 2020, this issue; Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Derks, Van Laar, et al., 2011;
Derks et al., 2015; Giasson et al., 2020, this issue; Kirby et al., 2020, this issue; Faniko et al.,
2017). Examples are Asian minority members who describe themselves as more or less similar to
the Asian ingroup in a U.S. organisational context (Kirby et al., 2020, this issue), or senior police

women self-describing as highly masculine — that is, more in terms of stereotypes of the outgroup
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(Derks, Ellemers, et al., 2011; Derks, Van Laar, et al., 2011). Notably, research focusing on the
cognitive manifestations of self-group distancing has shown that people might not always
distance themselves from an entire identity or group, but particularly from the parts of the
identity that are threatened in that outgroup context. For example, women in mathematics who
experienced identity threat disavowed feminine characteristics strongly associated, but not those
weakly associated, with stereotypes about women’s potential for math success (Pronin et al.,
2004). Similarly, women managers reported low affiliation specifically with women who
prioritize their family life over their work, but did not report such distancing with successful
women (Faniko et al., 2016).

Attitudinal measures of self-group distancing speak to the perceptions and feelings of the
individual towards the ingroup or the outgroup. Examples are outgroup favouritism and more
positive attitudes towards the outgroup, or lowered ingroup affect and more negative attitudes
towards the ingroup (Derks et al., 2015; Essien et al., 2020, this issue; Guimond et al., 2002;
Kende et al., 2020). Other examples are blaming the ingroup for their lower outcomes
(Bourguignon et al., 2020, this issue), the endorsement of negative ingroup stereotypes (Derks,
Ellemers, et al., 2011), denial of discrimination (Napier et al., 2020, this issue), and reduced
support for collective action, affirmative action, or social change more generally (Derks et al.,
2015; Faniko et al., 2017). These attitudinal forms of self-group distancing signal a distance or
assertion towards the ingroup or outgroup without a direct reference to one’s perceptions of the
self in relation to one’s own group memberships. Although these attitudinal responses do not
explicitly include a measure of the self in relation to the ingroup or the outgroup, they do
indirectly involve the self, in that they are geared toward avoiding the negative feeling of being
stigmatized or reaping the benefits from being less sympathetic towards the ingroup, and

therefore possibly being liked more by the high-status outgroup.

11



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Examples of behavioural manifestations of self-group distancing are identity expression
or (attempts to) concealing one’s stigmatized identity (Newheiser & Barreto, 2014; Veldman et
al., 2020), turning one’s gaze away from ingroup members towards outgroup members (Weiss &
Freund, 2012), having fewer ingroup friendships (Ciftci et al., 2020, this issue; Ely, 1994),
selecting outgroup members rather than ingroup members to join one’s team (Duguid, 2011),
showing less helping behaviour toward ingroup than outgroup members (Kaiser & Spalding,
2015), or showing reduced support towards the ingroup (e.g., lowered willingness to mentor
ingroup members; Derks, Van Laar et al., 2011). In the current literature, behavioural
manifestations of self-group distancing largely rely on self-report of past behaviour, or reflect a
behavioural intent rather than the actual behaviour. Measures of behaviours are vastly scarcer in
the literature (as in the general psychological literature).

Thus, the lion share of empirical research on self-group distancing focuses on cognitive
and attitudinal indicators. Cognitive and attitudinal indicators are also often investigated
simultaneously. This is valuable because it can either signal robustness of effects across several
indicators of self-group distancing, or it can signal specificity of self-group distancing effects as
manifesting on cognitive or attitudinal aspects only. Recent work has also begun to investigate
cognitive and attitudinal manifestations of self-group distancing in sequential order, for example
in path models demonstrating that female managers’ tendency to emphasize one's difference from
junior women explained their subsequent lower support for gender quota (Faniko et al., 2017). In
future research we recommend adding the more scarce behavioural indicators of self-group
distancing to such research designs.

Motivated, strategic, flexible, internalized, implicit?

Finally, across the literature, the nature of self-group distancing responses appear to differ

from being a more strategically motivated response that is flexibly adjusted to the context, to a

more implicit and internalized response that develops over time and that reflects changes in the
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self-concept of group members facing stigma. From a social identity perspective (Tajfel &
Turner, 1979), individuals actively distance themselves from a stigmatized identity to restore a
positive sense of self. The goal is to either avoid the negative feelings or consequences of being
threatened, or to profit from not being associated with the stigma (Derks et al., 2016; Van Laar et
al., 2019). In that sense, self-group distancing could be seen as a motivated and strategic process,
because the stigmatized actor is perceived as an active agent, who flexibly copes with the identity
threat to reduce this threat or to benefit in some other way. Examples of such motivated self-
group distancing are often seen in research on concealable stigmatized identities, where sexual
minorities or people suffering from mental or chronic physical illness make the conscious and
motivated choice to not disclose their minority identity in some contexts in an effort to avoid
being stigmatized or disadvantaged (Quinn et al., 2017). Similarly, experimental research on
Queen Bee responses revealed that reminding women leaders in the police force of sexism at
work led them to strategically present themselves as more masculine and different from other
women, and to more strongly deny the existence of discrimination, a response that was less
strong in the control condition (Derks, Van Laar et al., 2011).

However, as a coping mechanism, self-group distancing does not always have to be
motivated or strategic. For example, socialization in a context that (implicitly) emphasizes the
derogated status of a stigmatized ingroup or glorifies the high status of a dominant outgroup can
also cause people from low-status groups to more or less automatically internalize properties of
the high-status group as their own, and as such adjust to the status-quo in the hierarchy (e.g.,
Derks et al., 2016; see also related work on automatic tuning of attitudes towards influential
others; Sinclair et al., 2005). For example, work by Faniko and colleagues (2017) demonstrates
that women leaders’ stronger resistance towards affirmative action policies is explained by the
lack of similarity they perceive to young women, due to the fact that junior women have not (yet)

made the high personal career sacrifices they themselves had to make to achieve success. Their
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distancing from junior women is thus not so much strategic, but rather a result of how they
perceive the situation. Another example of more internalized self-group distancing can be seen in
academia, where standards of success are highly masculine. Here, female academics’
professional self-descriptions tend to become increasingly agentic as they reach higher levels on
the academic career ladder (e.g., from assistant to full professor; Faniko et al., in press). Likely,
the highly masculine occupational stereotype of success in academia is internalized in women’s
self-concepts as they are socialized to become successful themselves.

Finally, another way to understand self-group distancing as either a more strategically
motivated or more internalized response is by simultaneously examining self-perception (“Who I
actually am”) and self-presentation (“Who I appear to be”). In public (more than private) settings,
particularly low identifying members of stigmatized groups tend to be more strategic in their
tendency to either distance from or assert their ingroup membership (Barreto & Ellemers, 2000).
For example, when non-religious people in highly religious Southern states in the United States
experience identity threat, they are less likely to identify as “atheist” in public settings compared
to in private settings (Mackey et al., 2020). Of course even such adaptations to the situation can
be automatic, and need not be consciously made (see e.g., Sinclair et al., 2005).

These examples illustrate how self-group distancing can be a more internalized response
that reflects how people actually see themselves in a given context, and how it can also be a more
strategically motivated response, that may be flexibly adjusted or present the self in a particular
way depending on the type of context or phase of group membership. Notably, pinpointing the
exact nature of self-group distancing as being more strategic, motivated, flexibly adaptive, fixed
and internalized, or implicit vs. explicit is still unexplored territory in current literature. For
example, to date, there are no longitudinal studies providing insight into developmental changes
in self-group distancing over time, such as among minority members who are newcomers in

organisations or national cultures. Such research could shed more light on how self-group
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distancing may, at first, be more of a strategic process with low-status group members wanting to
achieve a positive representation of the self in relation to the majority group, while over time
these self-presentations become part of an internalized self-perception.

In sum, manifestations of self-group distancing can be categorized as concerning a move
away from the ingroup or toward the outgroup; as taking cognitive, attitudinal, or behavioural
forms; and as being strategic, motivated, flexibly adjustable, internalized, and as implicit or
explicit in nature. What connects these responses is that they all concern individuals dissociating
from their stigmatized ingroup, either directly by moving the self away from the ingroup or
towards the outgroup, or more indirectly by endorsing attitudes or behaviours that will have the
consequence of dissociating the self from the ingroup. Depending on the type of research design
and sample, the dynamics, manifestations and underlying nature of self-group distancing
responses might differ. More systematic insight into these differences — for example, when are
responses strategic or more internalized, or what contextual cues trigger more cognitive or more
behavioural responses — forms an important avenue for future work.

Contexts: When and where is self-group distancing more likely to occur?

What are the contexts in which individuals are likely to distance themselves from a
stigmatized identity? As a prerequisite for a self-group distancing coping mechanisms to be
activated, individuals are generally in contexts where their social identity is devalued or
threatened because their ingroup is underrepresented or negatively stereotyped, or because
domains typically associated with the outgroup are strongly valued (Derks, Van Laar et al., 2011;
Steele et al., 2002; Van Laar et al., 2010, 2019). These triggers can vary from relatively short-
lived subtle cues and primes that signal bias (the micro-level; e.g., a reminder of a discriminatory
experience, a sexist poster on the wall, a conversation with an outgroup member), to more
institutionalized biased norms and regulations deeply embedded in societal and organizational

systems and cultures (the meso- or macro-level; e.g., a highly competitive working climate, an
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organisational culture that tolerates discrimination, unequal parental leave rights in society, lack
of protection for LGBTQ+ in an organization or society; Cifti et al., 2020, this issue; Emerson &
Murphy, 2014; Hall et al., 2015; Napier et al., 2020, this issue; Van Veelen et al., 2019). In the
face of such ingroup threat or stigma, minority members typically cope by either defending and
improving the position of the ingroup as a whole (e.g., collective action) or by improving their
own position via individual mobility strategies (e.g., self-group distancing). Below we discuss
three situations in which a self-group distancing response is particularly likely to occur, namely:
(1) when group discrimination is covert or ambiguous, (2) when boundaries between ingroup and
outgroup membership are (perceived as) more permeable, and (3) when inequality is seen as
having some legitimacy (for similar discussion see Branscombe et al., 2012).
When group discrimination is covert or ambiguous

When acts of social discrimination are so overtly blatant, indisputably unjust, and victims
of physical or psychological violence are to be mourned (e.g., Harvey Weinstein’s sexual abuse;
George Floyd’s death caused by a White policeman), these instances tend to trigger moral
outrage, anger and protest on a collective level in the form of social movements to fight for
equality of an entire social category (e.g., #metoo and #blacklivesmatter movements; see also
Van Zomeren et al., 2008 for a social identity model on collective action). However, outside of
the public eye, there are many more covert and subtle forms of discrimination that take place on a
daily basis at school, at work or in one’s own local community. Because these forms of
discrimination are often more implicit, intangible and hard to recognize, they are difficult to
protest on a collective level and not easily warded off via formal anti-discrimination laws and
policies. Therefore, covert or ambiguous forms of discrimination are likely to stimulate
individual mobility strategies such as self-group distancing to deal with the discriminatory

situation. Remaining group inequalities are then also increasingly explained as “individual
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choices” of low-status group members to stay in the disadvantaged position they are in (Stephens
& Levine, 2011; Van Engen et al., 2012).

There is mounting evidence supporting the idea that particularly covert forms of
discrimination and bias may evoke self-group distancing responses. For example, at a societal
level, Giasson and colleagues (2020, this issue) demonstrated that when regional levels of
implicit age bias were high, older adults tended to distance the self more strongly from their older
age (i.e., to report feeling younger than they actually are). No such distancing effects were found
for regional levels of explicit age bias, suggesting that more covert implicit forms of ageism in
society will trigger self-group distancing responses more so than explicit forms. Similarly, at the
organizational level, colourblind diversity policies communicate a norm that everybody should be
equal and that differences in demographic background or group membership should not matter in
an organisation (Giindemir et al., 2019; Kirby et al., 2020, this issue; Plaut, 2002; Rattan &
Ambady, 2013). Although often well-intentioned, these colourblind messages typically tend to
cover up existing inequalities and biases in organisations, and lead racial minority members to
feel pressured to distance from their identity (see Gutiérrez & Unzueta, 2010) and to “Whiten”
their self-presentation (Kang et al., 2016; see also Kirby et al., 2020, this issue).

When group boundaries are (perceived as) more permeable

When group boundaries are perceived as more permeable, disadvantaged individuals’
access to a high-status group seems a more realistic option, making it more likely to pursue self-
rather than group-interest (Wright et al., 1990). Consequently, self-group distancing to improve
one’s individual status position seems a more viable option when group boundaries are
considered more permeable (Bourguignon et al., 2020, this issue, 2015; Branscombe et al., 2012;
Ellemers, 1993; Essien et al., 2020, this issue; Sealy, 2010). Particularly in today’s diverse and
global society group boundaries appear more permeable, because group identities are

increasingly multifaceted and blended and it is often less obvious to differentiate people on the
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basis of social categories such as wealth, gender or age (Bodenhausen, 2010). Thus, being rich or
poor, masculine or feminine, young or old seems to increasingly become a matter of individual
responsibility; a choice that is amendable, rather than fixed (Armenta et al., 2017; Stephens &
Levine, 2011). We also see this in societal trends such that people increasingly adjust their
clothing, skin colour or hair style to fit with certain ethnic or cultural groups (The New Yorker,
2019), people increasingly migrate and adopt new nationalities (International Organization for
Migration, 2020), and people increasingly use cosmetic surgery to make themselves look younger
than they actually are (Insider, 2019). These examples illustrate a strong societal narrative of
individual mobility to improve one’s standing in many places: group permeability causes upward
mobility to be perceived as accessible for everyone as long as you make the right individual
choices (Wright & Taylor, 1998; Wright et al., 1990).

An important factor that determines group permeability is perceived meritocracy — the
idea that individuals advance in a social hierarchy based on their merit (e.g., in terms of
intelligence, performance). For example, in the banking industry, research by Sealy (2010)
revealed that the belief of early career women that ‘the world is a fair place’ and ‘people get what
they deserve’ led them to mimic the masculine and aggressive communication styles of their
successful male colleagues, and to pretend to be “one of the guys”, in order to advance to male-
dominated top positions in finance. Also, higher education has become more accessible to people
from a wider range of socio-economic backgrounds. Yet an ironic consequence of this
(perceived) meritocracy is that less educated people are seen as more responsible and
blameworthy for having a more disadvantageous position in society (Kuppens et al., 2018).
Finally, in highly sexist or racist societies, meritocracy beliefs can lead disadvantaged group
members to downplay the severity of discrimination against them as a way to cope with
inequality (Napier et al., 2020, this issue; Suppes et al., 2018). These examples illustrate that

disadvantaged group members’ meritocracy beliefs contribute to their perception that intergroup
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boundaries are permeable and that it is thus their own individual responsibility and choice to
make it to a higher-status position.

Another factor that increases the perceived permeability of group boundaries, and
therewith the viability of self-group distancing, is the concealability of one’s low-status group
membership. Group members with concealable stigmas are likely to perceive group boundaries
as more permeable, because their stigmatized identity is not always signalled, making it easier for
them to pass as a high-status outgroup member. When stigmatized group identities are not
directly visible (e.g., sexual orientation, mental health issues) this creates the option to conceal,
more so than when stigmatized identities are directly visible (e.g., skin colour, age, weight).
Indeed, self-group distancing tends to be stronger in samples with gay compared to samples with
Black participants (Bourguignon et al., 2020, this issue; see also Quinn et al., 2017).
Nevertheless, group members who deal with visible stigma also vary in their concealability
depending on their phenotypic prototypicality (i.e., the degree to which individuals’ appearances
are perceived to be similar to a group prototype; Davies et al., 2016; Kahn & Davies, 2010).
Research shows that the lighter the skin tone of African-American individuals, the more they
favoured White people over Black people in an implicit bias test (Essien et al., 2020, this issue).
Also, the less prototypical Black and Latino group members’ ingroup features the lower
identification with their racial ingroup (Harvey et al., 2005; Wilkins et al., 2010), and the lower
overweight people’s self-reported weight status (i.e., the less overweight they perceive
themselves to be) the stronger their outgroup favouritism towards normal versus overweight
individuals (Essien et al., 2020, this issue). Taken together, the more individuals consider a
stigma associated with their ingroup as concealable, the more permeable group boundaries are
perceived, and thus the stronger self-group distancing responses.

When inequality is seen as having some legitimacy
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When disadvantaged group members see social inequality as more /egitimate, this spurs
self-group distancing as a viable coping strategy. In some organisational cultures, the
stereotypical standard of success is so inherently connected with attributes we typically associate
with a heteronormative, White-male majority, that the preferential treatment of this majority
group over for example a minority of women is perceived as legitimate. For example, in the
military and police force (Veldman et al., 2017; Veldman et al., 2020), and among surgeons
(Peters et al., 2012), engineers (Van Veelen et al., 2019), and economists (Derks et al., 2018), the
occupational stereotype of success is highly masculine and connected to agentic attributes
considered typically masculine, such as (physical) strength, cognitive brilliance, and being tough,
self-focused and a superhero (Cejka & Eagly, 1999). In such contexts, women (and men) may
actually perceive that the underrepresentation and devaluation of women is legitimate
(Branscombe et al., 2012). To illustrate this, when women experience sexism in an organisation,
the more co-workers seem to tolerate (i.e., legitimate) this sexism, the less women are likely to
befriend their female co-workers, preventing them from seeking the collective support systems
they might need (Ciftci et al., 2020, this issue; see also Napier et al., 2020, this issue).

Finally, it seems that in heteronormative, White-male dominant organisational cultures,
particularly newcomers are likely to perceive that existing social hierarchies are legitimate, and in
response to this, their tendency to engage in self-group distancing is stronger. This was for
example suggested in the earlier discussed research among women in the banking industry
(Sealy, 2010), where women were more likely to report engaging in self-group distancing
strategies at the beginning of their careers than later on. Similarly, in a longitudinal study among
Latino students entering White-majority US universities, in their first year they tried to assimilate
to the White majority university culture in response to perceived discrimination. Yet by the time
they reached their senior year they more strongly asserted their ethnic identity in response to such

discrimination (Cronin et al., 2012). Allegedly, these longitudinal changes in newcomers’ self-
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group distancing responses are attributable to a change in the perceived legitimacy of the
experienced stigma over time, yet further research to empirically support this is needed.
Consequences: What are the consequences of self-group distancing?

Contextual and individual difference variables form the input factors to explain when,
where, and why self-group distancing occurs in our social environment. As illustrated in Figure 2,
the important follow-up question is then what the consequences of distancing are. Does self-
group distancing help stigmatized group members to avoid or alleviate negative feelings of bias
and discrimination? Does it benefit their well-being, motivation and self-esteem? And ultimately,
does it lead to upward mobility and improve their individual status position? The effects of self-
group distancing point to contrasting results. We first discuss individual-level costs and benefits
of self-group distancing, and then discuss collective consequences at the group, organisational
and societal level.
Consequences for the individual

When self-group distancing is operationalized as a move away from the ingroup (e.g.,
disidentification, hiding one’s ingroup identity, dissociating the self from the ingroup) its
consequences seem to be largely negative, particularly in relation to health and well-being. For
example, even though people believe that others may view them more favourably when they
conceal a stigmatised identity (e.g., sexual orientation, mental health issues; Goh et al., 2019;
Newheiser & Barreto, 2014), such concealment leads to lower performance-related self-
confidence, authenticity feelings, work engagement, and well-being (Barreto et al., 2006;
Newheiser et al., 2017; Quinn et al., 2017; Uysal et al., 2010; see also minority stress model,
Dyar & London, 2018). Moreover, a daily-diary study among female soldiers showed that on
days that women dissociated more from their female colleagues, they reported lower well-being
and job motivation (Veldman et al., 2020). Similarly, the more gay individuals expressed their

wish to not be homosexual or to be dissociated from homosexuality, the lower their psychological
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well-being (Bourguignon et al., 2020, this issue). Finally, as people age, they tend to increasingly
dissociate from becoming older (i.e., perceive themselves as younger than their chronological
age; Weiss & Lang, 2012). Yet, large-scale longitudinal community research revealed that older
adults (aged > 50 years) who held more negative aging self-perceptions lived up to 7.5 years
shorter across a 23 year timespan (Levy et al., 2002; see also Giasson et al., 2020, this issue;
Westerhof et al., 2014). This demonstrates that age-group dissociation has negative consequences
for longevity.

An important reason why moving the self away from a stigmatized ingroup has negative
consequences for individuals’ health and well-being is that it thwarts identity-specific motives,
such as self-esteem, belonging, and efficacy, and in turn negatively affects felt authenticity
(Crabtree & Pillow, 2020, this issue; see also Dormanen et al., 2020). Not being able to be your
true self because of a discriminatory context takes its toll, psychologically and physically.
Additionally, following the rejection-identification model (Branscombe et al., 1999) and research
on the social cure (Jetten et al., 2011), assertion of one’s stigmatized ingroup forms an important
source of ingroup support and protection, sources from which one can no longer profit when one
distances the self from the ingroup (Correll & Park, 2005; Haslam et al., 2005, 2018; Latrofa et
al., 2009; Van Laar et al., 2014).

Even though the costs of self-group distancing can be high for one’s health, well-being,
and social support systems, people still do it. What then are its benefits? First, as an avoidance
tactic, self-group distancing in response to a negative source of ingroup threat can reduce
immediate physical and psychological stressors, such as pain and negative emotions. For
example, in very hostile environments, hiding a concealable identity (e.g., sexual orientation) can
be a way to prevent being physically harmed (Pasek et al., 2017). Similarly, to the extent that
self-group distancing reaches the goal of not being stigmatized it can reduce stress levels (Major

& Schmader, 2017; Schmader & Sedikides, 2017). Second, self-group distancing can provide a
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sense of control in an otherwise uncontrollable stigmatizing context. For example, the mere belief
that one can conceal an identity can provide a sense of agency in navigating social contexts, such
that it results in less anxiety and more openness towards anticipated interaction with outgroup
members (Le Forestier et al., 2020, this issue). Similarly, the more elderly adults believe that they
look and feel younger than their peers, the more resilient they are against ageist stereotypes
(Eibach et al., 2010), the higher their self-esteem (Weiss et al., 2013), and the more positive their
future outlook in life (Armenta et al., 2017). Third, self-group distancing in the form of denying
that discrimination exists has also been shown to benefit stigmatized individual’s well-being
(Napier et al., 2020, this issue; Suppes et al., 2019). By derogating the severity of the stigma
itself, people do not give up their ingroup membership (and hence still profit from being
identified with and supported by their ingroup), but rather disregard the problem of ingroup
stigma.

Ultimately, an important question is whether self-group distancing actually contributes to
attaining individual upward mobility, for example by being accepted in a high-status group.
Indirect support for the idea that self-group distancing could contribute to upward mobility comes
from research showing that distancing responses are particularly found among women who have
successfully attained senior leadership positions (Derks et al., 2016). Also, recent cross-sectional
field data shows that particularly female (more than male) academics’ tendency to describe the
self as masculine becomes stronger with every step up in the academic rank (i.e., assistant,
associate or full professor; Van Veelen & Derks, 2020). There is also recent experimental work
showing that women who deny the existence of gender bias and the need for affirmative action
are perceived as less threatening by men, are evaluated more positively, and are selected more
often for leadership positions compared to men who express the same opinions and to women
who challenge the gender hierarchy (Derks et al., in prep; Domen et al., in prep). These findings

can be interpreted as suggesting that self-group distancing is helpful or even necessary for
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women to move up the career ladder in male-dominated contexts. Nevertheless, recent evidence
also points to backlash in response to self-group distancing, such that when women (but not men)
presented themselves as less feminine and more masculine in their application for a job in a male-
dominated profession, they were less likely to be hired, due to not adhering to their prescribed
(i.e., communal) gender role (He & Kang, in press). These contradicting findings suggest that to
attain upward mobility minority groups need to walk a tightrope: On the one hand, assimilation to
the high-status outgroup seems strategic in order to fit in and attain prestigious positions, while
on the other hand minority members are penalized for not adhering to the prescriptive stereotypes
of their minority ingroup (Williams & Dempsey, 2018).

Taken together, it seems that there are benefits to self-group distancing when it protects
against the negative effects of being stigmatized (e.g., temporarily alleviate stress, gain a sense of
control), when it improves individual opportunities, or when individuals do not have to actually
sacrifice their ingroup membership for it (i.e., by moving towards the outgroup, rather than away
from the ingroup). However, when ingroup support is lost, when basic belonging and authenticity
needs are threatened because stigmatized group members move away from a stigmatized ingroup
identity, or when minority members are penalized for not adhering to prescriptive ingroup norms,
then self-group distancing is likely detrimental to health, well-being and upward mobility.
Consequences for the collective

Self-group distancing does not only affect the individual, but also the collective: groups,
organizations and society at large. When an individual ingroup member self-group distances in
response to discrimination, this is often negatively judged by fellow ingroup members as a lack
of ingroup loyalty (Bourguignon et al., 2020, this issue; Gaines, 2001; Haslam et al., 2004). As
such, an individual’s coping strategy to move away from an ingroup is likely to be accompanied
by a collective push from fellow ingroup members to marginalize this group member and to

retract their ingroup support (Van Laar et al., 2014). This is for example coined in derogatory
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terms like “Bounty” and “Oreo” to address Black Americans who adopt “White” behaviours (see
also Fordham & Ogbu, 1986). At the same time, self-group distancing responses coming from an
ingroup member are less often recognized as being discriminatory than when outgroup members
show the same behaviour (see also work on intergroup sensitivity; Hornsey et al., 2002). For
example, junior women perceived female leaders displaying “Queen-bee type” behaviours as
having more positive intent toward women relative to male leaders displaying the same
behaviours (Sterk et al., 2018; see also Baron et al., 1991; Barreto & Ellemers, 2005;
Cunningham et al., 2009).

Moreover, through the eyes of high-status outgroup members, it can be quite a relief when
low-status group members engage in self-group distancing responses to cope with stigma. First,
recent evidence shows that when women legitimize (rather than oppose) current gender
inequalities this evokes less negative emotions and cardiovascular threat responses among men
(Domen et al., in prep). Second, if people conceal a stigmatized identity, for example to boost
their confidence to interact with a high-status outgroup member (Le Forestier, et al., 2020, this
issue), then this interaction ultimately does very little to improve or change majority members’
stigmatized attitudes, because the outgroup partner likely does not know that they are interacting
with someone who is facing stigma. Thus, low-status group members’ self-group distancing may
alleviate high-status group members from potential status threats, and from their responsibility to
challenge an unequal status quo alongside minority groups. Nevertheless, recent work also shows
that not acknowledging or disclosing one's membership to a low-status ingroup can carry social
repercussions from the high-status outgroup. Specifically, when biracial Asian/White or
Black/White students applying for a university program did not disclose their membership to
multiple racial groups (but rather presented as monoracial), this led monoracial White
participants to evaluate these students more negatively and as more untrustworthy (Albuja,

Sanchez, & Gaither, 2018). Taken together, recent empirical work suggests that self-group
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distancing coping mechanisms put already quite invisible and unrecognizable forms of
discrimination even more deeply underground, and may even disturb trust relations with high-
status outgroup members. Dissociating, denying, or hiding the stigma associated with one’s
ingroup membership functions as a vicious cycle for perpetuating existing intergroup inequalities,
because the stigma is not addressed or made visible, and as such there is no incentive to address
the discrimination or to take action on a collective level (Napier et al., 2020, this issue; Suppes et
al., 2019).

Distancing the self from an underrepresented group also reduces the potential for
organisations to benefit from diversity, for example in relation to the innovative capacity and
improved performance that having diversity in perspectives and knowledge might bring (Van
Knippenberg et al., 2004; Galinsky et al., 2015; Van Veelen & Ufkes, 2019), and in relation to
capitalizing on diverse labour market talent by being an attractive employer for people from
diverse backgrounds (Derks et al., 2016; Ellemers & Rink, 2017). First, for minority groups to
consider an organisation to be an attractive workplace the representation of members of
stigmatized groups is crucial (Avery et al., 2008; Richman et al., 2011; Sekaquaptewa &
Thompson, 2002; Van Veelen et al., 2019). Such visibility of stigmatized groups normalizes their
presence and helps to change social attitudes (Pasek et al., 2017). Reduced visibility of
stigmatized groups due to self-group distancing (e.g., by concealing, hiding, denying) thwarts this
need. Secondly, absence of identity safety also reduces the potential to benefit from diversity. For
example, women in more senior positions in organizational contexts are more reluctant to help
other women, especially those in junior positions (Faniko et al., 2017), and it is particularly such
support from ingroup members in more senior positions that is needed to attract and retain junior
employees in stereotyped domains (Dasgupta, 2011; Dennehy & Dasgupta, 2017; Sterk et al.,

2018; Van Laar et al., 2014).
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Finally, if self-group distancing benefits the personal situation of a small group of
individuals from stigmatized groups then this further strengthens the societal narrative that
individual mobility is the royal road to improving one’s standing. The presence of a few members
of disadvantaged groups in high-status positions (i.e., “tokens”) feeds the narrative that upward
mobility is accessible for everyone as long as you assimilate to the context and make the right
individual choices (Wright & Taylor, 1998; Wright et al., 1990), and that group inequalities can
be explained as “choices” that individual members of the group have made (Stephens & Levine,
2011; Van Engen et al., 2012).

Alternative strategies and interventions

The above overview shows that even though self-group distancing may benefit some
individuals, it does not seem to be an optimal solution to reduce social inequality. Self-group
distancing to improve one’s position makes stigmatized people individually responsible for a
systemic problem, without actually addressing the inequality itself. That is, social inequalities
will not change with interventions in which stigmatized individuals learn how to better conform
to a prevailing majority norm. We see this for example in assertiveness training and negotiation
workshops for women and ethnic minority groups to help them advance their careers (‘fix the
women’). There is accumulating evidence that interventions that take a “targeted approach” to try
and help minority members improve their status positions are not only often ineffective, they can
even result in backlash (Crosby et al., 2014; Unzueta et al., 2010). For example, women (but not
men) who display such more assertive behaviour during salary or promotion negotiations are
penalized, because they are considered ‘unkind’ and ‘bossy’ — with negative consequences for
their propensity to get promoted or to obtain a raise (Bowles et al., 2007). Instead of putting the
onus on individual low-status group members to seek individual coping strategies such as self-
group distancing to deal with stigma, interventions that target the biased systems and culture are

more likely to be effective in reducing social inequality.
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Research on interventions that deter stigmatized individuals from engaging in self-group
distancing responses is scarce. However, other work, for example on diversity interventions,
already suggests effective interventions likely to be relevant here as well (for an overview see
Van Laar et al., 2019). First of all, research of Ciftci and colleagues (2020, this issue) shows the
importance of anti-discrimination norms, especially among co-workers. When the norm among
peers is to not tolerate discrimination, then people are more likely to cope with individual
instances of discrimination by drawing towards other ingroup members instead of moving away
from them. As outlined above, this ingroup support is important for protecting stigmatized group
members’ resilience against stigma and their positive self-regard and well-being. Hence, it is
important that individuals of low-status groups do not feel isolated in their experience of stigma
or threat, because this makes them more likely to think that the problem requires an individual
solution.

Second, it is important that organisations communicate anti-discrimination norms, not
merely via diversity statements or ideologies on a website (Glindemir et al., 2019; Plaut, 2002),
but also by ensuring that the actual norm is enacted on the work floor and is felt among co-
workers. As suggested by Kirby and colleagues (2020, this issue), one way to do that is via
identity safety cues (Chaney et al., 2016; Emerson & Murphy, 2014). When stigmatized
individuals signal identity safety cues (e.g., pictures displayed with co-workers from multiple
backgrounds, fair and transparent promotion and reward systems), this can lead to greater
feelings of acceptance due to lower perceived bias (Meeussen et al., 2014) and thus likely reduces
the tendency to self-group distance. The difficulty is that an identity safe cue for one minority
member or group, may act as a threat to others. For example, while a multiculturalist statement
from a company CEO may lead some to assert their minority identity at work, for others it may
evoke a distancing response, because it puts them in the “Minority Spotlight” (Kirby et al., 2020,

this issue; Zhou & Cheryan, 2015). This teaches us that a one-size-fits-all approach to
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organisational diversity interventions aimed at reducing self-group distancing tendencies among
minority groups is difficult and that more research should be done on what works for whom.

Organisations can also change the norm on what it means to be successful and for whom
this is attainable. Very narrowly-defined norms of success with steep “up-or-out” systems (such
as in finance, consultancy, and academia) are very excluding and communicate that one should
either adhere to a White heteronormative standard of success (which is likely to promote selt-
group distancing) or seek a career elsewhere. The presence of minority group role models in key
positions in the organization can broaden the perspective on who fits these positions and improve
performance, self-evaluations and aspiration among low-status groups (Lockwood, 2006;
O’Brien et al., 2016; for a review see Morgenroth et al., 2015). Norms on what it means to be
successful can also be changed by developing more inclusive reward and promotion structures.
For example, academic research is a traditionally masculine domain and its reward and success is
still very much driven by individualism and competition. Teamwork and collegiality,
characteristics typically more associated with women, are valued less. When such reward systems
become more inclusive, the image of what it means to be successful in the field broadens the
scope for more diverse career trajectories (Van Veelen & Derks, 2020; VSNU, 2019) and is
likely to reduce the need for minority members (women in this case) to assimilate to a majority
norm.

Finally, societal systems and cultures at large may cause stigmatized individuals to seek
individual coping mechanisms to deal with their disadvantage. Sexism (Napier et al., 2020, this
issue) and ageism (Giasson et al., 2020, this issue) on the country- or regional-level drive women
and older adults to deny or distance from the societal stigma that they face because of their
gender and age identity. When entire subpopulations in society are not acknowledged as full-
fledged group members in their country or region, such bias is so systematic that even minority

members themselves justify their derogated position. These deeply-rooted biased societies should
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be tackled from the top-down in formal governmental laws and regulations that ensure equal
rights, but also from the bottom-up, by changing the narrative in informal conversations at work,
on the street, and at home, because daily conversations on the micro-level about what is
considered ‘normal’ can be a vehicle for social change on the macro-level (Koudenburg et al.,
2017). At the meso-level, the role of the media, the arts, and advertisement in communicating
positive (instead of negative or stereotype-confirming) messages about for example older age and
health, women as leaders, and fathers as caregivers can be crucial to improve self-perceptions and
well-being of minority groups in society (Coltrane & Messineo, 2000; Westerhoff et al., 2014).
Advancing the research agenda on self-group distancing

Based on the state of the art we have outlined we see the following as the most important
avenues for future research on self-group distancing, in addition to the research directions
discussed above. First, while the knowledge-base on the type of contexts that may trigger self-
group distancing is quite extensive, far less is known about the development of self-group
distancing. For example, when during childhood and puberty do children learn to strategically or
perhaps automatically distance themselves from their stigmatized identity? And what role do
parents, peers, and school systems have in this? Parents want their children to be accepted and to
have friends, and not to be bullied or excluded, which may unconsciously manifest in
pedagogical cues that communicate to hide or deny low-status group memberships. Secondly,
another important avenue for future research is the longitudinal development of minority groups’
self-group distancing responses among newcomers in organisations or countries. For example,
when over the course of their careers do disadvantaged group members develop self-group
distancing responses, and what are the “trigger points” that activate this? Does self-group
distancing develop in a linear fashion — with distancing increasing over time — or curvilinear in
that minority group members use distancing as long as it is effective but are able to reassert their

ingroup identity once they have secured a position of power in an organisation? In that sense,
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self-group distancing could be a strategic “Trojan Horse”, such that at mid-career level, self-
representing as similar to a high-status outgroup may help successful upward mobility, but once a
high-status position is secured, “pretending” to be one of the White, heterosexual guys is less
necessary.

A second point on the research agenda on self-group distancing is the need for more
clarity on short- and long-term consequences of self-group distancing. What we conclude from
our state of the art is that individual-level outcomes, for example in relation to health and well-
being are paradoxical. Perhaps, while self-group distancing helps in the short run (e.g., to
strategically avoid being discriminated against), over time, discarding crucial elements of one’s
social self is cognitively depleting and deteriorates one’s needs for belonging and authenticity,
with negative mental and physical health consequences. More insight is needed in whether
paradoxical consequences of self-group distancing can be better understood when examined in
the short- and long-term, and when strategic (self-presentation) or more internalized (self-
perception).

Finally, recent research has started to focus not only on consequences of self-group
distancing for minority groups, but also for majority groups and organisations and societies at
large (Derks et al., in prep; Domen et al., in prep). Minority members’ self-group distancing
responses might help majority group members, alleviating them from potential status loss threats
as the status quo is not questioned and social hierarchies are kept in place. But ultimately,
endorsing self-group distancing as a viable approach for disadvantaged groups to deal with
stigma leads to unhealthier, less fair, and more polarized societies. To this end, it is important to
understand circumstances under which majority members too perceive that minority members’
self-group distancing responses are counterproductive to instigate a change towards more equal

and inclusive social systems.
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To conclude, with this paper we provided an overview of the state of the art on self-group
distancing, including the latest papers in this special issue. We reflected on the current empirical
knowledge-base and provided a framework on what self-group distancing is; when, where and
why self-group distancing likely occurs; and what its consequences are at the individual and the
collective level. The contributions in this special issue provide novel insights into how these
processes unfold over a variety of contexts and samples as discussed above and summarized in
Table 1. Important lacunas that we identified in the current empirical knowledge-base on self-
group distancing include its longitudinal development, the potential interventions and alternatives
to prevent it, and how majority groups and institutional systems can be included as part of the
dynamic to explain causes, consequences, and persistence of self-group distancing. We hope this
provides a starting point for researchers when extending research insights on self-group

distancing.

32



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

References
Albuja, A. F., Sanchez, D. T., & Gaither, S. E. (2018). Fluid racial presentation:
Perceptions of contextual “passing” among biracial people. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 77, 132-142.

https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jesp.2018.04.010

Armenta, B. M., Stroebe, K., Scheibe, S., Van Yperen, N. W., Stegeman, A., & Postmes,
T. (2017). Permeability of group boundaries: Development of the concept and a
scale. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 43, 418-433.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216688202

Arvate, P. R., Galilea, G. W., & Todescat, 1. (2018). The queen bee: A myth? The effect
of top-level female leadership on subordinate females. The Leadership Quarterly,

29, 533-548. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2018.03.002

Avery, D. R., McKay, P. F., & Wilson, D. C. (2008). What are the odds? How
demographic similarity affects the prevalence of perceived employment
discrimination. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 235-249.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.2.235

Barreto, M. (2014). Experiencing and coping with social stigma. In M. Mikulincer & P. R
Shaver (Eds.), APA Handbook of personality and social psychology (Vol. 2, pp.

473-506). https://doi.org/10.1037/14342-018

Barreto, M., & Ellemers, N. (2000). You can’t always do what you want: Social identity
and self-presentational determinants of the choice to work for a low-status group.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 26, 891-906.

https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672002610001

Barreto, M., Ellemers, N., & Banal, S. (2006). Working under cover: performance-related

self-confidence among members of contextually devalued groups who try to

34



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

pass. European Journal of Social Psychology, 36, 337-352.

https://doi.org/10.1002/eisp.314

Becker, J. C., & Tausch, N. (2014). When group memberships are negative: The concept,
measurement, and behavioral implications of psychological disidentification. Self

and Identity, 13,294-321. https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2013.819991

Benet-Martinez, V., & Haritatos, J. (2005). Bicultural identity integration (BII):

Components and psychosocial antecedents. Journal of Personality, 73, 1015-1050.

https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467-6494.2005.00337.x

Bergsieker, H. B., Wilmot, M. O., Cyr, M. N., & Grey, C. B. (2020). A threat in the
network: STEM women in less powerful network positions avoid integrating

stereotypically feminine peers. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations.

Advance online publication: https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430219888274

Berry, J. W. (1980). Acculturation as varieties of adaptation. In A. M. Padilla (Ed.),
Acculturation: Theory, models, and some new findings (pp. 9-25). Boulder, CO:
Westview.

Bodenhausen, G. V. (2010). Diversity in the person, diversity in the group: Challenges of

identity complexity for social perception and social interaction. European Journal

of Social Psychology, 40, 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.647

Bourguignon, D., Teixeira, C. P., Outten, H. R., Koc, Y., Faniko, K., & Schmitt, M. T.
(2020). On the protective role of identification with a stigmatized identity:
Promoting engagement and discouraging disengagement coping

strategies. European Journal of Social Psychology. Advance online publication:

https://doi.org/10.1002/eisp.2703

Bowles, H. R., Babcock, L., & Lai, L. (2007). Social incentives for gender differences in

the propensity to initiate negotiations: Sometimes it does hurt to ask.

35



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 103, 84-103.

https://doi.org/10.1016/1.0bhdp.2006.09.001

Branscombe, N. R., & Ellemers, N. (1998). Coping with group-based discrimination:
Individualistic versus group-level strategies. In J. K. Swim & C. Stangor (Eds.),
Prejudice: The target’s perspective (pp. 243-266). Academic Press.

https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012679130-3/50046-6

Branscombe, N., Fernandez, S., Gomez, A., & Cronin, T. (2012). Moving toward or away
from a group identity: Different strategies for coping with pervasive
discrimination. In J. Jetten, C. Haslam, & A. Haslam (Eds.), The social cure:
Identity, health and well-being (pp. 115-132). New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Branscombe, N. R., Schmitt, M. T., & Harvey, R. D. (1999). Perceiving pervasive
discrimination among African Americans: Implications for group identification
and well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77, 135-149.

https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.77.1.135

Cejka, M. A., & Eagly, A. H. (1999). Gender-stereotypic images of occupations
correspond to the sex segregation of employment. Personality and Social

Psychology Bulletin, 25, 413-423. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167299025004002

Ciftci, E. E., Barreto, M., Doyle, D. M., van Breen, J. & Darden. S. (2020). Distancing or
drawing together: Sexism and organisational tolerance of sexism impact women's
social relationships at work. European Journal of Social Psychology. Advance

online publication: https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2695

Cohen, G. L., & Garcia, J. (2005). “I Am Us”: Negative stereotypes as collective threats.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 566-582.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.4.566

36



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Coltrane, S., & Messineo, M. (2000). The perpetuation of subtle prejudice: Race and
gender imagery in 1990s television advertising. Sex Roles, 42, 363-389.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.1998.10673544

Correll, J., & Park, B. (2005). A model of the ingroup as a social resource. Personality
and Social Psychology Review, 9, 341-359.

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0904_4

Crabtree, M. A., & Pillow, D. R. (2020). Consequences of enactment and concealment for
felt authenticity: Understanding the effects of stigma through self-distancing and
motive fulfillment. European Journal of Social Psychology. Advance online

publication: https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2680

Cramwinckel, F. M., Scheepers, D. T., & Van Der Toorn, J. (2018). Interventions to
reduce blatant and subtle sexual orientation and gender identity prejudice
(SOGIP): Current knowledge and future directions. Social Issues and Policy

Review, 12, 183-217. https://doi.org/10.1111/sipr.12044

Croft, A., Schmader, T., & Block, K. (2015). An underexamined inequality: Cultural and
psychological barriers to men’s engagement with communal roles. Personality and
Social Psychology Review, 19, 343-370.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868314564789

Cronin, T. J., Levin, S., Branscombe, N. R., van Laar, C., & Tropp, L. R. (2012). Ethnic
identification in response to perceived discrimination protects well-being and
promotes activism: A longitudinal study of Latino college students. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 15, 393-407.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430211427171

37



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Crosby, J. R., King, M., & Savitsky, K. (2014). The minority spotlight effect. Social
Psychological and Personality Science, 5, 743-750.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550614527625

Dasgupta, N. (2011). Ingroup experts and peers as social vaccines who inoculate the self-
concept: The stereotype inoculation model. Psychological Inquiry, 22, 231-246.

https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2011.607313

Davies, P. G., Hutchinson, S., Osborne, D., & Eberhardt, J. L. (2016). Victims’ race and
sex leads to eyewitness misidentification of perpetrator’s phenotypic

stereotypicality. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 7,491-499.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550616644655

Dennehy, T. C., & Dasgupta, N. (2017). Female peer mentors early in college increase
women’s positive academic experiences and retention in engineering. Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences, 114, 5964-5969.

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas. 1613117114

Derks, B., Ellemers, N., Van Laar, C., & de Groot, K. (2011). Do sexist organizational
cultures create the Queen Bee? The British Journal of Social Psychology, 50, 519-

535. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466610X525280

Derks, B., Manzi, F., Does, S., Van Laar, C., & Ellemers, N. (in prep). Does it pay to be a
Queen Bee? Manuscript in preparation.

Derks, B., Van Laar, C., & Ellemers, N. (2016). The queen bee phenomenon: Why
women leaders distance themselves from junior women. Leadership Quarterly ,

27, 456-469. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.12.007

Derks, B., Van Laar, C., Ellemers, N., & de Groot, K. (2011). Gender-bias primes elicit
queen-bee responses among senior policewomen. Psychological Science, 22,

1243-1249. doi: https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611417258

38



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Derks, B., Van Laar, C., Ellemers, N., & Raghoe, G. (2015). Extending the queen bee
effect: How Hindustani workers cope with disadvantage by distancing the self
from the group. Journal of Social Issues, 71, 476-496.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j0s1.12124

Derks, B., Van Laar, C., & Ellemers, N. (2016). The queen bee phenomenon: Why
women leaders distance themselves from junior women. Leadership Quarterly ,

27, 456-469. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2015.12.007

Derks, B., Van Veelen, R., & Handgraaf, M. (2018). Successful economists are highly
masculine. Economische Statistische Berichten, 103, 16—19.

Domen, L., Scheepers, D., Van Veelen, R., & Derks B. (in prep). It’s a man’s world, right?
How confrontations with women who challenge versus legitimize the gender
hierarchy affect physiological threat and challenge responses in men. Manuscript
in preparation.

Dormanen, R., Sanders, C. S., Maffly-Kipp, J., Smith, J. L., & Vess, M. (2020).
Assimilation undercuts authenticity: A consequence of women’s masculine self-

presentation in masculine contexts. Psychology of Women Quarterly,

0361684320947648. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684320947648

Duguid, M. (2011). Female tokens in high-prestige work groups: Catalysts or inhibitors of
group diversification? Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,

116, 104-115. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2011.05.009.

Dyar, C., & London, B. (2018). Longitudinal examination of a bisexual-specific minority
stress process among bisexual cisgender women. Psychology of Women Quarterly,

42, 342-360. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684318768233

Eagly, A. H., Johannesen-Schmidt, M. C., & van Engen, M. L. (2003). Transformational,

transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles: A meta-analysis comparing

39



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

women and men. Psychological Bulletin, 129, 569-591. https://doi-

org.proxy.library.uu.nl/10.1037/0033-2909.129.4.569

Eibach, R. P., Mock, S. E., & Courtney, E. A. (2010). Having a “senior moment”: Induced
aging phenomenology, subjective age, and susceptibility to ageist stereotypes.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 46, 643-649.

https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jesp.2010.03.002

Ellemers, N. (1993). The influence of socio-structural variables on identity management
strategies. European Review of Social Psychology, 4, 27-57.

https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779343000013

Ellemers, N., & Barreto, M. (2015). Modern discrimination: How perpetrators and targets
interactively perpetuate social disadvantage. Current Opinion in Behavioral

Sciences, 3, 142-146. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2015.04.001

Ellemers, N., Van den Heuvel, H., De Gilder, D., Maass, A., & Bonvini, A. (2004). The
underrepresentation of women in science: differential commitment or the queen
bee syndrome? British Journal of Social Psychology, 43, 315-338.

https://doi.org/10.1348/0144666042037999

Ellemers, N., & Rink, F. (2016). Diversity in work groups. Current Opinion in

Psychology, 11,49-53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.06.001

Ellemers, N., & Van Laar, C. (2010). Individual mobility. In J. Dovidio, M. Hewstone, P.
Glick, & V. Esses (Eds.), Handbook of prejudice, stereotyping, and discrimination
(pp. 561-576). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446200919.n34

Ely, R. J. (1994). The effects of organizational demographics and social identity on
relationships among professional women. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39,

203-238. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2393234.

40



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Emerson, K. T. U., & Murphy, M. C. (2014). Identity threat at work: How social identity
threat and situational cues contribute to racial and ethnic disparities in the
workplace. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 20, 508-520.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035403

Essien, ., Otten, S., & Degner, J. (2020). Group evaluations as self-group distancing:
Ingroup typicality moderates evaluative intergroup bias in stigmatized groups.
European Journal of Social Psychology. Advance online publication:

https://doi.org/10.1002/eisp.2708

Faniko, K., Ellemers, N., & Derks, B. (in press). The Queen Bee phenomenon in
Academia 15 years after: Does it still exist, and if so, why? British Journal of

Social Psychology. Advance online publication: https://doi.org/10.1111/bjs0.12408

Faniko, K., Ellemers, N., & Derks, B. (2016). Queen Bees and Alpha Males: Are
successful women more competitive than successful men? European Journal of

Social Psychology, 46, 903-913. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2198

Faniko, K., Ellemers, N., Derks, B., & Lorenzi-Cioldi, F. (2017). Nothing changes, really:
Why women who break through the glass ceiling end up reinforcing it. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 43, 638-651.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167217695551

Ferrari, L., Rosnati, R., Manzi, C., & Benet-Martinez, V. (2015). Ethnic identity,
bicultural identity integration, and psychological well-being among transracial
adoptees: A longitudinal study. New directions for child and adolescent

development, 150, 63-76. https://doi.org/10.1002/cad.20122

Fiske, S. T. (2014). Social beings: A core social motives approach to social psychology.

Hoboken, NU Wiley and Sons, Inc.

41



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Fordham, S., & Ogbu, J. U. (1986). Black students' school success: Coping with the
“burden of ‘acting white’”. The Urban Review, 18, 176-206.

https://doi.org/10.1007/bf01112192

Gaertner, S. L., Dovidio, J. F., & Samuel, G. (2000). Reducing intergroup bias: The
common ingroup identity model. Psychology Press.

Giasson, H. L., & Chopik, W. J. (2020). Geographic patterns of implicit age bias and
association with state-level health outcomes across the United States. European

Journal of Social Psychology. Advance online publication:

https://doi.org/10.1002/eisp.2707

Goh, J. X., Kort, D. N., Thurston, A. M., Benson, L. R., & Kaiser, C. R. (2019). Does
concealing a sexual minority identity prevent exposure to prejudice? Social
Psychological and Personality Science, 10, 1056-1064.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619829065

Guimond, S., Dif, S., & Aupy, A. (2002). Social identity, relative group status and
intergroup attitudes: When favorable outcomes change intergroup relations... for
the worse. European Journal of Social Psychology, 32, 739-760.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.118

Gilindemir, S., Martin, A. E., & Homan, A. C. (2019). Understanding diversity ideologies
from the target's perspective: A review and future directions. Frontiers in

Psychology, 10, 282. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00282

Gutiérrez, A. S., & Unzueta, M. M. (2010). The effect of interethnic ideologies on the
likability of stereotypic vs. counterstereotypic minority targets. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 46, 775-784.

https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jesp.2010.03.010

42



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Hall, W. M., Schmader, T., & Croft, A. (2015). Engineering exchanges: Daily social
identity threat predicts burnout among female engineers. Social Psychological and

Personality Science, 6, 528-534. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550615572637

Harvey, R. D., LaBeach, N., Pridgen, E., & Gocial, T. M. (2005). The intragroup
stigmatization of skin tone among Black Americans. Journal of Black Psychology,

31,237-253. https://doi.org/10.1177/0095798405278192

Haslam, C., Jetten, J., Cruwys, T., Dingle, G., & Haslam, S. A. (2018). The new
psychology of health: Unlocking the social cure. Routledge.

Haslam, S. A., O’Brien, A., Jetten, J., Vormedal, K., & Penna, S. (2005). Taking the
strain: Social identity, social support, and the experience of stress. British Journal

of Social Psychology, 44, 355-370. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466605x37468

He, J., & Kang, S. (in press). Covering in cover letters: Gender and self-presentation in
job applications. Academy of Management Journal.

Hebl, M. R., Foster, J. B., Mannix, L. M., & Dovidio, J. F. (2002). Formal and
interpersonal discrimination: A field study of bias toward homosexual applicants.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28, 815-825.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202289010

Hornsey, M. J., Oppes, T., and Svensson, A. (2002). “It’s ok if we say it, but you can’t”:
responses to intergroup and intragroup criticism. European Journal of Social

Psychology, 32, 293-307. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.90

Ilgen, D. R., Hollenbeck, J. R., Johnson, M., & Jundt, D. (2005). Teams in organizations:
From input-process-output models to IMOI models. Annual Review of Psychology,

56, 517-543. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070250

Insider (2019). 4 people who went under the knife told us why they did it, and their stories

explain why the average age for cosmetic surgery keeps getting younger. Retrieved



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

from https://www.insider.com/plastic-surgery-why-more-young-people-are-going-

under-the-knife-2019-3

International Organization for Migration (2020). World migration report 2020. Retrieved

from https://publications.iom.int/system/files/pdf/wmr 2020.pdf

Jetten, J., Haslam, S. A., Cruwys, T., Greenaway, K. H., Haslam, C., & Steffens, N. K.
(2017). Advancing the social identity approach to health and well-being:
Progressing the social cure research agenda. European Journal of Social

Psychology, 47, 789-802 . https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2333

Jetten, J., Haslam, C., & Haslam, S. A. (2011). The Social Cure: Identity, health and well-
being. New York: Psychology Press.

Kahn, K. B., & Davies, P. G. (2011). Differentially dangerous? Phenotypic racial
stereotypicality increases implicit bias among ingroup and outgroup members.
Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 14, 569-580.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430210374609

Kaiser, C. R., & Spalding, K. E. (2015). Do women who succeed in male-dominated
domains help other women? The moderating role of gender identification.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 45, 599-608.

https://doi.org/10.1002/eisp.2113

Kang, S. K., DeCelles, K. A., Tilcsik, A., & Jun, S. (2016). Whitened résumés: Race and
self-presentation in the labor market. Administrative Science Quarterly, 61, 469-

502. https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839216639577

Kende, J., Baysu, G., Van Laar, C., & Phalet, K. (2020). Majority group belonging
without minority group distancing? Minority experiences of intergroup contact and

inequality. The British Journal of Social Psychology. Advance online publication:

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/bjso0.12382

44



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Kirby, T. A., Silva Rego, M., & Kaiser, C. R. (2020). Colorblind and multicultural
diversity strategies create identity management pressure. European Journal of

Social Psychology. Advance online publication: https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2689

Koudenburg, N., Postmes, T., & Gordijn, E. H. (2017). Beyond content of conversation:
The role of conversational form in the emergence and regulation of social
structure. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 21, 50-71.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868315626022

Kuppens, T., Spears, R., Manstead, A. S. R., Spruyt, B., & Easterbrook, M. J. (2018).
Educationism and the irony of meritocracy: Negative attitudes of higher educated
people towards the less educated. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 76,

429-447. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jesp.2017.11.001

Latrofa, M., Vaes, J., Pastore, M., & Cadinu, M. (2009). “United we stand, divided we
fall”! The protective function of self-stereotyping for stigmatised members’
psychological well-being. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 58, 84-

104. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1464-0597.2008.00383.x

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, and coping. Springer publishing
company.

Le Forestier, J. M., Page-Gould, E., Lai, C. K., & Chasteen, A. L. (2020). Concealability
beliefs facilitate navigating intergroup contexts. European Journal of Social

Psychology. Advance online publication: https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2681

Levy, B. R., Slade, M. D., Kunkel, S. R., & Kasl, S. V. (2002). Longevity increased by
positive self-perceptions of aging. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

83, 261-270. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.2.261

45



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Lockwood, P. (2006). “Someone like me can be successful”: Do college students need
same-gender role models? Psychology of Women Quarterly. 30, 36-46.

https://doi.org/10.1111/].1471-6402.2006.00260.x

Mackey, C. D., Silver, C. F., Rios, K., Cowgill, C. M., & Hood, R. W. (2020).
Concealment of nonreligious identity: Exploring social identity threat among
atheists and other nonreligious individuals. Group Processes & Intergroup

Relations. Advance online publication: https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220905661

Major, B., & Schmader, T. (2017). Stigma, social identity threat, and health. In B. Major,
J. F. Dovidio, & B. G. Link (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Stigma,
Discrimination, and Health (pp. 85-103). Oxford University Press.

https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190243470.001.0001

Meeussen, L., Van Laar, C., & Van Grootel, S. (2020). How to foster male engagement in
traditionally female communal roles and occupations: Insights from research on
gender norms and precarious manhood. Social Issues and Policy Review, 14,297-

328. https://doi.org/10.1111/sipr.12060

Morgenroth, T., Ryan, M. K., and Peters, K. (2015). The motivational theory of role

modeling: how role models influence role aspirants’ goals. Review of General

Psychology, 19, 465-483. https://doi.org/10.1037/gpr0000059
Munder, A. K., Becker, J. C., & Christ, O. (2020). Standing up for whom? Targets’

different goals in the confrontation of discrimination. European Journal of Social

Psychology. Advance online publication: https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2698
Napier, J. L., Suppes, A. C., & Bettinsoli, M. L. (2020). Denial of gender discrimination

is associated with better subjective well-being among women: A system

justification account. European Journal of Social Psychology. Advance online

publication: https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2702

46



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Newheiser, A.-K., & Barreto, M. (2014). Hidden costs of hiding stigma: Ironic
interpersonal consequences of concealing a stigmatized identity in social
interactions. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 52, 58-70.

https://doi.org/10.1016/1.esp.2014.01.002

Nolan, I. T., Kuhner, C. J., & Dy, G. W. (2019). Demographic and temporal trends in
transgender identities and gender confirming surgery. Translational andrology and

urology, 8, 184-190. https://doi.org/10.21037/tau.2019.04.09

O’Brien, L. T. O., Hitti, A., Shaffer, E., Van Camp, A. R., Henry, D., & Gilbert, P. N.
(2016). Improving girls sense of fit in science: increasing the impact of role
models. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 8, 301-309.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550616671997

Paluck, E. L., Green, S. A., & Green, D. P. (2019). The contact hypothesis re-evaluated.

Behavioural Public Policy, 3, 129-—158. https://doi.org/10.1017/bpp.2018.25

Pasek, M. H., Filip-Crawford, G., & Cook, J. E. (2017). Identity concealment and social
change: Balancing advocacy goals against individual needs. Journal of Social

Issues, 73, 397-412. https://doi.org/10.1111/jo0s1.12223

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 751-783.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751

Plaut, V. C. (2002). Cultural models of diversity in American: The psychology of
difference and inclusion. In R. A. Shweder, M. Minow, & H. R. Markus (Eds.),
Engaging cultural differences: The multicultural challenge in liberal democracies

(pp. 365-395). Russell Sage Foundation.

47



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Pronin, E., Steele, C. M., & Ross, L. (2004). Identity bifurcation in response to stereotype
threat: Women and mathematics. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 40,

152-168. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0022-1031(03)00088-x

Quinn, D. M., Weisz, B. M., & Lawner, E. K. (2017). Impact of active concealment of
stigmatized identities on physical and psychological quality of life. Social Science

& Medicine, 192, 14-17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.09.024

Rattan, A., & Ambady, N. (2013). Diversity ideologies and intergroup relations: An
examination of colorblindness and multiculturalism. European Journal of Social

Psychology, 43 12-21. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.1892

Richman, L. S., VanDellen, M., and Wood, W. (2011). How women cope: being a
numerical minority in a male-dominated profession. Journal of Social Issues, 67,

492-5009. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1540-4560.2011.01711.x

Ryan, R., & Deci, E. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic

motivation. American Psychologist, 55, 68-78. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-

066X.55.1.68
Sealy, R. (2010). Changing perceptions of meritocracy in senior women’s careers. Gender

in Management, 25, 184-197. https://doi.org/10.1108/17542411011036392

Schmader, T., & Sedikides, C. (2018). State authenticity as fit to environment: The
implications of social identity for fit, authenticity, and self-
segregation. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 22, 228-259.

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868317734080

Sekaquaptewa, D., & Thompson, M. (2002). The differential effects of solo status on
members of high-and low-status groups. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 28, 694-707. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167202288013

48



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Sheppard, L. D., & Aquino, K. (2013). Much ado about nothing? Observers'
problematization of women's same-sex conflict at work. Academy of Management

Perspectives, 27, 52-62. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2012.0005

Sheppard, L. D., & Aquino, K. (2017). Sisters at arms: A theory of female same-sex
conflict and its problematization in organizations. Journal of Management, 43,
691-715. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314539348

Sinclair, S., Lowery, B. S., Hardin, C. D., & Colangelo, A. (2005). Social tuning of

automatic racial attitudes: the role of affiliative motivation. Journal of Personality

and Social Psychology, 89, 583-592. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.4.583

Steele, C. M., Spencer, S. J., & Aronson, J. (2002). Contending with group image: The
psychology of stereotype and identity threat. Advances in Experimental Social

Psychology, 34, 379-440. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(02)80009-0

Stephens, N. M., & Levine, C. S. (2011). Opting out or denying discrimination? How the
framework of free choice in American society influences perceptions of gender
inequality. Psychological Science, 22, 1231-1236.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611417260

Sterk, N., Meeussen, L., & Van Laar, C. (2018). Perpetuating inequality: Junior women
do not see queen bee behavior as negative but are nonetheless negatively affected

by it. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 1690. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01690

Suppes, A., Napier, J. L., & van der Toorn, J. (2019). The palliative effects of system
justification on the health and happiness of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
individuals. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 45, 372-388.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218785156

49



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G.
Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33-
47). Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

The New Yorker (2019). The age of Instagram face: How social media, FaceTune, and
plastic surgery created a single, cyborgian look. Retrieved from

https://www.newyorker.com/culture/decade-in-review/the-age-of-instagram-facef

Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D., & Wetherell, M. S. (1987).
Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization theory. Basil Blackwell.

Unzueta, M. M., Gutiérrez, A. S., & Ghavami, N. (2010). How believing in affirmative
action quotas affects White women’s self-image. Journal of Experimental Social

Psychology, 46, 120-126. https://doi.org/10.1016/.jesp.2009.08.017

Uysal, A., Lin, H., & Knee, C. (2010). The role of need satisfaction in self-concealment
and well-being. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36, 187-199.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167209354518

van Engen, M. L., Vinkenburg, C. J., & Dikkers, J. S. E. (2012). Sustainability in
combining career and care: Challenging normative beliefs about parenting. Journal

of Social Issues, 68(4), 645-664. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1540-4560.2012.01769.x

Van Laar, C., Bleeker, D., Ellemers, N., & Meijer, E. (2014). Ingroup and outgroup
support for upward mobility: Divergent responses to ingroup identification in low
status groups. European Journal of Social Psychology, 44, 563-577.

https://doi.org/10.1002/eisp.2046

Van Laar, C., Derks, B., Ellemers, N., & Bleeker, D. (2010). Valuing social identity:
Consequences for motivation and performance in low-status groups. Journal of

Social Issues, 66, 602-617. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1540-4560.2010.01665.x

50



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Van Laar, C., Meeussen, L., Veldman, J., Van Grootel, S., Sterk, N., & Jacobs, C. (2019).
Coping with stigma in the workplace: Understanding the role of threat regulation,
supportive factors, and potential hidden costs. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 1879.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsye.2019.01879

Van Veelen, R., Derks, B., & Endedijk, M. D. (2019). Double trouble: How being
outnumbered and negatively stereotyped threatens career outcomes of women in
STEM. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 150.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsye.2019.00150

Van Veelen, R. & Derks, B. (2020). Academics as Superheroes: Female academics’ lack
of fit with the masculine stereotype of academic success limits their career
advancement in academia. Submitted for publication.

van Zomeren, M., Postmes, T., & Spears, R. (2008). Toward an integrative social identity
model of collective action: A quantitative research synthesis of three socio-
psychological perspectives. Psychological Bulletin, 134, 504-535. https://doi-

org.proxy.library.uu.nl/10.1037/0033-2909.134.4.504

Veldman, J., Meeussen, L., Van Laar, C., & Phalet, K. (2017). Women (do not) belong
here: Gender-work identity conflict among female police officers. Frontiers in

Psychology, 8, 130. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00130

Veldman, J., Van Laar, C., Meeussen, L., & Lo Bue, S. (2020). Daily coping with social
identity threat in outgroup-dominated contexts: Self-group distancing among
female soldiers. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin. Advance online

publication: https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220921054

VSNU (2019). Room for everyone’s talent: Towards a new balance in the recognition and

rewards of academics. Retrieved from

51



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

https://www.vsnu.nl/recognitionandrewards/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Position-

paper-Room-for-everyone%E2%80%99s-talent.pdf

Weiss, D., & Freund, A. (2012). Still young at heart: Negative age-related information
motivates distancing from same-aged people. Psychology and Aging, 27, 173-180.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0024819.

Weiss, D., & Lang, F. R. (2012). “They” are old but “I” feel younger: Age-group
dissociation as a self-protective strategy in old age. Psychology and Aging, 27,

153-163. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024887

Weiss, D., Sassenberg, K., & Freund, A. M. (2013). When feeling different pays off: How
older adults can counteract negative age-related information. Psychology and

Aging, 28, 1140-1146. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033811

Williams, J. C., & Dempsey, R. (2018). What works for women at work: Four patterns
working women need to know. NYU Press.

Wilkins, C. L., Kaiser, C. R., & Rieck, H. (2010). Detecting racial identification: The role
of phenotypic prototypicality. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 46,

1029-1034. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.1esp.2010.05.017

Wilson-Kovacs, D., Ryan, M. K., Haslam, S. A., & Rabinovich, A. (2008). “Just because
you can get a wheelchair in the building doesn’t necessarily mean that you can still
participate”: Barriers to the career advancement of disabled professionals.

Disability & Society, 23, 705-717. https://doi.org/10.1080/09687590802469198

Wright, S. C., & Taylor, D. M. (1998). Responding to tokenism: Individual action in the
face of collective injustice. European Journal of Social Psychology, 28, 647-667.

https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1099-0992(199807/08)28:4<647::aid-

ejsp887>3.0.c0:2-0

52



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

Wright, S. C., Taylor, D. M., & Moghaddam, F. M. (1990). Responding to membership in
a disadvantaged group: From acceptance to collective protest. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 994-1003. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.58.6.994
Zou, L., and Cheryan, S. (2015). When whites' attempts to be multicultural backfire in

intergroup interactions. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 9, 581-592.

https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12203

53



DISTANCING FROM A STIGMATIZED SOCIAL IDENTITY

70

60

i
o

2000
2001

Figure 1. The yearly absolute number of journal articles whose abstracts jointly reference
distancing ("self-group distancing" or "concealment" or "disidentification" or "queen bee"
or "hiding") and stigma ("social identity" or "social identity threat" or "identity threat" or

"stigma"). Web of Science, 2020.
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Figure 2. Input-Process-Output (IPO) model on the Manifestations, Explanations,
Contexts, Consequences, Interventions, and Alternative Strategies in relation to Self-
Group Distancing.
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