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CHAPTER SIXTEEN

RELIGIOUS MAJORITY-MINORITY AND
GENDER DIFFERENCES IN MODELS OF
CROSSED CATEGORIZATION EFFECTS:
SOME EVIDENCE FOR SOCIAL
DEVELOPMENT

RAMADHAR SINGH, Indian Institutc of Management Bangalore

INTRODUCTION

Without doubt, one of the key figures in the emergence and  development of
social psychology in India has been Jai B.P. Sinha. It is a privilege to be part
of this Festschrift honouring Jai Babu and recognizing his important role in
turning Social psychology in India into experimental social psychology.

. Although I had heard about Jai Babu from my mentors at the University of
Bihar, Muzaffarpur, { met him only in October 1965. Darring my tenure at Patna
University {1968-1970), 1 came in close contact with him. He taught me how to
{a) write articles for journals, (b) perform experiments, and (¢) read Weiner's (1962)
Statistical principles in experimental designs before analyzing the data. [ had read
about the classic experiments in social psychology (Krech & Crutchfield, 1952).
However, it was the reprint of his article (Sinha, 1968} in the Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology that led me to become an experimental social
psychologist. His early enccuragement for doing graduate study in experimental
social psychology in the Inited States, subsequent support for professional
development in India, and continuing guidance in what should be studied kept
me moving ahead and enjoying the thrills of performing experiments (Singh &
Bhargava. 1985, 1986: Singh, Gupta, & Dalal, 1979; Singh, Bohra, & Dalal,
1979: Singh, Yeo, Lin, & Tan, 2007).
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Among the developmental issues, [ found challenges in justice and
fairness (e.g.. Singh, 1983, 1997; Singh & Lin, 2011; Tetlock e al, 2007,
Tetlock. Self. & Singh. 2010) and prejudice and discrimination (e.g.. Singh.
Choo, & Poh, 1998; Singh, Sharmini, & Choo, 2004; Singh, Yeoh. Lim, &
Lim, 1997). In this chapter, | describe ome experiment that has some
implications . for social development in India, an area (Sinha. 1981} in which
Jai Babu has made significant and enduring contributions.

CROSS CATEGORIZATION

In crossed social categorization experimén’rs, out-group {0) and in-greup (1)
by one categorization (e.g., nationality) are paired with O and I by another
categorization (e.g., religion). Such crossfngs generate four targets, namely.
double out-group (0Q), out-group by the first but in-group by the second
categorization (01), in-group by the first but out-group by the second
categorization (10), and double in-group (II). Models of crossed categorization
effects are often identified from responses to these four target persons (see,

-e.g.. Crisp & Hewstone, 1999, for a narrative review; Migdal, Hewstone, &

Mullen, 1998; Urban & Miller, 1998, for a review and meta-analysis).

The available evidence argues for five models. When crossed
categorization altogether eliminates the djstinction between O and [ (e.g.,
Deschamps & Doise, 1978), the operative model is supposed to be of
equivalence (00 = 01 = 10 = -IT). Responding to only one of the two
categories (00 = 01 < 10 = I or 00 < 01 = [0 < [1} constitutes the model of
category dominance (e.g., Hagendoorn & Henke, 1991). When both categories
affect evaluation independent of each other:. the additive model emerges (e.g.,
Singh er al., 1997). With two equally important categories, therefore, evaluations
of Q0 and Il lie at the two extremes but of :0l and [O fall in the middle (00 <
Of = 10 < II) {e.g., Hewstone, Islam. & Judd, 1993). In conjunctive model,
one level of either category takes on all the weight. Such weight for O leads 1o
social exclusion (00 = Ol = [0 < II) (Vanbeselaere, 1987) but for [ promotes
social inclusion (00 < 01 = 10 = [): (e.g.. Vanbeselaere, 1991). in the
hierarchical ordering model, the secondary: category is weighted more at. one
than other level of the primary category (e.g. Brewer. Ho, Lee, & Miller,
1987). Depending upon whether the secondary category is weighted more at
O or I by the primary category, semi-exclusion (00 = 10 < OI < 1I) (Singh &
Goh. 2006) or semi-inclusion (00 < OT < [0 = II) (Van Oudenhoven, Judd,
Hewstone, 2000) model can hold. :
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Hagendoorn and Henke (1991} varied religion (Muslim versus Hindu)
?nd class (lower versus upper) of the participants as well as of the target persons
m India. The original expectation was to eliminate the differences between
perceptions of the religious groups by classifying the participants according
to their class {i.e., monthly income). However, lower class Hindus did not
show the typical rzsponse of a minority group (i.c., out-group bias), nor did
Muslims show the typical response of a majority group (i.e., the additive
model). That led the authors to conclude that religion implies status in India:
“Hindus have an elevated status as a majority group and Muslims are not
only a numerical but also a social minority” (p. 257).

Since religion and class of the participants jointly placed them at the
different strata of Indian society, it was natural for Hagendoorn and Henke
(1991) to yield evidence for as heterogeneous models as they did. To promote
a positive social identity, the lower class Muslims might have equated
themselves with the superior groups (Singh ef al., 1998). Consequently, the
equivalence model held with them. In contrast, the upper class Muslims live
in fear of being assimilated with the majority Hindus (A.K. Singh, 1988). To
affirm their social identity, therefore, they responded to categorization by
religion alone. Evidence for the semi-exclusion form of the hierarchical
ordering model with the lower class, high caste Hindus suggests that they
responded more stzongly to O than I by religion, also an out-group fear (Ng,
1981). Only the upper class, high caste Hindus followed the additive model.
Clearly, those of the highest social status used both categories; those of the
lowest status used none; and those falling in the middle were driven by out-
group fear,

The present author hypothesized that social status of the perceivers
determines which of the multiple social categories they will use in judging
others. This hypothesis came from the suggestion that “... the type of
categorizations people use in a given social context are not only the result of
the need optimally to categorize the social world... but also of the perscnal
and social needs of the perceivers themselves” (Hagendoorn & Henke, 1991:
258). The author tested this hypothesis with the majority Hindus and the
minority Muslims in India, the same participant population as in Hagendoorn
and Henke. His choice for this participant population was also guided by the
findings from the neighbouring Bangladesh (Hewstone et al., 1993) that
nationality was less important than religion to the minority Hindus, and that

religion was more important to the minority Hindus than to the majority
Muslims.
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Subsequent to Hagendoorn and Henke (1991) and Hewstone et al. (1993),
only four studies employed natural categories of pationality and race (Singh
et al., 1997), nationality, religion, and employment (Van Oudenhoven et al.,
2000), race and gender (Crisp & Hewstone, 2001), and religion and gender
(Crisp, Hewstone, & Cairns, 2001). All these studies had participants from
only the in-group according to all the categories manipulated. Moreover, they
employed a between-participants design. It was not possible, therefore, to
provide any evidence for the convergent validity of the model identified or
shed any light on the merit of the hypothesis.

In Singh and Goh (2006), Chinese men and women in Singapore
indicated their attraction towards work groups formed according to race and
gender of two members. Participants also indicated their preference for one
over the other member of the work groups as a colleague. In both tasks,
responses by women supported the model of category dominance by race.
For men, however, attraction towards the groups obeyed the additive model
but preference for a member obeyed the semi-exclusion form of the hierarchical
ordering model (i.e., the gender category was considered with I but not with
O by race categorization). Importantly, men were more attracted toward O
than I by gender, a result at odds with the extant models of crossed
categorization effects (Crisp & Hewstone, 1999; Migdal ¢ al., 1998; Urban &
Miller, 1998). As race and gender of both the members were fully crossed in a
four-factor design, evidence on the convergent validity of the model employed
by women and by men came from the same pattern in their respective Gender X
Race of Member A and Gender x Race of Member B effects.

The moderating effect of gender of the participants on use of gender
category just reported was predicted on the grounds that men are generally
perceived to hold higher status than ‘women (Stewart & Vassar, 2000; Stewart,
Vassar, Sanchez, & David, 2000). So, ignoring the gender category allows
women to equate themselves to the higher status men. In contrast, more
attraction towards O than I by gender may satisfy men’s desires for forming
new relationships (Baumeister & Learly, 1995) or for maximizing outcome of

the interaetion (Gaertner & Insko, 2000). In fact, women respond to man and
woman at the group level (i.e, social attraction as O and I) but men at the
individual level (i.e., interpersonal attraction) (Singh, 2006). )

Based on past findings (Hagendoorn & Henke, 1991; Hewstone e al,
1993; Singh, 2006; Singh & Goh, 2006), the present author varied social status
of the participants by including men and women from majority Hindu and
minority Muslim religious groups. Target persons also differed with regard to
the very same gender and religion categories plus nationality. There were four



234 Diauocue For DeveLopmenT

crossed categorization scenarios based on one 3-category (nationality (N) x
religion (R) x gender (G)) and three 2-category (N X R, N x G, and R x G)
designs. Since evaluations of target persons described by three categories as
well as by two of them were taken, there were three tests of how one category
was utilized when it was crossed with another, Table 16.1 lists the predicted

category usage by participants of four status levels in each of the crossed
categorization designs,

Table 16.1: Predicted Category. Usage by Participants from the Four Religions
by Gender Groups in the Four Crossed Categorization Designs

Crossed Categorization: Designs Participant Groups
' Hindu Hindu Mustim Muslim
Men Women Men Women
Nationatity (N} x Race (R) x Gender {G) N.R G N, R R G
E xR N R N, R R None
%G N, G N G G
RxG R G R R G

. Muslims played key role in partition of India, and they continue to have
ties with and sympathy for the people of Pakistan (Gupta, 1956). Moreover,
doubts about the loyalty of Muslims to India have also been raised from time
to time (Gupte, 1989; Madhok, 1981, cited in A K. Singh, 19838). So, the
author expected Muslims to equate O with I by nationality. Such equating of
national groups would simplify the first three designs to the R x G, R-only,
and G-only ones. From evidence. for the model of category dominance by
religion with the upper class Muslims (Hagendoorn & Henke, 1991), he
expected Muslim men to use religion in the first, second, and fourth designs
but gender in the N X G design. Muslim women st move veiled in public
places, an obvious basis of self-categorization (Hortacsu, 2000). They are not
subjeFted to civil laws concerning divorce either (Gupte, 1989). These societal
practices may invoke perception of the self more as a woman than a Muslim.
_If' s0, Muslim women would use the model of category dominance by gender
in the first, third, and fourth designs but of equivalence in the second design,
The equivalence model in the N x R design was predicted because the lower
class Muslims did not discriminate between the target persons formed
according to religion and class (Hagendoorn & Henke, 1991).

Category woman stands for lower social status (Stewart & Vassar, 2000;
Stewart er al., 2000). To <levate their status to that of men, therefore, Hindu
women should equate I with O by gender just as Chinese women did in

Reugious Masoormy-MinosiTy axD Genper DirFerences In MoDeLs oF CrosseD... 235

Singapore (Singh & Goh, 2006). With them, therefore, the first design would
be reduced io the second N x R design'and the third and fourth designs to N-
only and R-only, respectively. In other words, the additive model should hold
in the first two designs but the models-of category dominance by nationality
and by religion in the respective third and fourth designs. Evidence for the
additive model with upper class, high caste Hindus (Hagendoorn & Henke,
1991) led to the prediction that Hindu men should use all the categories given.
Moreover, they should show greater attraction toward O than I by gender, as
did Chinese men in Singapore {Singh & Goh, 2006).

METHOD

PARTICIPANTS

Thirty Hindu and 30 Muslim college students from Allahabad, Uttar Pradesh,
India participated. Each religious group had an equal number of men and
women {ns = 15; age range: 18-21 years). Paid participation was in response
to an appeal by a Hindu female graduate student of psychology.

TARGET PERSONS AND DESIGNS

Twenty target persons were prepared according to four separate crossed
categorization designs. Design 1 was a:2 x 2 x 2 factorial, with Pakistani and
Indian as the levels of nationality, Muslim and Hindu as the levels of religion,
and Woman and Man as the levels of gender. It generated eight target persons.
Designs 2, 3, and 4 were 2 X 2 (N X R, N x G, and R x G) factorials and
generated 12 target persons. The levels of the categories were the same as in
Design 1. _

To disguise the manipulations done, another set of 20 filler persons were
prepared. They were of different nationality (e.g., Nepalese, Sri Lankan),
religion (e.g., Buddhist, Christian), and moarital status (e.g., single, married).
Experimental bocoklets presented the filler along with the target persons in
completely randomized orders. Descriptions of 10 of these 40 persons
appeared in the first part of the booklet and served as practice examples
(Anderson, 1982; Singh & Goh, 2006). Such methodological precautions are
necessary in a within-participants design that makes hypotheses transparent
and judgements relative.

Counterbalancing the orders of presentation of categories in a description
generated three versions of the target persons of Design 1 (IN-R-G, R-G-N,
and G-N-R). Similar counterbalancing resulted in two versions of target
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persons of Designs 2 through 4. Such descriptions were given to about equal
number of participants from the four status groups.

PROCEDURE

Nearly one year after the demolition of the Babri Mosque in Ayodhya by
Hindu fundamentalisis (December 6, 1992), a Hindu woman conducted this
experiment in small groups of 5 participants at a time. She introduced the
experimental task as one of social perception in which several strangers were
to be judged on the basis of what they had disclosed about themselves, Written
instructions in Hindi informed the participants that the strangers were drawn
randomly from a population of delegates to a recent convention of college
students from countries forming the South Asian Regional Cooperation
(SARC). In one of the sessions of the SARC convention, the delegates had
supplied 1 to 3 answers to 2 “Who am I” survey. Responses of a random
sample of 40 delegates were picked up for this study. The task for the participant
was to read how the stranger had responded to the “Who am I” survey, and
then indicate how much they would enjoy company of that person. This item

. has been used widely in study of interpersonal attraction (Byrne, 1971; Singh
& Ho, 2000; Singh, Ho, Tan, & Bell, 2007).

To make the instructions and the task clearer to the participants, the
experimenter conducted a practice session with 10 examples. She urged the
participants to read the stranger’s self-description, form an impression of
that person, and then put a vertical mark along a 100mm horizontal line to
indicate how much they would enjoy his or her company. The left and right
ends of the scale represented the lowest and highest levels of enjoyment of
company, respectively. Participants were encouraged to use the entire scale,
for the correct responses were whatever they felt to be right. Responses were
anonymous.

After the practice session, the experimenter verbally repeated the main
points of the instructions to the participants. She also reminded them that
responses were anonymous, and that their true feelings about the target'
persons were the correct responses to them. Finally, she asked the participants
to judge 40 strangers one by one. In each case, the participants wrote the
code number of the target person and drew a vertical line on the 100mm
horizontal line of the response sheet to indicate their attraction towards
him or her. Such measure controls for memory of the previous ratings in a
within-participants design (e.g. Singh, 1983, 1996, 1997; Sing & Goh, 2006).
The same 40 target persons were rated three times in different randomized
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orders {i.e., from two other new booklets) to generate more reliable responses
(Anderson, 1982). After the third booklet was completed, the experimenter
thanked the participants for their cooperation and paid them Indian Rupees
10 as compensation.

SCORING AND CODING

The vertical marks along the 100mm line were measured from the left to their
nearest integer. Hence, the scores ranged from 0 (lowest) to 100 (highest). The
higher the score, the greater is the attraction towards the target person. Data
from all three trials of judgements were coded. The target persons were coded
as O or [ contingent upon whether they were from categories that excluded or
included the participants themselves. For the Indian Hindu male participants,
for instance, Pakistani Muslim woman and Indian Hindu man were coded as
triple out-group (OOO) and triple in-group (III), respectively. For the Indian
Muslim female participants, Pakistani Hindu man and Indian Muslim woman
were QOO and III, respectively.

RESULTS
Cateaory UsaGe BY Four GROUPS OF THE PARTICIPANTS

The main goal in data analysis was to find out category usage by participants
from the four social groups. Therefore, the data of Design 1 of the four groups
of participants were subjected to separate 3 x 2 x 2 x 2 (trjals of judgements
x N x R % () analyses of variance (ANOVAs) with repeated measurements
on all four factors. The data of Designs:2 through 4 were also analyzed by
separate 3 X 2 x 2 ANOVAs with repeated measurements on all three factors.
Table 16.2 lists F ratios from the N x R x GNxR NxG and NxR
designs of the four participant groups.

Table 16.2: Statistically Significant Main Effects in the Four Crossed Categori-
zation Designs of the Four Participants Groups

Crossed Categorization Confexts ’ Farticipant Groups
Hindu  “Hindu Mustim  Muslim
Men Women Men Wormen
Nationality (N) X Race (R) x Gender (G) N.GR. N, R R G
NxR N, R N,R R None
NxG N, G N G G
RxG R R R R.G
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Evidently, Hindu men used all the given categories in the first three
designs but only religion in the R X G design. The interaction effects are
absent in three designs, and the N x R effect of the second design is not
supported by a similar interaction effect in the first design. It can be said,
therefore, that Hindu men obeyed the additive model in the first three designs
but the mode! of category dominance by religion in the R x G design.

Results from Hindu wormen are precisely as predicted. There are main effects
of both the nationality and religion categories in the N x R x Gand N x R
designs but of natonality only and of religion only nthe Nx Gand R x G
designs, respectively. Stated simply, Hindu women used nationality and
religion categories but ignored gender category. Consequently, their responses
to the first two designs support the additive model and those to the third and
fourth designs support the model of category dominance. No use of gender
category by Hindu women not only confirms the finding from Chinese women
in Singapore (Singh & Goh, 2006s) but also extends it from attraction toward
work groups and colleagues to attraction toward total strangers.

Results from Muslim men are also as predicted. The main effect of nationality
category is virtually absent. The main effect of the religion category is statisticaily
significant in the N x R X G, N x R, and R x G designs. The main effect of
gender category is significant in the N x G design only. Clearly, responses of
Muslim men support the model of category dominance. They used religion
category whenever it was available, as in Hagendoorn and Henke (1991). The
gender category was used only when it was crossed with nationality category.

Results from Muslim women confirm our predictions as well. They used
gender category it N X R x G, N x G, and R x G designs, but ignored both
the religion and nationality categories in the N x R design. The only exception
is that there is a main effect of religion in the R x G design. However, the
main effect of religion was just significant (p =.051), and it is inconsistent
with the results from the first two designs. So, we retain the model of category
dominance by gender. Evidence for the equivalence model in the N x R design
of the present Muslim women and in the Class x Religion design of the lower
class Muslims (Hagendoorn & Henke, 1991) jointly indicates that some
categories do invoke equality of II with OO and crossed groups on the positive
side of the response measure in people of lower social status.

IN-GROUP BIAS, OUT-GROUP BIAS, AND NO BIAS

A statistically‘signiﬁcant main effect in ANOVA indicates use of a category
but does not specify the nature of bias. Tables 16.3, 16.4, and 16.5, therefore,
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report mean and standard deviation of attraction toward O and I by the
respective category of nationality, religion, and gender.

Table 16.3: Means and Standard Deviations of Attraction Toward Qut-group (O)
and In-group (1) by Naticnality as a Function of the Participant Groups
and the Crossed Categorization Designs

Crossed Categorization Designs

Participant Groups NxRxG N=xR NxG
Q ) o} ! o] f

M 47.02 64,08 .| 4035 61.97 31.86 75.16
Hindu Men

SD 33.70 28.36 34.82 26.74 28.56 2218

M 31.56 62.14 | 3568 60.79 2562 746

Hindu Women
1 sb 29.49 29.64 28.88 31.63 2525 26.95

M | 5051 6039 .| 6331 | 60.82 | 6719 | 67.49

Muslim Men

SD 29.04 29.76 | 2917 | 2757 27.96 244
M €9.63 7459 ] 6923 | 7578 64,92 78
sD 27.27 24,09 30,33 1 23.98 31.77 2347

Muslim Women

Nationality Category: Table 16.3 shows that Muslim men and women
were equally attracted towards O and I by nationality. Importantly, their ratings
were on the positive side of the response measure. In contrast, Hindu men
and women were more attracted towards I than O by nationality in all the
three designs. Compared to the nominal neutral point of the response measure
{i.e., 50), moreover, their ratings of T were more positive, an in-group bias, but
those of O were more negative, an out-group derogation (Singh er al., 1997).
Clearly, nationality served as a category for discrimination by Hindus but not
by Muslims as predicted. '

Religion Category: Table 16.4 indicates a more positive response to I
than O by religion. Hindus, regardless of their gender, showed both the
in-group bias and out-group derogationin all the three designs. However,
Muslim men made a positive distinction: from Hindus but did not derogate
them. Although the same tendency is present in Muslirih women, the in-
group bias by religion was significant in only the R x G design. Taken
together, then, these results indicate that religion is a more salient category
for Hindus than for Muslims. :
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Table 16.4: Means and S'tandard Deviations of Attraction toward Out-group {O)
and In-group (1} by Religion as a Function of the Participant Groups
and the Crossed Categorization Designs

Crossed Catagorization Designs

Participant Groups - N=RxG ° NxR RxG
o] i Q ) o} !
M 38.93 72.18 31.52 70.8 3748 78.57
Hindu Men
sD 28.39 25.87 27.32 25.37 266 20.26
M 3532 58.39 35.92 60.54 26.86 72.32
Hindu Women
sD 2062 32.74 29.31 31.43 24.69 26.03
M 52.5 68.81 55.81 68.32 48.13 £5.56
Muslim Men

SD 28.98 27.5 26.92 28.47 28.57 27.87
Muslim Women M | 702 74,03 68.42 76.59 6548 77.58
sD 2531 26.23 29.57 2467 27.81 24.88

Gender Category. Table 16.5 shows that responses to the gender category
were truly diverse. First, Muslim women made a positive distinction from men,
an in-group bias, but did not derogate them. Second, Muslim men revealed
. such an in-group bias only when gender was crossed with nationality. Third,
Hindu women did not make any difference between O and I by gender, Finally,
Hindu men showed ‘an out-group bias: They were more attracted towards O
than I by gender. Such an out-group bias was significant in the N x R x G and
N % G designs but not in the R x G design.

Equality or irrelevance? Mean attraction responses of Hindu women to
O and I by gender fluctuate around 50 in Table 16.5. This central tendency
implies that the gender category was irrelevant for Hindu women. They did
not pay attentior: to it at all. However, the prediction of the null effect of
gender category was based on the logic that Hindu women equate themselves
with the higher status Hindu men to promote a positive social identity (Singh
& Goh, 2006). To choose between these two possibilities, the author examined
the N x R-x G etfect in Design 1 of Hindu women.

Although the triple interaction effect was marginally significant, F(1, 14)

= 4.07, p <.063, MSE = 333.40, the patterns in Religion x Gender effect
across O and I by nationality did favour the equality hypothesis over the
irrelevance one. Figure 16.1 presents mean attraction as a function of religion
{line parameter) and gender (listed on the horizontal axis) of the target persons.
The profiles of the Religion x Gender effects at O and I by nationality are

P
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Table 16.5: Means and Standard Deviations of Attraction toward Out-group (O)
and In-group (f) by Gender as a Function of the Participant Groups
and the Crossed Categorization Designs

Participant Groups

Crossed Categorization Designs
NxRxG NxR RxG
o I o] i 0o I
Hindu Men 1 M 6244 | 4867 | 8301 43,94 64.62 51.4
SD | 2926 | 3369 | 28.21 34.76 28.51 35.1
Hindu Women M 4758 1 4613 | 46.49 53.73 48.2 .50.98
SD | 3319 | 33.37 | 3628 34.94 35.62 32.38
Muslim Men M 59.8 61.51 | 62.33 7234 55.87 |, S57.92
S0 | 27.08 | 3154 | 27.33 24.08 28.93 30.12
Muslim Women M 6784 | 7638 | 64.92 78 63.53 78.52
8D 26.29 24.68 3177 2347 30.04 20.87

shown in the left and right graphs, respectively. Obviously, O and I by gender
received equal but highest ratings when the target person was I by nationality
and religion (see top line of the right graph). This agrees with the hypothesis
that ignoring gender category of the double in-group was a strategy of identity-
enhancement (Singh & Goh, 2006) among Hindu women.

Second, separation between two fines of the left graph is less at I than O
by gender. In contrast, separation between two lines of the right graph is less
at O than I by gender. As the left and right graphs represent O and I by -
nationality, respectively, a simple interpretation of the three-way interaction
is possible. Whenever social categorizations by nationality and gender
converged (i.e., OO of the leftmost point and II of the rightmost point), social
categorization by religion resulted in a sharper discrimination. However, when
two social categorizations diverged (i.e., OI and IO of the two middle points),
the role of social categorization by religion was diminished. Apparently, Hindu
women paid attention to gender category but ignored it only when motivation
to equate themselves with the higher status men (TII) was operative.

Gencer DiIFFerenceS IN WEIGHTING OF OuT-GROUP AND IN-GROUP

Mean attraction of Hindu men and of Hindu women listed in Tables 16.3 and
16.4 disclose an interesting gender difference in responses to the nationality and
religion categories, Compared to 50, the magnitude of in-group bias is always
higher than that of cut-group derogation in men. In contrast, the magnitude of
out-group derogation is stronger than that of in-group bias in women.
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Fig.16.1: Mean aftraction as a function of social categorization by religion {iine
parameter) and social categorization by gender (listed on the horizontal
axis) across O (left graph) and | (right graph) by nationality. Data from
Design 1 of Hindu women

To capture the foregoing gender differences, the data of N xR x G and
N x R designs were analyzed by including gender of the Hindu participants
as a between-participants factor in the ANOVAs. The gender of the participants
* N % R effect was statistically significant inboth the N xR x Gand N x R
designs, Fs(1, 28) = 4.68 and 6.15, respectively, ps =.03, MSEs = 1258.02 and
786.34. Figure 2 presents mean attraction as a function of nationality (line
parameter) and religion (listed on the horizontal axis) of the target persons.
The means of Hindu men and Hindu women are shown in the left and right
panels; those from their N x R x G and N X R designs are shown in the
bottom and tGp panels. .
) Two aspects of the results are of interest. First, the bottom and top graphs
of men display exactly the same pattern, as do the bottom and top graphs of
women. This similarity in patterns across the two designs is important for
convergent validation of the model used because the N x R effect was
statistically significant in just one case in the separate ANOVAs of the two
gender groups {sec Table 16.2),
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Fig. 16.2: Mean attraction as a function:of social categorization by nationality (line
parameter) and social categorization by religion (listed on the horizontal
axis). Means of Hindu men and Hindu women are shown in the left and
right panels; those from their N x R x G and N x R designs are shown in
the bottom and top panels

Second, graphs of Hindu men and Hindu women have seemingly
different patterns. In case of men, separation between the upper and lower
lines is less at I than O by religion; the slope of the upper line representing I
by nationality is shallower than that of the lower curve representing O by
nationality. Put simply, I tock a greater weight than did O. The two curves of
women show exactly the opposite: O took a greater weight than did 1. These
trends in the three-way interaction effect are no doubt suggestive. Nevertheless,
they cast doubt on the additive mode] (Hewstone et al., 1993; Singh et al.,
1997) but argue for the semi-inclusion and semi-exclusion models with Hindu
men and Hindu women, respectively.

DISCUSSION

SociaL STaTus As A MoneraTOR OF CaTEGORY USAGE

Social status of people indeed determines which and how many of the multiple
categories of others they use. As predicted, Hindu men of higher social status
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generally used all of the given categories, and they also showed more attraction
towards O than I by gender. Hindu women of lower social status than Hindu
men used religion and nationality but equated I with O by gender. Clearly,
men and women from even the majority group of Hindus differed in category
usage, .

Similar results came from the minority group of Muslims. Muslim men

of higher status by gender but lower status by religion used religion whenever .

it was available and gender only when it was crossed with nationality. Muslim
women of the lowest social status primaxily relied on gender of others in
judging them. Muslims made no discrimination on the basis of nationality
(Gupta, 1956). In fact, they equated O with 1 by nationality on the positive
side of the attraction measure.

Taken as a whole, then, these results confirm the hypothesis that social
categories have different meanings for people of different social status in India.
Moreover, use of a social category is driven by not only people’s need to
simplify their social world (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987)
but also the relevance it has for their immediate self-definition (Hagendoorn
& Henke, 1991).

SociaL STaTus AND CATEGORIES AS MODERATORS OF THE MODELS

The models of crossed categorization effects are truly moderated by social status
of the perceivers as well as by categories that are crossed with each other. Muslim
men, for example, followed the model of category dominance by religion in the
N xR x G;N x R, and R X G designs but the model of category dominance by
gender in the N x G design. Apparently, the gender category, which was ignored
in the first and fourth designs, served as a base for affirming a positive social
identity in the N x G design. Muslim women followed the model of category
dominance by gender in the N X R x G and N x G desigus, the equivalence

model in the N x R design, and the additive model in the R x G design..

Although the medel of category dominance by gender held with them,
evidence for the equivalence model in the N x R design and for the additive
model in the R x 3 design indicate that categories theraselves also moderate
the models of crossed categorization effects (Van Oudenhoven ef al., 2000).

Similar moderating effect of categories on the models employed is .

illustrated by the results from Hindu women. They employed the additive
model with the nationality and religion categories presented together but the
model of category dominance by nationality and by religion when they were
crossed with gender. Such evidence for additive and category dominance
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models with Hindu women emerged because they equated I with O by gender
(Singh & Goh, 2000). :

. Responses of Hindu men to the nationality and gender categories
conformed to the prediction of the additive model but those to the nationality
and religion categories to the prediction of the hierarchical ordering model.
In the R x G design, they also followed the model of category dominance by
religion. In fact, the cbtained results for Hindu men and for Muslim women
differed from the predicted models in the R x G design only. Perhaps there is
something unique about crossing of gender with religion. Besides, Hindu men
were more attracted towards O than I by gender (Goh & Singh, 2002). This
finding again questions the existing conceptualizations and models of crossed
categorization effects {Crisp & Hewstone, 1999; Migdal ez al., 1998; Urban &
Miller, 1998). :

That the models of crossed categorization effects are moderated by the
categories themselves is an important addition to the extant literature. This
demonstration has been possible because this experiment crossed each of the
three categories with another category at least three times. An advantage of
such multiple designs is that it provides both the convergent and divergent
validation of the models employed. Future work should, therefore, employ
our method to check on whether there is genuine category dominance by race
in South Africa or the United States, by religion in Northern Ireland or
Bangladesh, and by language in Belgium or Quebec of Canada (Flewstone,
1996) or is an outcome of the other category crossed with.

It should be added that results seemingly supportive of an additive model
could actuaily be manifestations of the underlying hierarchical ordering model.
Separate ANOVAs for the data of Designs 1 and 2 of Hindu men and women,
for example, led to acceptance of the additive model for the nationality and
religion categories. Estimates of in-group bias and out-group derogation
relative to the nominal neutral point of the response measure, however,
indicated that Hindu men had a stronger in-group bias than out-group
derogation, and the reverse was true with Hindu women. ‘When the data of
Hindu men and women were analyzed together, gender of the participants
did moderate the N x R effect {see Figure 2). In other words, responses by
Hindu men had a tendency for semi-inclusion (i.e., a greater weighting of T
than O); Hindu women had a tendency for the opposite semi-exclusion (i.e.,
a greater weighting of O than I). On this basis, it is proper to accept the
hierarchical ordering model as in Brewer et al. (1987) and Hewstone e al.
(1993, Experiment 2).
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MagoriTy-Mmormy DIFFERENCES

The nationality category was important to the majority group of Hindus but
not to the minority group of Muslims in India. Whereas the former had both
the in-group bias and out-group derogation, the latter equated I with O by
nationality. This result differs from that of Hewstone et al. (1993) who found
nationality to be a2 weak category for the majority Muslinns as well as the
minority Hindus in Bangladesh.

‘Why do Hindus assign more importance to nauonahty than do Muslims
in India or Bangladeshi in general? Following Tajfel and Turmer (1986), it can
be speculated that Indian Muslims as well as Bangladeshi perceive high
permeability of naticnal boundary. They desire to have scope for moving from
one country to another. It is estimated that 2 to 15 millions of Bangladeshi
nationals reside illegally in India (U.S. Department of State, 1994). Of those
living in Delhi, only a minority expressed any hope for going back to
Bangladesh (Lin & Paul, 1995). For the Indian Hindus, however, the national
boundary is imperraeable. It generates a feeling of their significant and mighty
position in South Asia. It is unsurprising, therefore, that Indian Hindus give
much more importance to nationality thar do Muslims or other non-Indians
in South Asia,

Similar to the results of Hewstone et al. (1993), religion turned out to be
more important to Hindus than Muslims of India. This result is of special
interest, for Hindus are the majority group in India but the minority group in
Bangladesh. Similar responses to the religion category by Hindus of Bangladesh
and India indicates that what appeared to be a majority-minority difference in
Hewstone et gl. may actually be the Hindu-Muslim difference, pointing to a
revival of the Hindu fundamentalism in South Asia (Malik & Vajpeyi, 1989).

Because the model of category dominance by religion held with the upper
class Muslims of India, the less positive evaluation of Hindus than Muslims
was considered as ‘a communalized response’ by Hagendoorn and Henke
(1991: 258). Results caution against this interpretation. Muslim men showed
in-group bias by religion but did not reject the out-group Hindu. Even in
Hagendoorn and Henke, all the four means were on the positive side of their
3-point response roeasure. Clearly, perceiving others according to only one
category—be it religion or gender—is also a way of simultanecusly simplifying
the social world (Turner ¢t al., 1987) and preserving a positive social identity
(AK. Singh, 1988} among Muslims.

Results further indicate that responses by Hindu men cannot be viewed
as communal either. Evidence for the semi-inclusion form of the hierarchical
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model in their Nationality x Religion effects reflects on their positive
orientation to al! the groups that share at least one social category. The
converging pattern in the Nationality x Religion effect of the present Hindu
men matched with that ini the Nationality x Employment effect of the majority
Dutch in the Netheriands (Van Qudenhoven et al., 2000, Figure 3: 292). Pethaps
people of the numerical majority groups are favourably inclined toward
assuming the responsibility of carrying similar others with them. Such
responsibility appears to have been accepted by the majority Hindus in India
(Gupte, 1989).

Hewstone er al. (1993, Experiment 2) found evidence for the semi-
exclusion form of the hierarchical ordering model in the Nationality x Religion
effect in Bangladesh. We found the same with Hindu women of India. As the
semi-exclusion form of the hierarchical ordering model implies a
disproportionate weight for O than I, it can be said that insecure people of
high social status are perhaps afraid of out-groups. As a result, they either
reject O or equate I with O. Considered from this angle, Hindu women in
India and nationals of Bangladesh may be viewed as still unsure of their
identities. Future research should take up this issue.

Models of crossed categorization effects have been receiving so much
attention in the literature (Urada, Stentrom, & Miller, 2007) because of the
potential that crossed groups initially offered for reducing intergroup bias
(Deschanps & Doise, 1978; Hewstone et al., 2002). However, crossing of two
categories has not been so successful towards this goal (see, Migdal et al.,
1998; Muller, Migdal, & Hewstone, 2001). The overwhelming evidence for
the mode] of category dominance and some evidence for semi-inclusion and
semi-exclusion in the present work raise further doubt on potential of cross
categorizations as a bias-reducing intervention. Nevertheless, the high status
majority group of Hindu men seem to have assumed the responsibility of
carrying some out-groups with them, a healthy sign of social development.

SummaRrY AND CONCLUSION

Attraction towards target persons categorized by nationality, religion, or gender
as well as by all of their piirings was studied in a within-participants _
experiment. The moderating role of the participants’ social status in crossed
categorization effects was examined by including men and women from the
majority Hindu and minority Muslim religious groups in India. As predicted,
Muslims ignored categorization by nationality: Responses of men and women
displayed category dominance by religion and by gender, respectively. Hindu



248 Diarogue For DEVELOPMENT

women ignored categorization by gender, and Hindu men were more attracted
toward the out-group than in-group by gender. Responses of H_indu men
conformed to the model of social inclusion; those of Hindu women, in
contrast, conformed to the mode! of social exclusion. Obviously, natural social
categories have different meanings for people of different status in India, and

cross-categorization is of limited value for social harmony and development. ‘

In conclusion, it may be said that the models of crossed categorization
effects are indeed moderated by social status of the perceivers and the categories
that are crossed with each other. Interestingly, category usage is generally
predictable from knowledge of the religious and gender groups of the
perceivers, :
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