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Chapte rr  1 

Genera ll  Introductio n 

Thiss thesis provides a motivational analysis of in-group bias: The tendency to over-

evaluatee or favor one's own group (the in-group) and/or to under-evaluate or derogate a group 

too which one does not belong (the out-group).1 In-group bias is a robust phenomenon 

demonstratedd in both laboratory and field settings (see Bettencourt, Dorr, Charlton, & Hume, 

2001;; Brewer, 1979; Brewer & Kramer, 1985; Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002; Mullen, 

Brown,, & Smith, 1992; Tajfel, 1982 for overviews). Moreover, it will not be difficult for the 

readerr to think of multiple examples of in-group bias in day-to-day life (e.g., underpayment of 

certainn groups within society or out-group derogating songs sung by soccer fans), indicating 

thatt in-group bias is a widespread phenomenon. Although there is broad agreement that in-

groupp bias stems from motivational as well as cognitive processes, there is still a lack of clarity 

aboutt what exactly drives people to favor their in-group and/or to derogate the out-group. The 

aimm with this thesis is to contribute new pieces to the motivational puzzle of in-group bias. 

Whenn exploring the motivational basis of a psychological phenomenon one asks 

questionss like: "What does it set in motion?", "how does it benefit you?", "what drives it?", 

"whatt motives are satisfied?" and "what functions are being served?" This makes it clear not 

onlyy that in-group bias is a broad phenomenon, but also that the motivational question is quite a 

broadd one to answer. Two aspects are central to the present analysis: First, this analysis is 

concernedd with the functions of in-group bias. This means that it is not about the isolation of 

somee ultimate intra-psychological drive, but rather about goals that are or are not served by 

meanss of in-group bias. Second, the current analysis is about the social functions of in-group 

bias.. This means that it adopts a group-level focus directed at establishing what in-group bias 

cann do for the group, rather than what it can do for the individual. Later in this introduction, the 

specificc motivational model that is proposed here will be further elaborated. 

11 A quite broad definition of in-group bias is used here. In these terms it has in-group favoring and well as out-
groupp derogating aspect, and cognitive as well as behavioral aspects (see e.g., Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002, 
forr a similar conceptualization). 
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Centrall  to the framework that we propose is a distinction between two social functions of 

in-groupp bias: an identity function and an instrumental function. The identity function refers to 

thee ways in which in-group bias may help to create and express a particular social identity. The 

instrumentall  function is defined as the facilitating role that in-group bias can have during a 

processs of social change. The purpose of this thesis is not just to disentangle these two 

functions,, but also to define the circumstances under which they operate. 

Beloww I provide a more precise conceptualization of the two functions of in-group bias, 

ass well as the more general motivational model that is proposed. Then a sketch of the materials 

off  this model will be presented, in terms of the contextual and psychological determinants of the 

twoo functions of in-group bias. In order to frame the distinction between the two functions, in 

thee following section I first provide an overview of the existing literature on in-group bias. As we 

wil ll  see, the distinction between two functions of in-group bias can be related to a more general 

distinctionn between two approaches within this literature. 

Approachess to In-group Bias 

Thee history of the scientific study of phenomena like in-group bias, discrimination, and 

prejudicee can be characterized in terms of a shift along two dimensions: a 

dysfunctional/functionall  dimension and an individualistic/group-level dimension. Early research 

onn this topic described in-group bias as dysfunctional behavior committed by, for example, 

frustratedd individuals. Examples are die authoritarian personality approach (Adomo, Frenkel-

Brunswick,, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950) and the frustration-aggression hypothesis (Dollard, 

Doob,, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, 1939). In the 1960s, these approaches were challenged by ones 

thatt came to recognize in-group bias as a more functional "group" phenomenon (see Coser, 

19566 for an excellent discussion of the shift in focus along the dysfunctional/functional 

dimension).. The two most important representatives of this shift to the collective end of the 

dimensionn are realistic conflict theory (LeVine & Campbell, 1972; Sherif & Sherif, 1969) and 

thee social identity approach (comprising social identity theory, Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 

1986,, and self-categorization theory, Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). 

Becausee the present research is concerned with the group-level dimension of in-group bias, these 

theoriess will be described in more detail below, starting with realistic conflict theory. 

RealisticRealistic Conflict Theory 

Realisticc conflict theory (RCT) has become well-known for the "Robber's Cave" 

experimentt conducted by the Sherifs (Sherif & Sherif, 1969), although the crucial principles had 

alreadyy been noted by Coser (1956) and more thorough theoretical statements are provided by 

LeVinee and Campbell (1972). Its basic hypothesis is straightforward: In-group bias and 
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discriminationn stem from realistic conflicts between groups over scarce material resources. More 

specifically,, RCT predicts antagonism between in-group and out-group when the two are 

negativelyy interdependent for their material outcomes (i.e., as one group wins, the other loses). 

Moreover,, RCT predicts cooperation between groups when they are positively interdependent 

(i.e.,, collective efforts of in-group and out-group are needed) for obtaining certain resources. 

Thesee principles were strikingly demonstrated in the Robber's Cave experiment by 

Muzafarr Sherif and his collaborators (Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1954; as cited in 

Sheriff  & Sherif, 1969). The setting of this experiment was a summer camp for "normal" 

schoolboyss from a large city in the US. Sherif and his co-workers wanted to investigate the 

circumstancess under which these normal individuals would engage in aggressive inter-group 

competition.. In order to do so, two groups were created: the "Rattlers" and the "Eagles." After 

aa first stage of the experiment in which intra-group structures were developed, an inter-group 

competitionn was introduced. The two groups competed in a tournament in which several prizes 

couldd be won. As a result of this negative interdependence in relation to these attractive 

resources,, inter-group conflict arose. This conflict went far beyond the official games and even 

ledd to breaking into the other group's cabin, and stealing and destroying the other group's 

property.. In a later stage in the experiment, group goals were implemented for which there was a 

positivee interdependence between the groups (e.g., combining money collected from both groups 

inn order to rent a movie). As a result, the hostility between the groups dissipated, which also gave 

ann ethically satisfying end to the experiment. 

Sincee the Robber's Cave experiment other research has also demonstrated the relation 

betweenn conflicting group goals and in-group bias (see Jackson, 1993 for an overview). More 

recently,, Esses, Jackson, and Armstrong (1998) have extended the RCT hypothesis from social 

groups,groups, like in the Sherif study, to social categories. Specifically, they showed that an important 

predictorr of negative attitudes towards immigrants in Canada was the extent to which they were 

perceivedd to form a threat to material resources such as jobs. 

Ass with every theory, RCT has its strengths and weaknesses. These will not be 

exhaustivelyy described here, but those relevant for the current analysis will be briefly mentioned. 

Ann important credit for the developers of RCT is that they were the first to study inter-group 

conflictt as a group phenomenon. However, this recognition of these "social" aspects of inter-

groupp conflict also forms a limitation in a social psychological sense. That is, the theory focuses 

moree on the circumstances that trigger inter-group conflict and cooperation than on the specific 

psychologicall  processes that are involved. Indeed, a substantial part of RCT's premises, as 

formulatedd by LeVine and Campbell (1972), are more or less anthropological or sociological in 

characterr (e.g., "the weakest group in a local cluster should be the most ethnocentric" and 

"thosee groups most isolated from their out-groups will be least ethnocentric"). Related to this, 



12 2 ChapterChapter J 

andd especially important for the current analysis is that the theory is somewhat ambiguous about 

thee relation between conflicting group goals and the functions of in-group bias. That is, for RCT 

in-groupp bias is more a reflection of inter-group competition than something that is functional 

(e.g.,, in instrumental terms) during such competition. 

Anotherr well-known criticism leveled at RCT is the question of whether real conflict is 

necessarynecessary for in-group bias to occur (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). This is difficult to discern from 

thee Robber's Cave experiment because no control conditions (without realistic conflict between 

thee groups) were included. However, it should be noted that in this experiment there was some 

suggestionn that although realistic conflict may have strengthened the conflict, there was already 

conflictt before the competition was introduced. That is, during the group-forming stage of the 

experimentt inter-group hostilities, such as name-calling, were observed. The question of whether 

realisticc conflict is needed for inter-group hostility was more systematically addressed in 

researchh from another important approach towards inter-group relations: the social identity 

approach. . 

TheThe Social Identity Approach 

Thee social identity perspective on inter-group relations consists of a complex set of 

theoreticall  statements. In order to do justice to its rich and broad explanatory power, it is 

necessaryy to make distinctions between different theories, different parts of these theories, and 

moree recent developments and elaborations. After introducing the general rationale behind the 

approach,, its basic theory, social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986) will be 

described,, followed by elaborations in terms of self-categorization theory (SCT; Turner et al., 

1987)) and the social identity model of deindividuation effects (SIDE; Reicher, Spears, & 

Postmes,, 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994). 

Thee central tenet of all theory within the social identity approach is that people derive part 

off  their identity from the groups to which they belong (their social identity). In other words, a 

distinctionn is made between an individual and a social part of the self-concept.2 It is important to 

stresss that social identity is not a secondary or less valid form of self, but rather the result of 

higher-levell  self-definition in terms of group membership. The first step in developing a sense 

off  social identity is the categorization process by which the social world is classified in terms of 

in-groupp and out-group. However, this cognitive aspect of social identity is only the beginning. 

Byy means of social comparison between in-group and out-group social categories derive their 

meaningg and value (Tajfel, 1978). The process of defining the social self by means of inter-

22 This distinction between a personal and a social identity is made explicit within self-categorization theory 
(Turner,, 1987) although the roots can be found within social identity theory (e.g., the distinction in terms of the 
inter-personal/inter-groupp continuum; Tajfel, 1978). 
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groupp comparison is similar to defining the personal self-concept by means of inter-personal 

comparison. . 

Withh regard to the motivational processes driving self-definition, parallels can be drawn 

betweenn social identity and personal identity (e.g., Swann, 1987). These motivations can 

generallyy be divided into a valence principle (i.e., people strive for a positive identity) and a 

meaningmeaning or distinctiveness principle (people strive for a distinctive and meaningful identity). In 

termss of social identity, self-definition serves the need for a positive and meaningful social 

identityy (Tajfel, 1978). In other words, people want to know what their group is about, what it is 

nott about, and what makes their group positively distinct from other groups (Mummendey & 

Schreiber,, 1984). How these principles are served by in-group bias is one of the major themes 

off  social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). 

SocialSocial identity theory. Social identity theory stems from a research program using the 

so-calledd minimal group paradigm (MGP). This paradigm, as well as the results obtained with 

it,, will be described in some detail here, not only because it formed the basis of SIT, but also 

becausee it has important implications for the identity-function of in-group bias that we propose 

later.. However, at this point it is also important to note that social identity theory is not solely 

aboutt the MGP but also provides an extensive analysis of the interplay of psychological 

processess and socio-structural determinants. Because the context-dependence of the different 

motivationss for in-group bias is one of the major themes in this analysis, the socio-structural part 

off  SIT also has relevance and will be described after a summary of the MGP. 

AA study by Rabbie and Horwitz (1969) gave the initial impetus to the development of 

whatt later became known as "the minimal group paradigm." Rabbie and Horwitz showed in-

groupp favoritism in groups that were formed on the basis of a flip of a coin; that is without a 

historyy of conflict, and without well-formed group structure. In other words, even on the basis of 

aa meaningless social categorization, people tended to favor their in-group. In the wake of this 

influentiall  experiment, the MGP was further developed by Henri Tajfel and his co-workers 

(Tajfel,, Flament, Billi g & Bundy, 1971). Important features of the paradigm are that there is no 

contactt within or between the groups, that people act on the basis of anonymity, and that there is 

noo utilitarian basis for group membership or the participant's responses (e.g., in-group 

favoritism). . 

Variouss criteria have been used as the basis for minimal categorization, such as 

preferencee for a certain painter (Tajfel et al., 1971), a flip of a coin (Billi g & Tajfel, 1973), or 

performancee on a cognitive task (e.g., "underestimators" and "overestimators" on a dot 

estimationn task; Jetten, Spears, & Manstead, 1998, or "inductive" versus "deductive" 

reasoners;; Doosje, Spears, & Koomen, 1995). After categorization in minimal groups, 

participantss usually divide money (e.g., Tajfel et al., 1971) or points (e.g., Turner, 1975) between 
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otherr (anonymous) members of the in-group and the out-group, or rate them on certain traits 

(e.g.,, Jetten et al., 1998). In-group bias was consistently shown in these studies (see Brewer, 

1979;; Diehl, 1990; Tajfel, 1978, 1982 for overviews). That is, participants allocated more money 

too members of the in-group than to members of the out-group and also gave more favorable 

judgmentss of the in-group than of the out-group. These results were obtained without objective 

conflictt between the groups, and without participants being able to make any personal gain by 

displayingg in-group favoritism. 

Inn order to discern the different strategies participants used when allocating money or 

points,, Tajfel and collaborators developed the so-called "Tajfel-matrices" (Tajfel et al., 1971; 

seee also Bourhis, Sachdev, & Gagnon, 1994, and Chapter 3 for further details). Two strategies 

thatt evidence in-group bias are the "maximum in-group profit" strategy (awarding the 

maximumm amount of resources to the in-group, regardless of how much is awarded to the out-

group)) and the "maximum differentiation" strategy (maximizing the difference, in favor of the 

in-group,, between in-group and out-group even at the cost of absolute in-group profit). 

Interestingly,, the maximum differentiation strategy appeared to be stronger than the 

maximizationn of in-group profit. In other words, participants were willing to sacrifice some of 

theirr own group's profit if this would result in a greater differentiation between in-group and 

out-groupp (Brewer, 1979; Brewer & Silver, 1978; Tajfel et al., 1971). As we will see below, this 

findingg is of particular interest in terms of the motivations for in-group bias within the rninimal 

groupp paradigm. 

Sociall  identity theory provides an explanation for in-group bias within the MGP in terms 

off  providing positive social meaning to the otherwise meaningless minimal categorization. That 

is,, in the absence of more meaningful information about what their group is about, and what 

makess it positively distinct from the out-group, participants used the in-group bias measures to 

acquiree a sense of positive group distinctiveness. Turner (1975) has called this a "social 

competition""  between the two groups for a positive social identity. The motivational 

underpinningss of the social identity account of in-group bias is a combination of the meaning 

andd the valence principles introduced above. What will follow is an overview of the evidence for 

thesee two principles as motivators for in-group bias within the MGP. 

Thee "search for meaning" as a driving force behind in-group bias was already noted by 

Tajfell  in his important 1969 paper, but he made it even more explicit in an edited book published 

inn 1978: ". . . the reason for this cognitive, behavioral and evaluative inter-group differentiation 

iss in the need that the individuals have to provide social meaning through social identity to the 

inter-groupp situation, experimental or any other . . . " (p. 86; italics added). Although more 

directt empirical tests of this meaning-motive have been scarce (see Spears, Jetten, Arend, Van 
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Norren,, & Postmes, 2001, for an exception) there is some more indirect evidence for this 

principlee in terms of the preservation of group distinctiveness, and the reduction of uncertainty. 

Too start with the former, the importance of group distinctiveness (which is an important 

aspectt of meaning; Vignoles, Chryssochoou, & Breakwell, 2000) was already illustrated in the 

earliestt MGP studies in which it was found that maximum differentiation was a more prominent 

allocationn strategy than was maximum in-group profit. This motivation to optimize the difference 

withh the out-group can be interpreted as an attempt to stress the uniqueness of one's group. 

Moree direct evidence for the importance of group distinctiveness comes from a research 

programm by Jetten (1997; Jetten, Spears, & Manstead, 1996, 1998). In this research it was 

consistentlyy shown that when groups became more similar (in terms of preferences, beliefs, or 

norms)) people reacted by exhibiting in-group bias in order to restore positive group-

distinctivenesss (and thereby a meaningful group identity). 

AA second line of research that can be related to the meaning principle underlying social 

categorizationn is the uncertainty reduction approach (Grieve & Hogg, 1999; Mullin & Hogg, 

1998;; see also Hogg, 2000, for an overview). According to this view, in-group bias in the MGP 

(andd social categorization effects more in general) can be interpreted as attempts to reduce 

subjectivee uncertainty. In-group bias can be a way of reducing uncertainty because it provides 

thee person with a sense of validity of the inter-group categorization. Indeed, Grieve and Hogg 

havee shown that in-group bias in the MGP was reduced when certainty was raised because, for 

example,, participants were given the opportunity to do some practicing with the Tajfel-matrices. 

Thus,, like the motivation to preserve group distinctiveness, the motivation to reduce subjective 

uncertaintyy is another important indicator of the search for meaning in social categorization. 

Thee other motivational aspect of self-definition through in-group bias (positive valence) 

hass primarily been elaborated in terms of the enhancement of self-esteem (e.g., Abrams & Hogg, 

1988).. For example, Oakes and Turner (1980) and Lemyre and Smith (1985) showed that in-

groupp bias in the MGP was reflected in higher levels of self-esteem. This fits with the social 

identityy rationale: The accomplishment of positive group-distinctiveness results in a more 

positively-valuedd social identity. Despite these two promising studies, later ones showed rather 

mixedd results, which led to what by then was known as "the self-esteem hypothesis" acquiring 

aa controversial status (SEH; Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Long & Spears, 1997; Rubin & Hewstone, 

1998). . 

Besidess the SEH, other evidence for the valence principle comes from research on the 

so-calledd positive-negative asymmetry (Mummendey et al., 1992; see Mummendey & Otten, 

19988 for an overview). This refers to the well-replicated finding that people show a stronger in-

groupp bias along positive dimensions than along negative dimensions. In other words, when 

positivee rewards (e.g., money or points) are to be allocated, people are more willing to favor their 
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in-groupin-group than they are willing to derogate the out-group when negative resources (e.g., 

unpleasantt noises) are to be allocated. Although there are multiple explanations offered for this 

asymmetryy (Mummendey & Otten, 1998), Reynolds, Turner, and Haslam (2000) have argued 

thatt in-group bias is stronger along positive dimensions because what matters is what defines the 

in-groupp as a posm've-distinctive entity. In other words, derogating the out-group conflicts with a 

positivee social identity. 

Inn sum, in-group bias within the MGP is a well-replicated phenomenon, and can be 

explainedd by social identity theory as a process by which one establishes a positive and 

meaningfull  social identity. For the "value" part of this motivation there is some (albeit rather 

mixed)) evidence that in-group bias in the MGP can be linked to self-esteem, and occurs 

especiallyy along dimensions that help to define the group in positive terms. For the meaning part 

theree is some indirect evidence in terms of the motivation to restore group distinctiveness as well 

ass the motivation to reduce uncertainty. However, more direct evidence for a meaning-principle 

drivingg in-group bias is scarce. 

Despitee the direct and indirect evidence for an explanation of in-group bias within the 

MGPP in terms of social identity theory, neither the paradigm nor the theory have been without 

theirr critics. For example, although Rabbie (1993; Rabbie & Schot, 1990; Rabbie, Schot, & 

Visser,, 1989) does not question the results obtained with the MGP, he argues that they are better 

explainedd in terms of instrumental motives than in terms of the accomplishment of a positive 

sociall  identity. According to his "behavioral interaction model" (BIM), which is based on 

principless derived from interdependence theory, the favorable treatment of in-group members 

withinn the MGP can be understood as rational self-interest. The main motive is to gain as much 

moneyy as possible and although participants cannot allocate money directly to themselves, they 

stilll  can act on the basis of a reciprocity principle. That is, following a "normative in-group 

scheme""  people expect that other group members will favor them, which leads them in turn to 

favorr other in-group members. 

Somee evidence for this position came from a study in which the outcome dependence on 

eitherr in-group members and/or out-group members was explicitly manipulated (Rabbie et al., 

1989).. It was found here that participants adjusted their allocation behavior as a function of 

whetherr they were dependent on members of the in-group, the out-group, or both for the money 

thatt they would receive at the end of the experiment. Specifically, participants who were 

dependentt for their outcomes on other members of the in-group favored the in-group, whereas 

participantss who were dependent on the out-group favored the out-group. However, in the 

conditionn where participants were dependent on both in-group and out-group they still favored 

thee in-group. This is somewhat against what would be predicted from a strong interdependence 

stancee because when participants are dependent on all others they should not differentiate 



GeneralGeneral introduction 17 7 

betweenn them on the basis of group membership (instead they should use a fairness or a 

maximummaximum joint profit allocation strategy). Moreover, although "rational self-interest" may 

explainn some of the favored treatment of in-group members when material resources are at stake, 

itt is more difficult to explain in-group bias in the allocation of points or in trait ratings purely in 

termss of interdependence. 

Thee Rabbie et al. (1989) experiment initiated a long debate between the "social identity" 

andd the "interdependence" camps about what ultimately motivates behavior in the MGP 

(Bourhis,, Turner, & Gagnon, 1997; Gagnon & Bourhis, 1996; Gaertner & Insko, 2000; Rabbie, 

1993;; Rabbie & Schot, 1990). We will not go into this here. Instead, an attempt to integrate 

thesee two perspectives will be presented in Chapter 2. What is important at this point is that the 

workk by Rabbie clearly shows that in-group bias is by no means an inevitable, or even automatic, 

responsee to categorization into minimal groups. Rather, people act strategically and also take 

instrumentall  concerns into account. However, social identity theory seems necessary for at least 

somee results obtained within the MGP, including results that are often regarded as most 

important. . 

Althoughh social identity theory grew out of the MGP, the theory also goes beyond this 

paradigmm (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Another important part of the theory addresses the interplay 

betweenn socio-structural determinants and psychological processes such as group identification 

andd in-group bias. This part of SIT was initiated by the question of how people cope with a 

negativee social identity that results from membership in a group that occupies a relatively low 

positionn within the status hierarchy. Social identity theory describes three reactions: Individual 

mobilityy (moving to another more favorable group), social creativity (e.g., stressing other 

dimensionss on which inter-group comparisons turn out more positively), and competition 

againstt the out-group. This latter option can take the form of collective action against the out-

groupp in an attempt to change the positions groups take in the status hierarchy. Competition 

againstt the out-group can take more or less "realistic" forms (e.g., as in the Robber's Cave 

experiment)) or can take the form of "social competition" (e.g., as in the MGP). 

Inn order to predict which of these three options is chosen at any given point, social 

identityy theory describes three socio-structural determinants: the permeability of group 

boundaries,, the legitimacy of status differences, and the stability of status differences. For 

example,, social mobility is predicted to be the more viable option when group boundaries are 

permeable,, whereas collective action becomes a more viable option when group boundaries are 

impermeable.. Moreover, social competition is most likely to arise when the status differences are 

seenn as unstable and illegitimate (Ellemers, Wilke, & Van Knippenberg, 1993; Tajfel & Turner, 

1986;; Turner & Brown, 1978). 
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Evidencee for this part of social identity theory has come from a research program by 

Ellemerss and collaborators (Ellemers, 1993; Ellemers et al., 1993; Ellemers, Van Knippenberg, 

&&  Wilke, 1990). For example, it was shown that members of low status groups showed 

increasedd group identification when their group's position was seen as unstable (Ellemers et al., 

1990),, and especially then when status differences were seen as illegitimate and impermeable 

(Ellemerss et al., 1993). This strengthened identification was, in line with SIT, interpreted as a 

preparationn for collective action. Research by Turner and Brown (1978) showed a similar pattern 

withh regard to in-group bias: When status was seen as legitimate, high status groups scored 

higherr on in-group bias man low status groups, but when the status differences were seen as 

bothh illegitimate and unstable, low status groups showed in-group bias to an equal extent as high 

statuss groups did (see also Bettencourt et al., 2001 for meta-analytic evidence for these 

relationships). . 

Inn sum, there is also strong evidence for the socio-structural aspect of SIT. In the next 

sectionn I will briefly describe two more recent elaborations of SIT in terms of the cognitive and 

strategicc aspects of inter-group behavior: self-categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987) and the 

socialsocial identity model of deindividuation effects (Reicher et al., 1995; Spears & Lea, 1994). 

Self-categorizationSelf-categorization theory. The self-categorization theory of Turner and collaborators 

(Turnerr et al., 1987) may seem to be of little relevance in the present context because it is often 

seenn as the more cognitive part of the social identity framework (with SIT as the more 

motivationall  theory). However, the theory is relevant for the current motivational analysis of in-

groupp bias for at least two reasons. First, it provides a more detailed description than SIT does 

off  the circumstances that determine whether people act in terms of their personal or social 

identity.. Secondly, "the search for meaning" as a motivation underlying self-categorization is 

theoreticallyy and empirically further developed within SCT than in SIT. 

Likee SIT, a starting point for SCT is the distinction between a personal self-concept (the 

aspectss of identity that make a person "unique") and a group self-concept (based on group 

membership).. Which level of self is activated at a given time is determined by two factors: the 

accessibilityaccessibility of a given self-category (e.g., as a result of the frequency by which it has been 

activatedd before) and the fit between the category and the input stimulus. In combination, 

accessibilityy and fit not only determine which level of self is activated but also the content of that 

particularr category (e.g., a particular social identity). 

Self-categorizationn theory is a general cognitive theory of the self-concept and has been 

appliedd to a number of phenomena, including stereotyping, group cohesion and social influence 

(seee Turner, 1999 for an overview). With regard to in-group bias SCT is important because a 

prerequisitee of inter-group behavior is that one first views oneself and others in terms of in-

groupp and out-group (i.e., social identity is salient). At first sight this may appear to go against 
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thee social identity account of in-group bias because, as described above, SIT explains in-group 

biass as a way of creating inter-group differences, whereas SCT explains in-group bias as a 

reflectionreflection of perceived inter-group differences (Spears, Jetten, & Scheepers, 2002). However, as 

Jetten,, Spears, and Manstead (1996; 1998; 1999) have shown, a combination of principles 

derivedd from SIT and SCT may predict when in-group bias will be highest. That is, for in-group 

biass to arise the groups must be to some extent distinguishable (as a result of category 

accessibilityy and fit) but at the same time be "too close for comfort" (inducing the previously 

mentionedd need to increase distinctiveness; Jetten et al., 1999). 

Itt should be noted that although in-group bias may constitute a reflection of inter-group 

differencess in SCT terms, the fit principle can also function as a motivator to accentuate these a 

priorii  differences. More specifically, there is evidence that when there are two distinguishable 

groupss but it is somewhat vague how the groups meaningfully differ, the fit principle can further 

stimulatee inter-group differentiation (Haslam, McGarty and Brown, 1996; McGarty, Haslam, 

Turner,, & Oakes, 1993). Thus SCT not only provides an analysis of the circumstances under 

whichh people perceive and act on the basis of group membership; it also provides a more direct 

accountt of the search for positive and meaningful group-distinctiveness as an important 

motivatorr underlying inter-group differentiation, as proposed in the early work of Tajfel (1969; 

1978).. In the next section another more recent development within the social identity framework 

willl  be described, namely the SIDE model (Reicher et al., 1995). Among other things, this model 

providess more insight in the strategic aspects of group action. 

TheThe SIDE model. The SIDE-model provides a social identity account of the 

deindividuationn phenomenon (i.e., the "total absorption" of the individual by the group). An 

importantt reason for developing this model was lack of satisfaction with more classic accounts 

off  deindividuation in terms of a "loss of self' leading to "anti-normative" behavior. Following 

SCTT principles, SIDE theorists have argued that deindividuation does not constitute a loss of 

selff  but rather a shift in the level of self-definition from individual self to the social self (i.e., a 

processs of depersonalization rather than "deindividuation"; Reicher et al., 1995). Moreover, 

accordingg to SIDE, deindividuation does not necessarily lead to anti-normative behavior but 

ratherr elicits behavior that is in line with the group norms associated with the salient social 

category.. Indeed, this means that although "deindividuated" football hooligans may become 

moree aggressive, "deindividuated" social workers may become more helpful to others. 

SIDEE distinguishes two dimensions along which the effects of deindividuation occur: a 

cognitivee dimension and a strategic dimension. Regarding the cognitive dimension, SIDE states 

thatt anonymity within a group will lead to more deindividuation because under these conditions 

inter-personall  differences are less salient. That is, anonymity enhances the inter-changeability of 

groupp members, whereas when group members are identifiable as individuals, personal 
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differencess become more salient. Moreover, according to SIDE this will not lead to generally 

anti-normativee behavior, but instead to behavior that is consistent with group norms. Indeed there 

iss evidence that deindividuation leads to behavior in line with salient group norms (Postmes & 

Spears,, 1998). 

Thee strategic dimension of SIDE concerns the way in which group behavior is adapted 

inn response to being identifiable to members of the in-group or the out-group. Specifically, 

SIDEE predicts more pro in-group behavior when the persons' responses are identifiable to other 

in-groupp members (Reicher, Levine, & Gordijn, 1998; see also Barreto & Ellemers, 2000; 

Ellemers,, Van Dyck, Hinkle, & Jacobs, 2000). Moreover, being identifiable to members of the 

out-groupp will have quite different effects depending on whether the out-group can punish the 

in-groupp for its behavior. For example, Reicher and Levine (1994) found that when the out-

groupp had the power to punish the in-group, group members displayed less pro in-group 

behavior.. However, when the out-group did not have the power to punish the in-group, more pro 

in-groupp behavior was expressed in front of an out-group audience than in front of an in-group 

audience.. In Chapters 3 and 4 these principles will be used to predict the influence of audience 

onn (the functions of) in-group bias. 

Inn this current section I have described two approaches to inter-group relations: the 

realisticc conflict approach and the social identity approach. These two perspectives form the base 

off  the distinction between two functions of in-group bias that are central in this thesis. However, 

beforee turning to a more precise description of these functions it seems sensible to first evaluate 

thee unique and shared aspects of SIT and RCT. 

RCTRCT versus the social identity approach. RCT and SIT have often been contrasted with 

eachh other on the basis that the latter is the more parsimonious theory because of its basic 

propositionn that no real conflict is necessary for in-group bias to arise. It should be noted 

howeverr that the founders of the social identity approach saw the two approaches more as 

complementaryy than as exclusive (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). In fact, they never ignored the 

importancee of realistic competition and they regarded social competition as an additional form of 

competition.. Furthermore, as noted above, both theories share a group-level focus, and both 

theoriess stress the context-dependence of group phenomena such as in-group bias. 

Althoughh the theories have their shared and unique aspects, integrative attempts have 

beenn scarce, at least at die empirical level. Research has often been concerned to test the two 

theoriess against each other, or to test predictions from the theories in a parallel way (Duckitt & 

Mphuthing,, 1998; Kelly, 1988). However, material group goals (e.g., a more equal division of 

certainn resources) can also define the content of one's social identity (e.g., feminist). In turn, 

groupp identification can also be a predictor of one's willingness to work to accomplish these 

goalss (Doosje, Spears, & Ellemers, 2002; Ellemers et al., 1993; Ouwerkerk, de Gilder, & de 
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Vries,, 2000). Thus in addition to parallel effects, principles derived from RCT and SIT may also 

interactt to predict inter-group behavior. 

Thee ways in which identity processes and goal (inter-)dependence interact to influence 

inter-groupp differentiation was nicely illustrated in a field study on the effects of the merger of 

thee "social" faculties (e.g., sociology, psychology, etc.) into one faculty ("the faculty of social 

andd behavioral sciences") at the University of Amsterdam.3 Faculty members (excluding 

psychologists,, who formed the out-group in the current study) filled in a questionnaire in which 

theirr identification with their prior faculty was measured. After this, they were asked to think 

aboutt cooperative group goals within the new faculty (e.g., conducting multi-disciplinary 

research),, or were asked to think about conflicting group goals within the new faculty (e.g., 

attainingg more space for the prior faculty in the new faculty building). After this, they completed 

ann inter-group differentiation scale. Specifically, they indicated the extent to which they thought 

memberss of their own prior faculty (e.g., sociologists) and members of the out-group 

(psychologists)) would agree with a set of statements about "proper science" that was thought to 

bee stereotypical for psychologists (e.g., about the superiority of lab experiments over field 

research).. By subtracting the scores for the in-group from the scores for the out-group an inter-

groupp differentiation scale was created: Higher scores reflect a tendency to stress the differences 

betweenn the former faculties, while lower scores reflect less inter-group differentiation. 

Thee scores on identification with the prior faculty were divided into low and high by 

meanss of a median split. This factor, as well as condition (cooperative versus competitive) were 

includedd in an analysis of variance on the differentiation scale. The two-way interaction, which 

provedd to be significant, is displayed in Figure 1.1. As can be seen here, those who were (a) 

highlyy identified with their prior faculty and (b) led to think about competitive group goals 

showedd higher levels of inter-group differentiation than did those who (a) identified weakly and 

(b)) thought about competitive group goals. However, those who were highly identified and 

thoughtt of cooperative goals differentiated significantly less than did those who identified 

weaklyy and thought about cooperative goals. 

Severall  aspects of this study are important. First, it stresses the interplay of realistic 

conflictt and social identity processes in the explanation of inter-group differentiation. Because 

theree were no main effects in this study, an investigation that had focused on just one factor or 

thee other would have failed to show any effects. Secondly, this study puts into perspective strong 

formulationss of RCT or SIT such as "competitive group goals will always lead to more 

differentiation",, or "high group identification will always lead to more differentiation" (see 

Turner,, 1999 for a critical discussion of this, frequently made, oversimplification of SIT). 

33 This study was conducted in collaboration with Rosette van Leeuwaarde, Aad Lehmann, Irene de Pater and Jaap 
Steffen. . 
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Figur ee 1.1. 

Inter-groupInter-group differentiation as a function of group identification (low versus high) and 

conditioncondition (cooperative versus competitive). 

Inn sum, RCT and SIT have often been contrasted against each other, although this was 

nott done by the "founding fathers" of the social identity approach. Moreover, although RCT 

andd SIT have unique as well as shared features, integration of the two theories will not only lead 

too more theoretical progress, but will also be the only way to do justice to the highly complex 

naturee of in-group bias. Furthering the integration between the two theories will be one of the 

(cooperative)) goals underlying this thesis. 

Thee theories described above (RCT, BM, SIT, SCT, and SIDE) form the basis of the 

distinctionn between the identity and instrumental functions of in-group bias, which in turn forms 

thee basis of the current thesis. Moreover, insights from the socio-structural and strategic 

componentss of SIT and SIDE will be used to define the circumstances under which these two 

functionss operate. In the next section the two functions of in-group bias will be defined, and the 

hypothesess that are tested in this thesis will be described. 

AA Functional Analysis of In-group Bias 

Onn the basis of the above overview of the literature, a distinction can be drawn between 

twoo approaches towards in-group bias. The first, which can be called the "instrumental 

approach",, describes the way in which in-group bias can lead to the. fulfillment of (material) 
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goals.. Examples are RCT, which has focused on the fulfillment of group goals, the BIM which 

hass also focused on more individual goals, and the socio-structural part of SIT in terms of the 

collectivee action option for group-status enhancement. The second approach can be called the 

"identityy approach", which is represented by theories like SIT (in particular the minimal group 

part),, SCT, and SIDE. A critical aspect of these theories is the focus on how in-group bias can 

helpp to create and claim a positive and meaningful social identity. The two approaches are not 

seenn as incompatible with each other but rather as focusing on different facets of in-group bias. 

Thee distinction between an instrumental approach and an identity approach to in-group bias 

formss the starting-point of the current functional analysis. 

Inn the next section the current motivational model will be defined in more general terms. 

II  will clarify what is meant by the terms "motive", "goal", and "function", and what the 

proposedd relations between these concepts are. After that, the identity and instrumental functions 

off  in-group bias are described in more detail, followed by a description of the "independent 

variable""  side of the model in terms of the contextual and strategic determinants of (the different 

functionss of) in-group bias. 

AA Contextual-Functional Model 

Att this point it is important to be more explicit about what is meant by the terms 

"function",, "goal" and "motive." "Functional" behavior is behavior that facilitates certain 

goals.. "Goals" are cognitive representations of desired end-states. Goals can be individual in 

characterr (e.g., improving material self-interest) or can be represented at the group level (e.g., 

sociall  change). "Motives" are seen as more general psychological states that instigate action. In 

thesee terms, motives form an umbrella-concept comprising both goals and knowledge and 

beliefss about what kind of behavior is functional to bring about these goals. 

Thee currently proposed contextual-functional model of in-group bias is represented in 

Figuree 1.2. As can be seen here, social context takes a central place in the model. It is proposed 

thatt the context determines which motives and goals will be salient at any given moment, and 

whichh behavior will be functional in serving these motives and goals. Furthermore, the function 

conceptt is closely linked to actual behavior, whereas a (realized) goal is a possible outcome of 

thiss behavior.4 Finally, there is also a strategic component in the model. This means that people 

doo not "blindly" use in-group bias to serve their goals, but act strategically, for example as the 

resultt of audience constraints (Reicher et al., 1995). Thus, the current approach can be seen as 

representingg a modern view of motivation in which people are seen as "strategic goal-achievers" 

(e.g.,, Gollwitzer, 1990), rather than as "puppets of internal drives". 

44 Although we will refer to Junctional in-group bias as in-group bias that facilitates certain goals, the term 
"function""  in Figure 1.2 is used for beliefs and reasons to instigate in-group bias to these ends. This is similar 
too how the function concept was measured and modelled in the research presented in Chapter 2, 3, and 4. 
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Figur ee 1.2. 

AA contextual-functional model of in-group bias. 

AA few comments on this motivational model need be made. First, as should already be 

clearr from the above, the current approach is not a so-called "functionalist" one. Functionalism 

cann be seen as reasoning backwards by starting with a given behavior and then considering in 

whatt respect it is functional. Instead of this kind of analysis (often criticized because it can lead 

too circular reasoning) the current model does not imply that all behavior is by definition 

functional.. Instead, it leaves open the possibility that at certain moments in-group bias is not 

functionall  or may even be dysfunctional in bringing about a certain goal. The current approach is 

basedd on theoretical assumptions that lead to predictions concerning the context in which a given 

kindd of motive will be prevalent. In other words, this leaves open the possibilities that a given 

motivee is served by in-group bias, or by other behavior (e.g., fairness). 

Secondly,, the model does not imply an ultimate motive that is served by in-group bias, 

andd leaves open the possibility that certain goals may be just preparatory steps for other motives. 

Forr example the creation of a positive and meaningful identity (identity function) may be the 

firstfirst step in preparation for collective action (instrumental function). Alternatively, although in-
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groupp bias may facilitate social change in terms of the instrumental function, this in turn may 

leadd to an enhanced or strengthened social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). 

Althoughh Figure 1.2 outlines a general perspective on motivation, the stress in this thesis 

wil ll  be on the relations between context, functions (identity and instrumental), and behavior (in-

groupp bias), as well as on strategic considerations about whether or not in-group bias is 

functionall  in the sense that it achieves goals. The T>ntextual part of the model relies partly on 

principless derived from RCT and SIT; the strategic aspects of the model rely on principles 

derivedd from the SIDE model. I call this way of defining the contextual and strategic 

determinantss of different functions of in-group bias a contextual-functional approach to in-

groupgroup bias. In the next section the two functions of in-group bias will be described in greater 

detail. . 

TwoTwo Functions of In-group Bias 

Ass explained above, instrumental approaches to in-group bias have focused on the 

relationn between in-group bias and the accomplishment of certain (group) goals. In the current 

thesiss the focus will be on just one such goal, but an important one in a theoretical and practical 

sense:: the facilitation of social change. In other words, the aim concerning the instrumental 

functionn will be to show how in-group bias can be functional during inter-group competition 

and,, more specifically, for changing the positions groups take in a status hierarchy. The roots of 

thiss function can be found in RCT and in SIT (the collective action option for status 

enhancement). . 

Theree are at least three ways in which in-group bias can fulfil l an instrumental function. 

First,, in-group bias in the allocation of resources may be functional because it strengthens the 

in-groupp for inter-group competition. This can be related to "resource mobilization theory" 

withinn sociology (McCarthy & Zald, 1977). This theory stresses the importance of the 

acquisitionn of human and other material resources in preparation for social change. However, the 

ideaa that in-group bias may be an important process by which a group prepares itself in material 

termss for inter-group competition has not previously been tested. 

Thee second way in which in-group bias may serve an instrumental function is by 

stimulatingstimulating the in-group for collective action. That is, by openly favoring the in-group or by 

derogatingg the out-group, group members may enhance motivation to engage in collective action. 

Notee that this illustrates quite nicely the non-reductionistic character of the current approach: 

Ratherr than seeing in-group bias solely as an outcome of motivational processes, in this second 

"sub-function""  in-group bias is itself regarded as the motivator. 

Thee third way in which in-group bias can be functional in instrumental terms is by 

enhancingg group distinctiveness during inter-group competition. During competition it is 

especiallyy relevant to perceive the groups as clearly distinguishable camps. Thus in addition to, 
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forr example, wearing different shirts during a sports game, in-group bias may help to accentuate 

inter-groupp differences further and thereby define which side one is on. This may enhance the 

perceptionn of in-group solidarity and may help to coordinate action. 

Thee instrumental function of in-group bias that is proposed here can potentially address 

importantt lacunae in the existing literature. For example, as noted above, although RCT has 

focusedd on how in-group bias may reflect inter-group competition, the theory has been less 

specificc widi respect to how in-group bias facilitates such competition. That is, for RCT, in-

groupp bias is more a by-product of inter-group competition than a process that drives it. By 

makingg mediating processes more explicit, the instrumental function of in-group bias can fil l this 

gapp in the literature on RCT. However, the same argument can to some extent be made about 

SIT,, as well: Although this theory more explicitly describes in-group bias in terms of 

questioningg the status hierarchy, this theory is also somewhat unspecific with respect to how in-

groupp bias may facilitate social change. In sum, although the roots of the instrumental function 

cann be found in previous theory, it has some unique and empirically unexplored aspects. 

Thee identity function of in-group bias is defined as in-group bias aimed at creating or 

expressingexpressing a positive and meaningful social identity. In other words, this function divides into 

twoo sub-functions; the creation of an identity based on group membership when such an identity 

doess not yet exist, and the expression of one's social identity when it does already exist. In the 

firstt case the central goal is to make sense of the social environment in a way that favors the in-

group;; in the second case the goal is to "celebrate" or even "glorify" the positive value of 

one'ss group (Leach, Snider, & Iyer, 2001). 

Thee ways in which in-group bias can help to create a positive and meaningful social 

identityy is already described by SIT and SCT. However, as was illustrated above, there is not 

muchh direct evidence for the underlying motivations (i.e., the meaning and valence principles). 

Drawingg distinctions between different functions of in-group bias may be helpful for obtaining 

moree insight into, for example, the controversial status of the "self-esteem hypothesis". That is, 

itt can be predicted mat in-group bias will be especially likely to lead to enhanced self-esteem if it 

fulfill ss an identity rather than an instrumental function. In addition, the identity approach has 

beenn somewhat silent about the ways in which in-group bias can be functional in identity terms 

afterr a positive and meaningful identity has been formed. The identity-expressive function that is 

proposedd here can help to fil l this gap in the literature. In sum, although it was inspired by 

researchh within the identity tradition of work on inter-group relations, the identity function of in-

groupp bias as described here also has unique aspects that have not previously been explored. 

Besidess the unique aspects of the two specific functions, the current approach 

contributess in at least two ways to the literature on inter-group relations: First, it goes beyond 

singlesingle processes in explaining in-group bias. That is, the aim of the current framework is to 
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showw that in-group bias can serve different functions in different contexts. The highly diverse 

andd complex character of in-group bias suggests that it is not always one and the same thing. By 

drawingg distinctions between different functions of in-group bias, and by stressing the context-

dependencee of (different functions of) in-group bias, more insight into its social and diverse 

characterr can be gained. Second, and relatedly, the current analysis also helps to integrate the 

differentt approaches to in-group bias. As was illustrated above, identity and realistic conflict 

factorss may interact to predict in-group bias. Moreover, interdependence and identity approaches 

mayy in combination provide the best explanation for behavior within the MGP. By 

distinguishingg different functions of in-group bias (rather than championing a single process 

derivedd from a single framework) the current functional approach helps to integrate the 

instrumentall  and identity perspectives on in-group bias. 

Inn the next section the "independent variable" side of the model will be presented in 

termss of the contextual determinants of (the functions of) in-group bias. Moreover, I provide an 

overvieww of the following chapters in which the model is tested. Not every single prediction that 

willl  be tested is described here in detail; the aim is to present the general rationale behind the 

model. . 

TheThe Present Thesis: Overview and Hypotheses 

Thee contextual-functional model of in-group bias presented here will be tested in seven 

studiess that are described in the course of three chapters (Chapters 2, 3, and 4). It will take us 

fromm the minimal inter-group situation in die first study to a more lively inter-group situation on 

thee soccer stands in the seventh study. There will also be a shift from more basic psychological 

processess (in Chapter 2) to the interplay between these processes and the social structure (in 

Chapterr 3) and back again to more abstract psychological processes that can be distilled from 

thiss interplay (in Chapter 4). 

Moree concretely, in Chapter 2 the distinction between an identity and an instrumental 

functionn of in-group bias will be tested in a minimal group setting. The aim will be to define the 

circumstancess under which in-group bias can facilitate the creation of a positive social identity 

(identityy function) or group performance during an inter-group competition. To this end a 

distinctionn is drawn between relatively "meaningless" (i.e., minimal) contexts, on the one hand, 

andd more "realistic conflict", on the other. Beyond specifying the basic contextual determinants 

off  the two functions of in-group bias, a second goal of the work presented in Chapter 2 will be 

too integrate the identity and instrumental approaches to in-group bias. Although the study on the 

mergerr of faculties described earlier has already illustrated the interplay of identity and realistic 

conflictt factors, the research reported in Chapter 2 defines more precisely the circumstances 

underr which one of these two factors plays a primary role in explaining in-group bias. This 

meanss that theoretical integration is not the end-state of this thesis but rather the starting-point of 
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neww research on the different functions that in-group bias can serve. Although I make no claim 

thatt the identity or instrumental approach is "better" in explaining in-group bias, the identity-

creationn function is expected to take a certain precedence over the instrumental function because 

aa group must be to some extent meaningful for its members before they can act on basis of this 

groupp membership (e.g., in instrumental terms). 

Havingg established a distinction between, and a theoretical foundation of, the two 

functionss of in-group bias, a discussion of socio-structural and strategic determinants of these 

functionss follows in Chapter 3. On the basis of SIT a distinction is drawn between two social 

structurall  variables: the status differences between in-group and out-group and the stability of 

thesee differences (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). On the basis of SIT it can be predicted that the social 

changee facilitating (i.e., instrumental) function of in-group bias will be especially prevalent in 

loww status groups. Moreover, it is predicted that the identity-expressive function of in-group bias 

wil ll  be more prevalent in high status groups than among low status groups (on the grounds that 

highh status groups have more reason to celebrate positive group-distinctiveness than low status 

groupss have; Leach et al., 2001). Although it is also predicted that these basic relationships will 

bee moderated by the stability of the status differences, these predictions are rather complex, as 

wee will see. Discussion of the influence of the stability of status-differences on the functionality 

off  in-group bias will therefore be postponed until Chapter 3. 

Anotherr part of the model that will be tested in Chapter 3 is the set of strategic 

considerationss that may lie at the heart of the expression of in-group bias. Drawing on the SIDE 

model,, the influence of audience on the functionality of in-group bias will be tested (Reicher et 

al.,, 1995). It is expected that people will be somewhat reluctant to use in-group bias for 

instrumentall  reasons in front of an out-group audience, because doing so might provoke the out-

groupp (Reicher & Levine, 1994). That is, when out-group members witness the expression of in-

groupp bias this may stimulate them to engage in inter-group competition which, in turn, may 

hinderr social change. Thus, we expect people to act strategically and to use in-group bias for 

instrumentall  reasons only in an intra-group context. 

AA final factor that will be addressed in Chapter 3 is the kind of in-group bias that is 

expressed.. A distinction can be drawn between in-group bias in the allocation of material 

resourcess (material in-group bias) versus more symbolic and abstract claims of in-group 

superiorityy and out-group inferiority (symbolic in-group bias). This distinction will be referred 

too as the content of in-group bias. It is expected that in-group bias serving the instrumental 

functionn will be stronger on material dimensions that help the group to grow stronger in 

preparationn for social change (see also McCarthy & Zald, 1977). In turn, in-group bias serving 

identity-expressionn is expected to be especially strong on symbolic measures that help to 

celebratee positive-distinctiveness in more general and abstract terms. 
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Inn the fourth and final "empirical" chapter, there will be a shift from the social structure 

ass a predictor for identity or instrumental functions to more general psychological processes. 

Specifically,, the extent to which people feel that their group's value is being reinforced or 

threatenedthreatened will be under examination here (Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999). It 

iss proposed that group-threatening situations instigate behaviors directed at changing the 

situationn (instrumental action) whereas circumstances that reinforce the group's positive value 

willl  lead to in-group bias as a form of identity-expression. Feelings of group threat and 

reinforcementt can be seen as mediating between structural determinants and the two functions of 

in-groupp bias (e.g., low status is threatening, leading to in-group bias for instrumental reasons). 

However,, these two processes also have additional explanatory value because they are more 

abstractt and general in character than socio-structural factors. For instance, me value of a high 

statuss group can also be threatened by means of negative inter-group comparisons. Although 

thiss does not necessarily mean that the favorable status-position is totally undermined, it may 

stilll  trigger the motivation to protect and strengthen the group's position. 

Apartt from threat and reinforcement, two additional factors will be addressed in Chapter 

44 that may be helpful in distinguishing identity and instrumental functions of in-group bias. The 

firstt is a second dimension of the kind of in-group bias that is used, namely whether it refers to 

in-groupp favoritism or to out-group derogation. This will be called the direction of in-group 

bias.. It can be predicted that identity functions will be more directly served by in-group 

favoritismm than by out-group derogation (Reynolds et al., 2000). What mainly matters for 

creatingg or expressing one's social identity is what makes the in-group a positive-distinctive 

entity.. However, the instrumental function of in-group bias is expected to be served by both in-

groupp favoritism and out-group derogation. During inter-group competition, social change can 

bee obtained both by optimizing the performance of the in-group (e.g., stimulated by in-group 

favoritism)) or by undermining the out-group ("disarmed" by out-group derogation). 

AA second (and somewhat indirect) indicator of what function in-group bias may have is 

thee type of group that is favored or derogated. A general distinction can be drawn between 

"sociall  groups" (e.g., a sports team, a task force) and "social categories" (e.g., nationality, 

gender;; Rabbie, 1993; for a similar distinction in terms of "common bond" and "common 

identity""  groups, see Prentice, Miller, & Lightdale, 1994). We propose that identity functions 

applyy both to social groups and to social categories. However, with respect to die instrumental 

functionn we predict that this function is more prevalent in social groups than in social categories 

becausee social groups are often defined by instrumental goals (e.g., sports teams). Moreover, 

becausee social groups are often smaller and allow more direct communication between its 

members,, instrumental motives may be more directly served by in-group bias in these kinds of 

groupp than in social categories. This distinction is not a sharp one, however some social 



30 0 ChapterChapter 1 

categoriess (e.g., communists) are also defined in terms of more or less instrumental goals (social 

change). . 

Thee variables that were described above (social structure, communicative context, 

content/directionn of in-group bias, type of group) together with in-group bias and its two 

functionss form the central architecture of the present contextual-functional model. In addition to 

these,, some further indicators of functions of in-group bias will be assessed. For example, in the 

workk presented in Chapters 2 and 3 the participants' willingness to invest effort in the inter-

groupp competition will also be measured. It is predicted that the more a person is willing to use 

in-groupp bias for instrumental reasons (e.g., as a result of low group status), the more he or she 

wil ll  be willing to work for social change. Measures of self-esteem will serve as indicators of the 

identityy function of in-group bias. It is predicted that the creation or expression of a positive 

self-conceptt based on group membership will result in higher levels of self-esteem. As noted 

above,, distinguishing between the different functions of in-group bias may also result in greater 

insightt into the circumstances in which self-esteem is enhanced by in-group bias (Abrams & 

Hogg,, 1988). 

Thee final chapter of the present thesis will be the general discussion in which the most 

importantt results will be summarized, general conclusions will be drawn, and directions for 

furtherr research will be suggested. The empirical chapters are written in such a way that they can 

bee read independently from the rest of this thesis. This means that there may be some overlap 

betweenn the present introductory chapter and the theoretical aspects of the empirical chapters. 



Chapte rr  2 

Integratin gg Identit y and Instrumenta l Approache s to 

ln-grou pp Bias : 

Differen tt  Contexts , Differen t Motives 1 

Inn the field of clinical psychology there has been a recurring debate about the 

controversiall  finding that different kinds of therapies are almost equal in terms of outcome. 

Despitee the different theoretical focus (e.g., psychoanalysis versus behaviorism) the difference in 

therapyy effect between those approaches is about zero (Wampold et al., 1997). This has been 

calledd the Dodo bird verdict, referring to the dodo character in Caroll's (1865/1962) Alice in 

wonderland.wonderland. This dodo has the role of referee during a race and concludes that "everybody has 

won,, and all must have prizes" (p. 412). Although it might seem unscientific to conclude that all 

theoriess win, recently it hass been argued that for specific disorders one therapy (and theory) may 

bee championed over the other (Smith, Glass, & Miller, 1980). That is, in different contexts, 

differentt theories win. 

nn the current chapter we would like to revive the dodo principle in the field of inter-group 

relations.. Specifically we address the motivational basis of in-group bias and argue that different 

approachess (e.g., social identity theory versus the interdependence tradition) both have validity, 

inn that each offers a plausible explanation for in-group bias under particular circumstances. We 

proposee that in general a distinction can be made between theories of in-group bias in terms of 

ann identity function versus an instrumental function. On the one hand in-group bias can help to 

definee one's place, and the place of one's group, within a social structure (identity function); on 

thee other hand it can be linked to achieving certain goals (instrumental function). Adopting a 

contextual-functionalcontextual-functional approach, we argue that under different circumstances, in-group bias 

mightt serve these different functions, as described by the different theories. Drawing a 

distinctionn between identity-based and more instrumental functions is not in itself new. What is 

11 This chapter is based on Scheepers, Spears, Doosje, & Manstead (in press). 
Wee thank Jaap Rabbie for his insightful and constructive comments on an earlier version of this work. 
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neww and in our view necessary is an attempt to integrate these within a single framework 

specifyingg domains of application. Previous research on in-group bias has often tended to focus 

onn either one or the other of these sorts of explanation or on critical tests of one versus the other. 

Heree we are not so much concerned with the questions of "which and why," but "when, which 

andd why." By integrating these diverse theoretical perspectives, we hope to gain a more 

completee picture of the motivational factors affecting in-group bias. We begin by providing a 

brieff  overview of the literature on in-group bias in order to introduce our rationale. Then we 

presentt two experimental studies providing evidence that under certain circumstances striving for 

aa positive-distinctive group identity might motivate in-group bias, while under other 

circumstancess instrumental concerns relating to inter-group competition drive this phenomenon. 

Thee tendency to favor one's own group above other groups, called in-group bias, has 

beenn demonstrated with both artificial and real groups (Bettencourt, Dorr, Charlton, & Hume, 

2001;; Brewer, 1979; Messick & Mackie, 1989; Mullen, Brown, & Smith, 1992; Tajfel, 1982). 

Althoughh it is often assumed that in-group bias results from a motivational process instead of a 

purelyy cognitive one, there is theoretical controversy about what exactly drives people to favor 

thee in-group, and/or derogate the out-group. Early research tried to explain this phenomenon as 

stemmingg from frustration (Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, 1939) or authoritarian 

personalityy characteristics (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswick, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950). However, 

inn the 1960s and 1970, these individualistic approaches were challenged by ones that focused on 

thee group dimensions of inter-group discrimination. An early example is realistic conflict theory 

(RCT:: Levine & Campbell, 1972; Sherif & Sherif, 1969), which explained in-group bias in 

termss of real conflict over scarce resources. In the famous Robber's Cave experiment (Sherif, 

Harvey,, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1954 as cited in Sherif & Sherif, 1969), Sherif and colleagues 

showedd that two groups of normal boys became highly competitive and even violent when they 

competedd for certain resources (e.g., prizes during a tournament). However, when common 

groupp goals were made salient, conflict between the groups reduced. In short, there is strong 

evidencee for a relation between conflicting group goals and in-group bias (Jackson, 1993). 

Despitee the considerable impact of RCT in the study of inter-group relations, the idea 

thatt real conflict is necessary for in-group bias was called into question by research from 

anotherr group approach to this phenomenon: social identity theory (SIT: Tajfel & Turner, 

1986).. Social identity theory was developed to explain the results of studies using the minimal 

groupp paradigm (MGP: Diehl, 1990; Tajfel, Flament, Billig , & Bundy, 1971). This paradigm 

wass designed to examine the minimal conditions necessary for in-group bias. In Tajfel et al.'s 

(1971)) study participants were categorized in minimal groups on the basis of preference for a 

certainn painter. After this, they allocated small amounts of money between members of their own 

groupp and the other group. To rule out direct self-profit there was no possibility of allocating 



IntegratingIntegrating identity and instrumental approaches... 33 3 

moneyy directly to oneself. The mere social categorization into in-group and out-group was 

sufficientt to favor the in-group. This result was obtained in the absence of contact within or 

betweenn the groups, and with no conflict between the groups. 

Too explain these results, Tajfel and his collaborators proposed that people derive part of 

theirr identity from the groups to which they belong. Because people strive for positive (social) 

identities,, they are motivated to differentiate their own group positively from out-groups. In 

termss of social identity theory, in-group bias in the minimal group paradigm can be explained as 

aa process of giving positive meaning to the "minimal" and otherwise socially meaningless 

sociall  categories (Tajfel, 1969; 1978).2 The processes by which a person seeks meaning in 

sociall  categorization are described in somewhat more detail within self-categorization theory 

(SCT;; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), an elaboration of SIT. Positive and 

meaningfull  group-distinctiveness might be reflected amongst other things in enhanced self-

esteemm (Lemyre & Smith, 1985; Oakes & Turner, 1980) or reduced uncertainty (Grieve & 

Hogg,, 1999; Mullin & Hogg, 1998). After three decades of research there is compelling 

empiricall  evidence for this identity-based account of in-group bias (e.g., Brewer, 1979; Jetten, 

Spears,, & Manstead, 1996, 1998; Messick & Mackie, 1989; Mummendey & Schreiber, 1984; 

Sachdevv & Bourhis, 1987; Spears, Jetten, & Scheepers, 2002; Van Knippenberg & Ellemers, 

1990). . 

Althoughh the minimal group effect has been replicated several times (see Diehl, 1990 for 

ann overview) the paradigm and the theory have not been without their critics. Rabbie and 

colleaguess (Rabbie, 1993; Rabbie, Schot, & Visser, 1989) do not question the results of the 

minimall  group paradigm, but argue that they are better explained in terms of interdependence of 

fatefate than in terms of social identity. On the basis of his behavioral interaction model (BIM) 

Rabbiee (1993) argues that the main motivation in the minimal group paradigm is instrumental: 

Participantss are motivated to gain as much money for themselves as possible. Because they 

cannott allocate money directly to themselves, they rely on their fellow group members in 

anticipationn of a degree of reciprocity. As a result they allocate more to the in-group than to the 

out-groupp (see Gaertner & Insko, 2000, for a related argument). 

Althoughh there is some evidence that participants in MGP studies take instrumental 

considerationss into account (Gaertner & Insko, 2000; Rabbie et al., 1989) it is more difficult to 

explainn why evidence for in-group bias is found within the MGP when symbolic rather than 

materiall  resources are at stake. For example, Turner (1975) showed that when participants had to 

allocatee points instead of money, in-group bias still occurred. There is also evidence for in-group 

biass on trait ratings within the MGP (e.g., Jetten et al., 1998). Thus although instrumental 

22 It is important to note that we do not mean that the social categorization process is itself meaningless, but 
ratherr that it triggers a search for meaning when the categorization is minimal (and meaning is lacking). 
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motivationss may play a role in the minimal group paradigm, the social identity explanation would 

seemm to be necessary to for at least some of the results (Diehl, 1990). Rabbie (1993) also 

acceptss that social identity theory provides a better explanation of in-group bias when symbolic 

measuress are used. 

Fromm the above analysis of the literature on in-group bias and motivation, a distinction 

cann be drawn between two kinds of approaches. On the one hand social identity theory and self-

categorizationn theory explain in-group bias as a way of making sense of the social environment 

inn a way that clarifies and favors the position of one's group. On the other hand there are 

theoriess focusing on interdependence of fate (Gaertner & Insko, 2000; Rabbie, 1993; Rabbie et 

al.,, 1989) or conflicting group goals (RCT: Sherif & Sherif, 1969) as a source of in-group bias. 

Bothh approaches have proven their worth as explanations for in-group bias. Thus, we do not 

favorr one approach above die other in any general sense. Rather, we propose that the two 

approachess describe different functions of in-group bias and mat, depending on circumstances, 

onee or the other may provide the better explanation of this phenomenon. Specifically, we argue 

thatt in-group bias as explained by SIT might fulfil l an identity function while interdependence 

andd realistic conflict approaches are characterized by an instrumental function. However, we 

proposee that the identity function, with the search for positive meaning in group membership as 

thee main driving force, can be seen as the more primary function, in that in order for instrumental 

functionss to come into play there needs to be a group identity in the first place. This is simply 

becausee a group must be in some way meaningful to its members before other group processes 

followw (e.g., the group as a basis for reciprocity). Once a meaningful and distinctive group 

identityy is derived, the instrumental function may constitute a valid explanation for in-group bias. 

Inn other words, in a relatively meaningless context (e.g., minimal groups) SIT may frequently 

offerr the most plausible explanation, whereas under more meaningful conditions, with resources 

orr outcomes at stake, the instrumental function might prevail. 

Althoughh we are not the first to test predictions of instrumental approaches and SIT 

simultaneouslyy (see for example, Duckitt & Mphuthing, 1998; Kelly, 1988), examinations of the 

circumstancescircumstances under which the two approaches provide the best explanation of in-group bias are 

rare.. An exception is a study by Rabbie and Schot (1990). They found evidence for their 

interdependencee hypothesis when money had to be allocated within a MGP, whereas they found 

evidencee for SIT when symbolic points were at stake. In the current research we only used 

symbolicc in-group bias measures. We propose, however, that symbolic in-group bias might also 

havee an instrumental component in that it enhances inter-group distinctiveness during 

competition.. In these terms, in-group bias may reflect a perceived common fate without having a 

directt material influence on personal or group profit (Jackson & Smith, 1999). 

Inn the present research we present a contextual analysis of the two different functions of 
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in-groupp bias as implied in the two approaches. We refer to this as a contextual-functional 

analysiss of in-group bias. One purpose of the current work is therefore to build a bridge 

betweenn the two general approaches outlined above. Despite the fact that they often approach the 

issuee of in-group bias from different perspectives, integration may generate synergy and 

theoreticall  enrichment. For example, because RCT focuses on conflicting goals within a given 

sociall  structure it can be seen as a more sociological orientation, whereas SIT has a more 

psychologicalpsychological focus in that it describes how psychological processes (e.g., identification) affect 

inter-groupp relations. However, psychological processes such as identification can also arise 

fromm conflicting goals and may be closely intertwined with instrumental motivations. 

Conversely,, identification may provide one means of stimulating the achievement of group goals. 

Inn short, an integrative approach may offer new empirical and theoretical insights into how 

psychologicall  and material factors interleave and interact. 

Too summarize, the current research has the following objectives. First, we attempt to 

showw that under different circumstances in-group bias can serve an instrumental or an identity 

function.. Second, wee propose that the identity function is the more primary motivation: A group 

mustt be a meaningfully distinct entity before members will work for it for instrumental reasons. 

Third,, we seek to enrich RCT and interdependence approaches by seeing how group goals 

impactt on psychological and identity-based concepts such as identification, perceived cohesion 

andd self-esteem. To this end we present two (quasi-) minimal group studies. In the first study we 

tryy to illustrate our basic argument. Directly following minimal categorization in-group bias may 

servee an identity function, whereas later on in the experiment, under more meaningful and 

competitivee circumstances, in-group bias may serve an instrumental function. In the second 

studyy we attempt to show that the search for meaning is the more fundamental motivation by 

demonstratingg that when the possibility for showing in-group bias following categorization is 

blocked,, the search for meaning and distinctiveness will transfer to a subsequent stage of the 

experiment.. We also extend our functional analysis to related psychological constructs 

(identification,, cohesion) and behavior (effort for the group). 

Studyy 2.1 

Forr this experiment we designed a minimal group study that became less minimal during 

thee course of the experiment. After categorization into minimal groups, participants were given 

thee possibility to differentiate their group from the out-group. Given the minimal character of the 

inter-groupp situation, we argue that in-group bias at this stage (Time 1) is best explained by an 

identityy function as described by social identity theory. In a later phase of the experiment (Time 

2),, we introduced a group goal (trying to win an inter-group competition) for participants in the 

goalgoal condition. Apart from the fact that this makes the inter-group situation less minimal, it also 
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shiftss the context to a more realistic conflict situation. We then again measured in-group bias. 

Wee predicted that at Time 1 participants in both conditions would show in-group bias to some 

extentt and that in-group bias in this phase of the experiment would be correlated with self-

esteemm (identity function). At Time 2, we predicted stronger in-group bias by those in the goal 

conditionn than those in the no goal condition (instrumental function). 

Method Method 

ParticipantsParticipants and design. Thirty-nine students from the University of Amsterdam (23 

maless and 16 females) participated in this experiment. Their mean age was 22 and they were 

paidd 15 Dutch guilders (approximately $6) for their participation in this and another (unrelated) 

experiment.. Participants were recruited from a canteen. The design consisted of one between-

participantss factor (Group goal; No goal vs. Goal) and one within-participants factor (In-group 

biass measurement; Time 1 vs. Time 2). Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two 

conditions. . 

Overview,Overview, The experiment consisted of four phases. In the first phase participants were 

categorizedd into minimal groups. Then participants judged in-group and out-group products (in-

groupp bias measurement Time 1) and completed a measure of collective self-esteem. In the third 

phasee they performed a group task. Finally they again judged the group products (in-group bias 

measurementt Time 2) and again completed a self-esteem scale. The only manipulation was the 

wayy in which the group task was presented. For participants in the goal condition it was 

presentedd as an inter-group competition; for those in the no goal condition it was not framed in 

anyy special way. 

ProcedureProcedure and independent variables. The experiment was run on computers and was 

presentedd as a study on perception and creativity. Upon arrival, participants (7-10 per session) 

weree seated in cubicles. It was explained that we were looking for a relation between creativity 

andd different ways of perceiving. Participants were categorized into groups by means of an 

adaptedd Klee-Kandinski paradigm (see for example Oakes & Turner, 1980). The participants 

hadd to rate ten paintings (5 by Klee, 5 by Kandinski) for attractiveness. The paintings were 

presentedd as a means by which the computer could assess whether the participant was an 

analyticalanalytical or a synthetic perceiver. All participants were in fact categorized as synthetic 

perceivers.. After categorization we checked that participants were aware of their social category. 

Alll  participants were then given the opportunity to show in-group bias by rating group 

productss (colored pictures). They judged a series of ten colored pictures in terms of creativity 

andd attractiveness. These pictures all consisted of the same abstract image (a collection of 

triangles,, squares and circles) in which only the color combinations were varied. Half the 

picturess were presented as being made by members of the in-group and the other half as being 

madee by members of the out-group. We told them that the pictures were created in previous 
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experimentall  sessions. With the help of a pilot study (N = 15) we created two groups of pictures 

thatt were equal in creativity and attractiveness. 

Afterr the picture ratings participants filled out self-esteem items. Then they participated 

inn a group task. The task consisted of making a colored picture with three other in-group 

members.. The framework of this picture was the same as that used in the pictures participants 

hadd rated in order to measure in-group bias. There was no face-to-face contact during the task; 

interactionn "took place via the computer network." Participants sat at their computer and 

registeredd their color preferences while observing the choices made by their in-group fellows. In 

fact,, the responses of the "other members" were generated by the computer and were the same 

forr all participants. 

Thee critical manipulation was the way in which the task was framed. In the no goal 

condition,, participants were only given instructions about how to work on the task. In addition to 

thiss information, for participants in the goal condition we framed the task in terms of an inter-

groupp competition. We told the participants that the subgroup (synthetic or analytic perceivers) 

thatt created the most attractive picture would be rewarded with record tokens worth forty Dutch 

guilderss (approximately $16), which is a standard value for which one can buy one Compact 

Disc.. In order to decide which group had created the most attractive picture, a two-step 

proceduree would be used. First, after each session of the experiment, the computer system 

(whichh we explained contained a database of color combination preferences made by more than 

10000 persons) would select the group that had made the most attractive picture. Secondly, after 

alll  sessions, the products of the groups that "won" their session would be presented to a jury 

whoo would make a final decision about which picture was the most attractive one. Thus in order 

too win the prize, the first step was to beat the out-group in that particular session. Note that 

participants'' evaluations of the group products (i.e., the in-group bias measures) could not affect 

theirr chances of receiving the prize. Thus in-group bias could not be explained simply in terms 

off  self-interest.3 Moreover, there was no direct way in which an individual participant could win 

thee prize: They had to co-operate with the in-group in constructing the picture, and were 

dependentt on other participants to receive a reward for it. In other words, the situation can be 

characterizedd as interdependence of fate between the participants. Furthermore, there is a real 

conflictt between the groups about material resources: If one group wins, the other loses. Finally, 

itt should be noted that there was a relation between the categorization, the in-group bias measure, 

andd the group task: They all have to do with creativity and aesthetic judgments. It therefore 

33 It was explicitly mentioned that the data-base on which the first assessment of pictures was made was formed 
onn the basis of a "pre-test", and that the current study was the first in which "mode of perceiving" (i.e. the group 
distinction)) would be linked to certain color combinations. In other words, this rules out the possibility of 
indirectindirect self-interest and that participants would show in-group bias because they expected the participants whose 
responsess were in the data-base had done the same (a reciprocity principle; see Rabbie, 1993). 
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seemss reasonable to argue that the minimal groups should have become more meaningful for 

theirr members in the course of the experiment. 

Afterr the group task, the participants rated the same pictures as at Time 1. As a rationale 

forr rating pictures twice we told the participants that we were interested in their judgments after 

theyy had some practice with combining colors. Next, participants completed measures of self-

esteemm (Time 2), were debriefed, and thanked for their participation. 

DependentDependent measures. All measures were taken via the computer. Participants made their 

responsess by placing a cross with the computer mouse on a line on the screen. The line was a 

100-pointt scale with not at all and very much as endpoints. 

Ourr primary dependent measure was in-group bias. We included two types of in-group 

biass measure: a direct measure (picture ratings) and a more symbolic one. For the direct measure 

wee used the picture judgments made at Time 1 and Time 2. By subtracting the scores for out-

groupp pictures from those of the in-group pictures an in-group bias scale was created. Higher 

scoress indicate stronger in-group bias. 

Forr the symbolic measure of in-group bias, participants responded to three questions: 

"Syntheticc perceivers are better than analytical perceivers," "Synthetic perceivers know more 

aboutt art than analytical perceivers," and "Analytical perceivers deserve little respect for their 

achievements.""  Participants responded only once to these items, just after the second series of 

picturee ratings. 

Too measure self-esteem we used a translated version of the 4-item private subscale of 

Luhtanenn and Crocker's (1992) collective self-esteem scale, modified for the current inter-group 

context.. An example item is: "I'm glad to be a member of the synthetic perceivers group." 

Results Results 

Thee manipulation check revealed that all participants reported their group membership in 

accordancee with the manipulation. Two in-group bias scales (in-group bias at Time 1 and Time 

2)) were constructed on the basis of the picture ratings. First, scales were created for creativity 

andd attractiveness for in-group and out-group, before and after the task (eight scales in all; as > . 

71).. Then these eight scales were reduced to four in-group bias scales by subtracting the mean 

ratingss of out-group pictures from the mean ratings of in-group pictures. Finally, the scores on 

attractivenesss and creativity were averaged, resulting in two in-group bias scales (in-group bias at 

Timee 1 and Time 2). The three items measuring symbolic in-group bias also formed a reliable 

scalee (a = .84). 

Thee scores for in-group bias on the picture ratings were submitted to a mixed-model 

ANOVAA with one between-participants factor (Group goal: No goal vs. Goal) and one within-

participantss factor (In-group bias measurement: Time 1 vs. Time 2). The predicted interaction 

wass significant, F(l, 35) = 5.72, p < .05; r\2 ~ .13. In line with predictions, at Time 1 the goal 
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conditionn (M = 3.89, SD = 7.63) and no goal condition (M - 2.81, SD = 5.02 ) did not differ 

fromm each other in terms of in-group bias, F(l, 37) = 0.28, ns. In fact, both conditions showed 

significantt in-group bias compared to zero (ps < .05). At Time 2 participants in the goal 

conditionn (M = 6.78, SD = 9.90) showed more in-group bias than did those in the no goal 

conditionn (M = -.063, SD = 8.61), F(l, 37) = 6.24, p < .05; i f = .10. We also performed 

separatee analyses for in-group and out-group pictures. These revealed no significant effects. 

Thiss indicates that in-group bias was not strictly in-group favoring or out-group derogating but a 

combinationn of the two. There were no effects of gender. 

AA single factor ANOVA (Group goal: No goal vs. Goal) was performed to analyze the 

scoress on the symbolic in-group bias scale. Participants who had a group goal showed more in-

groupp bias on this measure (M = 40.67, SD = 18.20) than did those who had no goal (M = 

27.98,, SD = 20.46), F(l, 37) = 4.17, p < .05; if = .10. As with the pictures measure, there were 

noo effects of gender. 

Too explore the motivational basis for in-group bias on the picture ratings at Time 1, we 

computedd a series of correlations. The reliability of the collective self-esteem scale at Time 1 was 

loww (a = .41). A factor analysis revealed a two-factor solution with the two positive items 

loadingg on one factor, and the two negative on the other. We decided to continue analyses with 

thee two positive items only because the reliability of these two items (a = .82) was higher than it 

wass for the two negatively formulated items (oc = .52). There was a significant correlation 

betweenn in-group bias at Time 1 and self-esteem (r = .38, p < .05). However, self-esteem at Time 

22 (same two items [a = .93]) was not reliably related to in-group bias at Time 2 (in either 

conditionn separate or together, rs < .1). 

Discussion Discussion 

Thee results provide some preliminary evidence for the proposed functional analysis of 

in-groupp bias. At the beginning of the experiment all participants showed some degree of in-

groupp bias that was related to self-esteem (identity function). However, when the inter-group 

situationn became more meaningful, in the sense that the participants had been able to show in-

groupp bias and to interact on a group task, those with a group goal showed stronger in-group 

biass than did those without a group goal. Moreover, at Time 2, in-group bias was not related to 

self-esteem.. We explain the in-group bias at Time 1 in terms of an identity function as described 

byy social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), and in-group bias at Time 2 in terms of an 

instrumentall  function as described by interdependence or realistic conflict approaches (Gaertner 

&&  Insko, 2000; Rabbie, 1993; Sherif & Sherif, 1969). 

Thee fact that we did not find clear in-group favoritism and/or out-group derogation in 

isolation,, but a combination of both is in line with Tajfel et al. (1971), in that the motivation for 

differentiationdifferentiation per se (the Maximum Differentiation strategy) is stronger than its components 
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(favoritismm and derogation). It is also worth noting that in-group bias in the concrete judgments 

off  pictures also generalized to the symbolic in-group bias measure. This presumably results 

fromm the competitive inter-group situation confronting participants in the goal condition. Note 

thatt in-group bias on both measures cannot readily be explained by individual self-interest per 

se,, in that neither set of ratings translates directly into the winning of the inter-group 

competition.. Rather, in-group bias suggests a psychological preparation to engage in inter-group 

competitionn at the group level. In other words, the instrumental function has a psychological 

componentt relating to the group-level self-definition (Jackson & Smith, 1999) which is more 

thann simply gaining a distinctive identity, and which is not reducible to individual self-interest. 

In-groupp bias here is instrumental in a psychological sense, a refinement not always evident in 

realisticc conflict theory, where conflict often bears a more direct material relation to the 

achievementt of group goals. Furthermore, it is hard to explain the results at Time 1 in terms of 

realisticc conflict or interdependence of fate (Gaertner & Insko, 2000; Rabbie et al., 1989) 

becausee no material resources were at stake. Because the in-group bias was mainly symbolic we 

favorr an explanation of these results in terms of SIT (Rabbie, 1993; Rabbie & Schot, 1990). 

Thee fact that we only found a relation between in-group bias at Time 1 and the positively 

formulatedd self-esteem items might be explained in terms of the paradigm used. Although 

participantss might feel to some extent glad and good to be included in the group synthetic 

perceivers,, it seems less plausible to feel regret because of inclusion in this minimal category. 

Relatedd to this issue, Hunter, Platow, Howard, and Stringer (1996) and Rubin and Hewstone 

(1998)) have proposed that domain specific measures of self-esteem should be used to examine 

thee relation between self-esteem and in-group bias. Therefore, in Study 2.2 we included a more 

specificc measure of self-esteem. 

Althoughh we obtained evidence for our model, some questions remain to be addressed. 

Ass stated in the introduction, we predict that the identity function has some primacy over the 

instrumentall  function: Without meaning, people will not engage in instrumental goal setting. We 

thereforee conducted a second study in which we manipulated the possibility to show in-group 

biass at Time 1. We also we sought to discern identity and instrumental functions more directly 

byy means of additional measures and mediation analyses. 

Studyy 2.2 

Inn the second experiment we manipulated the presence of a goal and the possibility to 

differentiatee the in-group from the out-group at Time 1 (i.e., the possibility to show in-group 

bias)) orthogonally, leading to four conditions: "no goal, no differentiation;" "goal, no 
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differentiation;""  "no goal, differentiation;" and "goal, differentiation."4 Those in the "no 

differentiation""  conditions rated the same pictures as those who could differentiate at Time 1, 

althoughh there were no category labels attached to the pictures. As a check on our 

differentiation-opportunityy manipulation we expected that participants in the two differentiation 

conditionss would favor their own group's pictures more (and the out-group's pictures less) than 

thosee with no differentiation opportunity. The two differentiation conditions are identical to the 

conditionss of Study 2.1. We therefore expected identical effects in the "goal, differentiation" 

conditionn as in the goal condition in Study 2.1 and will call this condition the "instrumental" 

condition.. However, the current design also has interesting implications for the proposed identity 

function.. If there is a fundamental motivation to differentiate one's group positively from the 

out-group,, in the conditions where there was no opportunity to differentiate at Time 1 this 

motivationn should still be evident at Time 2. In fact, this motivation may even be stronger after it 

hass been blocked or delayed (Atkinson & Birch, 1970; Wicklund & Gollwitzer, 1982). 

Thereforee we also expected stronger in-group bias at Time 2 for those who had had no prior 

opportunityy to differentiate compared to those who had already had a prior differentiation 

opportunity.. Moreover, if it is the search for a meaningful identity that drives the identity 

function,, for those who had had no prior possibility to differentiate and no group goal, the 

motivationn to show in-group bias at Time 2 should be strongest because this constitutes the least 

meaningfull  situation of the design. Therefore, we will call the "no goal, no differentiation" 

conditionn the "minimal" condition. For those who had had no differentiation opportunity but 

whoo faced a group goal, the situation was probably more meaningful because they could derive 

meaningg from the goal itself (i.e., interdependence of fate; Rabbie et al., 1989). This "goal, no 

differentiation""  condition differs in an important respect from the "instrumental" condition. 

Becausee people in the "goal, no differentiation" condition did not have the opportunity to 

differentiatee on the central dimension, we predicted that they would be less likely engage in 

group-goall  directed behavior than those who had. Although the goal can give meaning to the 

category,, we thought they would be somewhat reluctant to work for a group when group-

distinctivenesss for them has yet to be established. 

Inn summary, we expected strongest in-group bias, albeit for different motives, in the most 

"minimal""  cell of our design ("no goal, no differentiation") and the most "instrumental" cell 

off  our design ("goal, differentiation"). Besides self-esteem, we also measured to what extent 

participantss thought that there were instrumental reasons to use in-group bias. We expected self-

esteemm to be mediated by in-group bias in the "minimal" condition (identity function) but not in 

44 We will use the term "differentiation opportunity" here instead of "in-group bias opportunity" for two reasons: 
First,, this term forms a more precise description of the manipulation (i.e., the manipulation also allows 
participantss to display out-group favoritism; "differentiation opportunity" is therefore the more general term); 
Second,, using distinct terms avoids confusion of the independent and dependent variables. 
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thee "instrumental" condition. In the "instrumental" condition, but not in the "minimal" 

condition,, we expected the instrumental function to mediate in-group bias (instrumental 

function). . 

AA second objective of this study is to extend the current motivational analysis to 

"negative""  contexts. That is, we changed the group goal from trying to win a prize to trying to 

avoidd punishment. This punishment was operationalized by stating that the group with the worst 

picturess would have to stay in the lab to fill out additional questionnaires. There is evidence that 

discriminationn within the MGP is stronger with respect to the allocation of positive as compared 

too negative resources (Mummendey & Otten, 1998). Changing the group goal to punishment 

avoidancee can therefore be seen as a more conservative test of our model. 

AA final objective of this second experiment was to extend the current functional analysis 

too other psychological constructs relating to group identity versus instrumentality. To this end 

wee measured some additional variables: Cohesion, identification and effort. We proposed that 

thee first two measures can have both an instrumental and an identity function. For instance, 

cohesionn might be related to goal directed behavior (Mullen & Copper, 1994) as well as being a 

reflectionn of positive distinctiveness (i.e., entitativity; e.g., Brewer & Harasty, 1996; see also 

Hogg,, 1992; Scheepers, Branscombe, Spears, & Doosje, in press, for the identity function of 

cohesion).. Moreover, people may on the one hand identify with a group in order to give meaning 

too that category (identity function; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and on the other hand identify with a 

groupp as a preparation for social change (instrumental function, e.g., Doosje, Spears, & 

Ellemers,, 2002). We therefore predicted cohesion and identification to be highest in the 

"minimal""  condition (identity function), and in the "instrumental" condition (instrumental 

function).. We measured the effort participants invested in the task by means of the time they 

spentt on the task. Because we thought effort might serve instrumental functions (winning the 

competition)) we predicted that participants in the "instrumental" condition would spend the 

mostt time performing the task. 

Inn summary, we expected the strongest effects on in-group bias (and related measures) 

inn the most "minimal" condition ("no goal, no differentiation") and the most "instrumental" 

conditionn ("goal, differentiation"). We also expected in-group bias in the minimal condition to 

mediatemediate self-esteem (in keeping with the identity function), and in-group bias in the instrumental 

conditionn to be mediated by the instrumental function (in keeping with the instrumental 

function). . 

Method Method 

ParticipantsParticipants and design. Seventy-six first-year psychology students (26 males and 50 

females)) participated in this experiment and received course credits. Their mean age was 21 and 

theyy were randomly allocated to a 2 (Group goal: No goal vs. Goal) X 2 (Differentiation 
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opportunity:: No Differentiation vs. Differentiation) between-participants design. 

ProcedureProcedure and independent variables. The procedure was identical to that of Study 2.1, 

withh a few exceptions. In the conditions where there was no possibility to show differentiation, 

participantss rated the same pictures at Time 1 as those rated by participants in the other 

conditions,, but no category labels were attached to the pictures. It was simply stated that the 

picturess were made "by groups of synthetic and analytical perceivers in earlier sessions of this 

research.""  After the picture ratings, for those in the goal conditions a goal was induced in the 

samee way as in Study 2.1. However, in this second experiment we changed the chance of 

winningg a prize to the chance of avoiding punishment. Participants were told that the group with 

thee worst pictures would have to stay longer in the lab to complete some additional 

questionnaires. . 

DependentDependent variables. We measured in-group bias by means of picture ratings and by 

usingg a more general symbolic measure, as in Study 2.1. Also, at Time 2, the participants who 

didd not have the opportunity to differentiate at Time 1 were given the possibility to do so along 

withh the other participants. 

Justt before the group task we measured perceived cohesion using five items. Because 

theree are no established measures for assessing cohesion in minimal groups, we selected the 

itemss useful for this purpose from the measures described by Hogg (1992). An example is: 

"Syntheticc perceivers form a close-knit group." During the task, we measured the effort 

participantss invested in it. As an operationalization of effort, we measured the amount of time 

participantss worked on the task. 

Thee remaining constructs were measured after the group task and after the in-group bias 

measures.. We used six items to measure specific self-esteem with regard to the relevant 

dimensionn (creativity and good taste) in the inter-group situation. An example of a "specific 

self-esteem"" item was: "I'm pleased with the creativity of the group synthetic perceivers" (see 

Hunterr et al., 1994, and Rubin & Hewstone, 1998 for discussions of why dimension-specific 

self-esteemm is the best measure for testing the relation between self-esteem and discrimination). 

Wee measured the instrumental function of in-group bias with three items (e.g., "To what extent 

doo you think participants differentiated between groups in this experiment to make their group 

stronger?").. We included the four identification items by Jetten et al. (1996). A typical example 

is:: "I feel strong ties with the synthetic perceivers group." 

Results Results 

Thee data were analyzed using 2 (Group goal: No goal vs. Goal) X 2 (Differentiation 

opportunity:: No Differentiation vs. Differentiation) ANOVAs and MANOVAs. As in Study 2.1, 

theree was no effect of gender in any of the analyses. 
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In-groupIn-group bias. All participants reported their group membership correctly. We calculated 

in-groupp bias measures on the basis of the picture ratings in the same way as in Study 2.1. The 

reliabilityy of these scales was satisfactory (as > .71). The symbolic in-group bias scale also 

provedd to be reliable (a = .84). We included the picture ratings at Time 1 in a 2 X 2 ANOVA. 

Theree was only a main effect for differentiation opportunity, F(l, 72) = 4.71, p < .05; r|2 = .06. 

Inn line with the proposed manipulation, participants who had a differentiation opportunity at 

Timee 1 favored in-group pictures (M = 3.46) to a greater extent than did those who had no 

differentiationn opportunity (M = 0.39). Moreover, the in-group bias in these conditions differed 

significantlyy from zero (p < .05). We therefore can conclude that our differentiation opportunity 

manipulationn succeeded. 

Thee means with regard to the two in-group bias measures at Time 2 are displayed in 

Tablee 2.1. We expected highest in-group bias in the "instrumental" condition ("goal, 

differentiation")) and in the "minimal" condition ("no goal, no differentiation"). We analyzed 

thee two in-group bias measures at the multivariate level using a 2 X 2 MANOVA. There was a 

multivariatee interaction between the two factors, F(2, 72) = 3.06, p = .05; T)2 = .08. As can be 

seenn in Table 2.1, those in the "minimal" condition and in the "instrumental" condition 

showedd highest in-group bias on both measures at Time 2. 

Althoughh there were no univariate effects on the picture measure, there was a reliable 

univariatee main effect for in-group bias opportunity on the symbolic measure, F(l, 72) = 4.47, p 

<< .05; r|2 = .06. Those who had no prior differentiation opportunity at Time 1 showed more in-

groupp bias at Time 2 (M = 35.38) than did those who had already had a differentiation 

opportunityy (M = 25.88). The univariate interaction on the symbolic measure was also 

significant,, F(l, 72) = 5.12, p < .05; r|2 = .07. Testing the univariate simple main effects revealed 

aa marginally significant difference between die participants in the "instrumental" condition and 

thee "no goal, differentiation" condition, F(l, 72) = 2.88, p < .10; T)2 = .04. The simple main 

effectt between the "minimal" condition and the "no goal, differentiation" condition proved to 

bee significant, F(l, 72) = 9.84, p < .01; rf = .12. In sum, participants showed strongest in-group 

biass in the "minimal" condition and the "instrumental" condition. Although the multivariate in-

groupp bias interaction was significant and means are in the predicted direction, in-group bias was 

strongerr on the indirect (symbolic) than on the direct (picture) measure. 

IdentityIdentity and instrumental functions. The scales proposed to measure identity (self-

esteem;; a = .92) as well as instrumental functions (a = .80) both proved to be reliable. There 

weree significant interactions on self-esteem, F(l, 72) = 7.79, p < .01; r\2 = .10, and on the 

instrumentall  function, F(l, 72) = 5.49, p < .05; if = .07 (see Table 2.1). 
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Tabl ee 2.1 

MeansMeans and Standard Deviations on In-group bias, Self-esteem, the Instrumental Function, 

Cohesion,Cohesion, Identification, and Effort as a Function of Differentiation Opportunity and Group 

GoalGoal (Study 2.2) 

Noo Differentiation Differentiation n 

Measure e 

Noo Goal 

(Minimal) ) 

Goal l Noo Goal Goal 

(Instrumental) ) 

In-groupp bias (pictures) M 7.40 

SDSD (11.95) 

Symbolicc in-group bias M 39.83 

SDD (19.91) 

3.36 6 

(8.14) (8.14) 

30.68 8 

(20.89) (20.89) 

3.76 6 

(9.19) (9.19) 

20.72 2 

(16.85) (16.85) 

4.56 6 

(9.27) (9.27) 

31.33 3 

(18.08) (18.08) 

Self-esteem m 

Instrumentall function 

M M 59.23 3 

Cohesion n 

Identification n 

Effort t 

SD D 

M M 

SD D 

M M 

SD SD 

M M 

SD SD 

M M 

SD SD 

(16.50) (16.50) 

53.32 2 

(23.16) (23.16) 

42.90 0 

(21.16) (21.16) 

45.09 9 

(24.59) (24.59) 

47.75 5 

(14.66) (14.66) 

(19.14) (19.14) 

45.32 2 

(19.71) (19.71) 

33.46 6 

(17.41) (17.41) 

32.37 7 

(20.42) (20.42) 

44.58 8 

(14.12) (14.12) 

(17.11) (17.11) 

40.46 6 

(23.05) (23.05) 

30.19 9 

(16.27) (16.27) 

34.09 9 

(19.88) (19.88) 

41.79 9 

(10.72) (10.72) 

(15.01) (15.01) 

55.70 0 

(20.13) (20.13) 

39.41 1 

(19.12) (19.12) 

44.96 6 

(19.02) (19.02) 

51.00 0 

(12.71) (12.71) 

(n(n = 20) (n = 19) (n = 19) (n = 18) 

Note.Note. Higher scores indicate higher levels of in-group bias, self-esteem, the instrumental function, 

cohesion,, identification, and effort. Effort is expressed in the amount of seconds the participants 

workedd on the task. 
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Self-esteemm was reliably higher in the "minimal" condition than in the "goal, no 

differentiation""  condition, F(l, 72) = 5.67, p < .05; n2 = .07, and the "no goal, differentiation" 

condition,, F(l, 72) = 5.79, p < .05; r|2 = .07. Furthermore, participants scored higher on the 

instrumentall  function in the "instrumental" condition than in the "goal, no differentiation" 

condition,, F(l, 72) = 4.60, p < .05; r|2 = .06. There were no other reliable simple main effects. In 

sum,, participants in the most "minimal" condition scored highest on self-esteem, whereas 

participantss in the most "instrumental" condition scored highest on the instrumental function. 

Followingg Baron and Kenny (1986) we tested mediation models corresponding to 

identityy and instrumental functions. First, we tested whether self-esteem in the "minimal" 

conditionn was mediated by in-group bias; second, we tested whether in-group bias was mediated 

inn the "instrumental" condition by the instrumental function. We tested mediation for specific 

simplee main effects on in-group bias because we had similar effects in the two critical conditions 

(i.e.. in-group bias was highest in the "minimal" condition and the "instrumental" condition), 

butt expected different functions to be served by these two effects. In other words, showing 

mediationn for the full interaction would not be sufficient for disentangling these different 

functions.55 A strong case for different functions operating in different conditions would be 

madee if the predicted mediator applies to one relationship (e.g., an identity function in the 

"minimal""  condition) but not to the other (e.g., no identity function in the "instrumental" 

condition).. We used the symbolic in-group bias measure in the analyses below because this was 

thee only measure that revealed effects at the univariate level. We focused on the differences 

betweenn the "minimal" and "instrumental" condition on the one hand and (in both cases) the 

"noo goal, differentiation" condition on the other, because the critical comparison for the identity 

functionn is the presence and absence of a differentiation opportunity, and for the instrumental 

functionn the presence or absence of a group goal. In other words, the comparison between the 

"minimal""  condition and "no goal, differentiation" condition reflects the clearest comparison 

betweenn those who had and those who did not have a differentiation opportunity at Time 1. 

Second,, because we propose that the instrumental function does not come into play without 

somee sense of group distinctiveness, in order to assess the instrumental function we compared 

thosee who had and those who did not have a group goal after a differentiation opportunity (i.e. 

"noo goal, differentiation" condition versus "instrumental" condition). 

Fulll  mediation requires three steps (Baron & Kenny, 1986): First, a relation between the 

criterionn and the predictor (the original effect to be mediated; step 1); second, a relation between 

thee predictor and the proposed mediator (step 2), and finally a significant decrease of initial 

relationshipp between predictor and the criterion when controlling for the mediator (step 3). 

55 We also tested mediation for the full interaction by means of an ANCOVA procedure. Both mediations were 
alsoo shown by means of these less specific analyses. 
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Forr the identity function we tested whether the "minimal condition" - "no goal, 

differentiation""  simple main effect on in-group bias mediated the similar effect on self-esteem. 

Regressingg self-esteem (the criterion) on differentiation opportunity (the predictor) resulted in a 

reliablee effect: (3 = -.37, p < .05 (step 1). Moreover, the relation between differentiation 

opportunityy and in-group bias at Time 2 (the mediator) was also significant, p = -.47, p < .01 

(stepp 2).6 When regressing self-esteem on symbolic in-group bias and differentiation 

opportunityy simultaneously, the effect of differentiation opportunity decreased (P = -.12, p = 

.41),, while the effect of the mediator remained significant, P = .51, p < .01 (step 3). The Sobel 

testt (see Baron & Kenny, 1986) showed that the decrease in the direct effect of differentiation 

opportunityy on self-esteem when controlling for in-group bias was reliable (Z = 2.42, p < .05). 

Too assess whether identity motives also drove in-group bias in the "instrumental" condition we 

performedd a similar analysis for the "no goal, differentiation" - "instrumental condition" 

simplee main effect. However, there was no direct effect of group goal on self-esteem (step 1), P 

== .26, p > .10 (i.e., no effect to be mediated). In sum, the effect on self-esteem in the "minimal" 

condition,, but not that in the "instrumental" condition was mediated by symbolic in-group bias 

ass predicted. 

Wee then assessed whether higher in-group bias in the "instrumental" condition was 

mediatedd by the instrumental function. To test this we focused on the "no goal, differentiation" 

-- "instrumental condition" simple main effect. The presence of a group goal (the predictor) 

marginallyy predicted in-group bias (the criterion), P = .30, p < .08 (step 1). Moreover, there was 

aa significant effect of presence of a goal on the instrumental function (the mediator; step 2), P = 

.40,, p < .05. When regressing in-group bias on the instrumental function and presence of a 

groupp goal simultaneously, the effect of group goal decreased (P = -. 14, p = .36) while the effect 

off  the mediator remained significant, p = .45, p < .05 (step 3). The Sobel test indicated a 

significantt decrease of the initial effect of presence of a group goal (Z = 1.80, p < .05, one-

tailed).77 When applying the same analyses to the "minimal condition" - "goal, no 

differentiation""  simple main effect, no evidence of mediation was found. After controlling for 

thee instrumental function, the initial effect of differentiation opportunity on symbolic in-group 

biass remained significant, and the Sobel test was non-significant. In sum, the effect on in-group 

biass in the "instrumental" condition, but not the "minimal" condition, was at least partially 

mediatedd by the instrumental function. 

66 We dummy-coded the presence of a group goal (no goal vs. goal) and differentiation opportunity (no vs. yes) as 
00 and 1. This means that the betas for the relations between differentiation opportunity on the one hand, and in-
groupp bias and self-esteem on the other, are negative because in the "minimal" condition, no opportunity to 
differentiatee at Time 1 results in more in-group bias and self-esteem at Time 2. 
77 The directed nature of our prediction (i.e., we expected a decrease of the original effect) justified one-tailed 
testing. . 



48 8 ChapterChapter 2 

Cohesion,Cohesion, identification, and effort. The scales for cohesion (a = .83) and identification 

(aa = .88) both proved to be reliable. There were reliable interactions on cohesion, F(l, 72) = 

4.77,, p < .05; i f = .06, and identification, F(l, 72) = 5.89, p < .05; r\2 = .08. As can be seen in 

Tablee 2.1, the highest scores on these measures were in the in the "minimal" condition and in 

thee "instrumental" condition. 

Theree was also a significant interaction with respect to the time participants invested in 

thee group task, F(l, 72) = 4.19, p < .05; r\2 = .06. As can be seen in Table 2.1, those in the 

"instrumental""  condition invested most time in the task. The difference between the 

"instrumental""  condition and the "no goal, differentiation" condition proved to be reliable, F(l, 

72)) = 4.52,p<.05;r)2=.06. 

Discussion Discussion 

Thee results of Study 2.2 largely replicate and also extend those of Study 2.1. In the 

"instrumental""  condition and the "minimal" condition participants showed highest in-group 

bias,, cohesion, identification, and self-esteem. The results on the symbolic in-group bias 

measuree were mediated by the instrumental function in the "instrumental" condition but not in 

thee "minimal" condition. Conversely, the results on symbolic in-group bias mediated self-

esteemm enhancement in the "minimal" condition but not in the "instrumental" condition. In 

sum,, we have evidence of an instrumental function of in-group bias in the "instrumental" 

conditionn and an identity function in the "minimal" condition, in line with predictions. Finally, 

thosee in the instrumental condition put most effort into the task. This latter result shows that 

peoplee who had a goal but no prior differentiation opportunity did not work for the (as yet non-

distinctive)) group. 

Thee effects in the "minimal" condition are best explained, we would argue, as resulting 

fromm the active search for a meaningful and distinctive group identity. In this condition the 

opportunityy to seek group distinctiveness was blocked at Time 1. At Time 2 they showed highest 

in-groupp bias which was reflected in higher levels of self-esteem. Also with regard to the other 

measuress (identification, cohesion) we propose that the participants in the "minimal" condition 

usedd these to give some meaning to an otherwise meaningless social category. Although the 

searchh for meaning and distinctive identity is central to the social identity approach (Tajfel, 1978; 

Turnerr et al., 1987), this is to our knowledge the first demonstration of this principle in 

operation.. The fact that the identity motivation in this condition transferred to a later stage in the 

experimentt in our eyes illustrates the fundamental nature of the motivation to give meaning to 

one'ss group (Atkinson & Birch, 1970; Wicklund & Gollwirzer, 1982). Moreover, the fact that 

noo significant increase in effort was observed in this condition is also consistent with the 

propositionn that meaning ascription must precede an instrumental function, and that effort is 

moree instrumental than expressive of identity. Indeed if we consider the levels of in-group bias, 
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andd scores on the cohesion, identification, and self-esteem measures, these were always highest 

inn the "minimal" condition (evidence for the identity function), and the measure of effort is the 

onlyy exception to this pattern. 

Wee explain the effects in the "instrumental" condition in terms of an instrumental 

functionn of in-group bias. The participants in this condition had had the opportunity to 

differentiatee their group in a meaningful way from the out-group, a prerequisite for gaining a 

distinctivee group identity in this context, and allowing other motivations to operate. After that, 

theyy were confronted with a goal that could only be fulfilled by intra-group co-operation and 

inter-groupp competition. This instrumental motivation mediated in-group bias, led to more effort 

inn the task, and was also reflected in stronger group commitment, and higher perceived cohesion. 

Interestingly,, participants in this condition also showed higher self-esteem than those in the two 

intermediatee conditions, although this effect was not mediated by in-group bias. We will return 

too this effect below. 

Somee explanation needs to be given for why the effects were stronger on the symbolic 

in-groupp bias measure than on the picture ratings. These results do not replicate the findings in 

Studyy 2.1. The more negatively-framed group goal might responsible for this. As noted in the 

introductionn to this experiment, people are more reluctant to display in-group bias on negative 

dimensionss within the MGP (Mummendey & Otten, 1998). This second experiment can 

thereforee be regarded as a more conservative test of our model. It is important to note that it was 

nott the allocations that were negative in valence but rather the consequences of failing on the 

groupp task. However, participants still might have been more reluctant to show in-group bias on 

thee dimension that directly affected the fate of in-group and out-group in this context (the 

attractiveness/beautyy of the pictures). On a more abstract and indirect measure (the symbolic 

measure),, participants were less reluctant to claim in-group superiority. Taken one step further, 

thee effect on the specific self-esteem scale in the "instrumental" condition can be interpreted as 

aa superiority claim at an even more abstract (but dimension-related) level. Expressing pride and 

satisfactionn with group performance can be regarded as favoritism on behalf of a solid group, 

movingg to instrumental goals. In other words, in this more negative context participants may 

havee been reluctant to claim superiority directly when superiority meant punishing the out-group, 

althoughh at a more abstract level they still showed in-group favoritism. 

Generall discussion 

Wee began this chapter by distinguishing between two different approaches to in-group 

bias,, one focusing on identity, and the other focusing on interdependence and group goals. We 

proposedd that both orientations are valid, but that each provides a better explanation for in-group 

biass under specific circumstances. We distinguished between the identity and instrumental 
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functionss of in-group bias. The former is well elaborated by social identity theory (Tajfel & 

Turner,, 1986), and the latter is represented by interdependence and realistic conflict approaches 

(Rabbie,, 1993; see also Gaertner & Insko, 2000; Sherif & Sherif, 1969). We hypothesized that 

in-groupp bias might have different functions in different contexts. Specifically, we predicted that 

underr more or less "minimal" group circumstances, like the minimal group paradigm, in-group 

biass might primarily serve an identity function, whereas under competitive inter-group 

circumstancess in-group bias might serve an instrumental function. 

Inn Study 2.1 we showed that in-group bias can be a reaction to a new and as yet 

relativelyy "meaningless" group membership. We explained this effect, that was correlated with 

self-esteem,, in terms of the search for a meaningful and distinctive group identity {Tajfel, 1969, 

1978).. That is, in-group bias can help to define a group's place within the social structure, and 

indeedd reassure its members that it actually exists as an entity. Later in the experiment, when the 

groupp was more meaningful due to prior in-group bias and the performance of a group task, 

thosee with a competitive group goal showed stronger in-group bias than those without such a 

goal.. In the second experiment with a different design it was again shown that participants are 

mostt likely to favor the in-group either under meaningless situations (again reflected in higher 

self-esteem),, or after in-group bias has afforded a distinctive group identity which is also 

accompaniedd by an instrumental goal (instrumental function). Moreover, we showed that the two 

functionss are also reflected in other psychological constructs relating to the group (identification, 

cohesion),, and found evidence that the relevant functions mediated the relevant effects. Finally, 

wee showed that primarily instrumental contexts (but not contexts driving identity motives) are 

relatedd to greater effort on behalf of the group. This is in line with our argument that the 

instrumentall  functions can only come into play when the group has sufficient meaning to 

motivatee instrumental behavior in the service of group identity. 

AA further theoretical contribution of these studies comes from the integration of 

psychologicall  concepts into RCT, and the suggestion that more than purely material interests are 

att work in the "instrumental" context. The role of intra-psychological mechanisms in RCT has 

remainedd somewhat ambiguous. The results in the most instrumental condition for the group 

cohesion,, identification, and self-esteem measures in particular (Study 2.2), provide clear 

evidencee of psychological effects that are difficult to reduce to self-interest (even the in-group 

biass measures were not directly related to group outcomes). These psychological effects may be 

aa passive reflection of the competitive nature of the situation or may represent more active 

psychologicall  preparation for group mobilization. 

Thee interactive pattern found in our data undermines any attempt to explain the in-group 

biass found in our studies exclusively in terms of one of the two theoretical traditions that are 

proposedd to underlie the identity/instrumental distinction. For example, recent debates about 
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whetherr the minimal group effect is best be explained by interdependence principles or in terms 

off  social identity theory suggest a quest for the critical experiment and "one theory takes all" 

(see,, e.g., Bourhis, Turner, & Gagnon, 1997; Gaertner & Insko, 2000). The present findings are 

nott consistent with this quest for a single explanatory theory or principle. Consider the 

"minimal""  condition of Study 2.2, which in the present research is closest to the truly minimal 

group.. If perceived interdependence and reciprocal expectations of rewards among group 

memberss in this condition were sufficient to explain in-group bias, this would not explain why 

in-groupp bias was lower in the adjacent conditions and then rose again in the most 

"instrumental""  condition. For this reason we think that a combination of these two theoretical 

traditionss (social identity and interdependence) provides the most complete account of our data. 

Too conclude, what can the dodo offer the study of inter-group relations? Of course it is 

nott our stance that all theories are essentially correct. However, when there is substantial 

evidencee for two seemingly conflicting approaches, as is the case with the social identity and 

interdependencee traditions, we think that both must have prizes. If this makes it sound like our 

dodoo is sitting on the fence we hope that this provides it with a vantage point viewing the two 

sidess of the debate and thereby enables it (quite literally) to fulfil l a moderating role. The revised 

dodoo verdict should therefore be "Both have won, both must have prizes, but in different 

contexts." " 





Chapte rr  3 

Diversit yy  in Discrimination : 

Structura ll  Factors , Situationa l Features , and 

Socia ll  Functions 1 

Considerr the following two examples. Sylvia is a top-manager within a large company. 

Althoughh she is successful, she is still dissatisfied with the low position of a lot of other female 

employeess within the company. To help change this, she decides to use her power, and starts 

favoringg women over men during hiring and promotion procedures. Because she is aware of the 

sensitivityy of this kind of action, she avoids talking about it with her male colleagues, although 

shee still discusses it with some other females within the company. Now consider Patrick, a die-

hardd fan of a quite successful soccer team based in a large city in western Europe. He and his 

fellow-supporterss believe strongly in the superiority of their city and its soccer team. They 

belittlee fans of smaller towns calling them "peasants" and during games against small clubs 

theyy sing chants like "take your tractors and go home!" While singing their derogatory chants, 

Patrickk and the other fans point provocatively to the supporters of the other team. 

Thesee two examples illustrate the diversity of in-group bias. Favoring one's in-group 

andd derogating the out-group seem to happen across all kinds of groups, and can take all kinds 

off  forms, from the unequal division of resources to symbolic claims of in-group superiority and 

out-groupp inferiority. In the current work we take this diversity as starting point to address the 

motivationall  nature of in-group bias. Given all the different faces in-group bias can take, it seems 

unlikelyy that there is just one ultimate motive that drives it under all circumstances. Instead, we 

proposee that in-group bias may serve different functions in different contexts. Central to the 

currentt work is the distinction between an instrumental Junction and an identity-expressive 

functionn of in-group bias. We define the instrumental function as the facilitating role in-group 

biass can have during a process of social change, as illustrated by our first example above. By the 

identity-expressivee function we mean in-group bias committed as a way of "celebrating" or 

evenn "glorifying" positive group distinctiveness, as is illustrated by our second example (Leach, 

Thiss chapter is based on Scheepers, Spears, Doosje, & Manstead (2002a). 
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Snider,, & Iyer, 2001; Leonardelli & Brewer, 2001). We propose that these two functions are 

sociall  in character. That is, rather than being intra-psychological drives, they operate at the group 

level,, serve group goals, and are influenced by social factors like the relative status of a group, 

andd the communication context. Based on social identity theory we predict that the instrumental 

functionn of in-group bias will be more prevalent within relatively low status groups (Tajfel & 

Turner,, 1986) whereas the identity-expressive function will be more prevalent in high status 

groupss (Leach et al., 2001). Moreover, we propose that these basic relationships will be 

moderatedd by two other important structural and situational determinants: the stability of the 

statuss differences, and whether in-group bias is directed towards an in-group audience or an out-

groupp audience (i.e., the communication context). Finally, we will also illustrate how 

distinguishingg between different forms of in-group bias (e.g., more material versus symbolic 

forms)) can also be helpful in disentangling identity and instrumental functions. We start our 

discussionn of the functional aspects of in-group bias by considering the relation between socio-

structurall  factors and in-group bias. 

Structurall Factors: Status and Stability 

Onee of our central propositions is that motivations for in-group bias cannot be entirely 

understoodd without taking into account the social context in which in-group bias is expressed 

(Bettencourt,, Dorr, Charlton, & Hume, 2001; Tajfel, 1978; Turner, 1999). Two important socio-

structurall  factors described by social identity theory are the group's place within the status 

hierarchy,hierarchy, and the stability of the status hierarchy (i.e., the chance that status positions may 

change;; Ellemers, Van Knippenberg, & Wilke, 1990, Tajfel & Turner, 1986). However, when we 

considerr the influence of these two factors on in-group bias, a rather complicated picture 

emerges.. For example, some studies have found that low status groups discriminate more than 

doo high status groups (Branthwaite, Doyle, & Lightbown, 1979; see also Brewer, 1979), whereas 

otherr studies have shown the opposite (Commins & Lockwood, 1979; Sachdev & Bourhis, 

1987).. Moreover, there is evidence that high status groups show more in-group bias along the 

centrall  dimension of the inter-group comparison (especially when status differences are stable; 

Bettencourtt et al., 2001), whereas low status groups may use alternative dimensions to claim 

superiorityy (Ellemers & Van Rijswijk, 1997; Mummendey & Schreiber, 1984). 

Thatt the relation between socio-structural determinants and in-group bias is complex and 

nott always unequivocal is in line with our general proposition that in-group bias can be 

functionall  for both low and high status groups, although the particular function it serves may be 

quitee different. For example, in the study by Sachdev and Bourhis (1987) in which they found 

thatt members of high status groups discriminated more than those in low status groups, status 

differencess were based on an once-only inter-group comparison between ad hoc groups. Their 
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findingg is in our view therefore best explained as a reflection of in-group superiority (i.e., 

identity-expression).. In contrast, in the study by Branthwaite et al. (1979) status differences 

weree embedded in a history—and expected future—of multiple inter-group comparisons 

betweenn "real" groups. Therefore, their finding that the low status group discriminated more 

thann did the high status group is better explained in terms of a challenge to the status quo, or 

evenn as a preparation for collective action (i.e., an instrumental function). Indeed, there is also 

meta-analyticc evidence that in "artificial" group settings in-group bias is higher among high 

statuss groups whereas in "real" groups, in-group bias is higher for low status groups (Mullen, 

Brown,, & Smith, 1992). Making distinctions between different functions served by in-group 

biass may not only provide more insight into the motivational basis of this phenomenon; it also 

mayy help to resolve seemingly contradictory results of previous research. 

Wee propose that high group status will lead to in-group bias in the service of identity-

expressionn especially when status differences are stable. We base this prediction on two 

premises.. First, under stable high status conditions group members will be most certain about 

theirr group's superiority. Second, under these conditions, group members are likely to be less 

afraidd that in-group bias will provoke the low status out-group, a concern that might arise when 

statuss differences are unstable. Openly discriminating against an out-group when status 

differencess are unstable may stimulate the out-group to strive for social change (see Van 

Knippenberg,, 1984 for a similar line of reasoning). Therefore, we expect that members of 

unstablee high status groups will be more cautious and reluctant to discriminate. Our prediction 

thatt in-group bias in the service of identity-expression is especially prevalent in stable high 

statuss groups is also in line with empirical evidence that under these circumstances people have 

mostt positive views of their in-group and most negative views of the out-group (Bettencourt et 

al.,2001). . 

Thee relationship between the stability of low group status and the instrumental function 

off  in-group bias may be quite complicated. On the one hand, one could argue that instrumental 

motivess are stronger within low status groups when status differences are unstable because then 

theree is hope and scope to change the status quo. This prediction is in line with classic SIT 

principless ("cognitive alternatives", Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and work by Ellemers et al. (1990) 

thatt revealed that members of low status groups identified more strongly with their group when 

statuss differences were unstable than when they were stable. Ellemers et al. interpreted this 

investmentt in the group in terms of a preparation for collective action. On the other hand, in-

groupp bias is a more extreme way of achieving social change than identifying more strongly with 

thee in-group or increasing individual effort in inter-group competition. Therefore, it might also 

bee argued that in-group bias for instrumental reasons may be reserved for cases when there are 

noo other ways of improving the group's position; that is, when status differences are stable 
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(Wright,, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990). Under stable conditions, "fair" inter-group 

competitionn may be insufficient to obtain social change and more drastic means designed to 

underminee out-group performance may be needed (Ouwerkerk & Ellemers, 2002; see also 

Blanz,, Mummendey, & Otten, 1995). 

Too achieve greater synthesis on this issue, it may be helpful to distinguish between in-

groupgroup favoring and more discriminatory out-group derogating forms of in-group bias. We 

proposee that in-group bias can have an instrumental function for both stable and unstable low 

statuss groups, but that the form in-group bias takes will differ in these two conditions. When 

statuss differences are unstable, pro in-group behavior may be sufficient to attain social change 

(andd to motivate the in-group), in line with Ellemers et al.'s (1990) findings. Therefore, we 

predictt that instrumental in-group bias under these conditions will take the form of in-group 

favoritism.. This more "subtle side of inter-group discrimination" (Brewer, 1996) can be seen as 

aa sound form of "team spirit" when unstable low status groups mobilize for social change. 

However,, when status differences are stable and working on behalf of the group is insufficient, 

out-groupp derogation will be employed as a more revolutionary and drastic means to set social 

changee in motion (Wright et al., 1990). The distinction we propose between these different 

reactionss by unstable and stable low status groups is reminiscent of the distinction drawn by 

Allportt (1954) between "enhanced striving" and "militancy" as ways of coping with 

membershipp in inferior groups. It also illustrates the importance of taking into account the form 

in-groupp bias takes when explaining this complex inter-group phenomenon. As we will argue 

below,, drawing distinctions between different forms of in-group bias will also be helpful in 

furtherr disentangling the two proposed functions of in-group bias. 

Formss of In-group bias 

AA variety of measures have been used to measure in-group bias, ranging from attitudinal 

measuress and trait ratings (e.g., Jetten, Spears, & Manstead, 1996) to helping behavior (Dovidio 

&&  Gaertner, 1981), and resource allocations (e.g., Tajfel, Flament, Billig , & Bundy, 1971). 

Despitee this variety, different forms of in-group bias have not yet been integrated in a single 

frameworkk of functions of in-group bias. We propose that a general distinction can be drawn 

betweenn forms of in-group bias along two dimensions: the in-group favoritism/out-group 

derogationn dimension introduced above (which we will call the direction of in-group bias), and a 

material/symbolicmaterial/symbolic dimension (which we will call the content of in-group bias). With this latter 

distinctionn we mean in-group bias in the allocation of material resources (material in-group bias) 

versuss symbolic and abstract claims of in-group superiority and out-group inferiority (symbolic 

in-groupp bias). 
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Wee expect that in-group bias serving the instrumental function will be stronger on 

materiall  dimensions that help the group to grow stronger and to facilitate social change, as was 

illustratedd by our first example (see also McCarthy & Zald, 1977). Moreover, we expect in-

groupp bias serving identity-expression to be stronger on symbolic measures that help to 

celebratee positive-distinctiveness in more general and abstract terms, as illustrated by our second 

example.. However, we wish to stress mat this expected asymmetry of forms of in-group bias by 

whichh different functions are served is gradual and relative. In principle, both functions of in-

groupp bias can be served by both forms of in-group bias. For example, the symbolic claims of 

in-groupp superiority made by soccer fans in the songs they sing during games may function to 

expresss one's group-identity, but also to motivate one's team (an instrumental function). 

Overvieww of the Current Research 

Wee conducted three experimental studies in which we created a competitive inter-group 

situationn and manipulated status differences and the stability of these differences (Study 3.1, 3.2, 

andd 3.3), and measured the different functions (Study 3.2 and 3.3) and forms (Study 3.1 and 

3.3)) of in-group bias. In Study 3.2 and Study 3.3 we also manipulated the context (intra-group 

versuss inter-group) in which in-group bias was communicated. We defer discussion of the 

influencee of the communication context until Study 3.2 where we address it directly. 

Studyy 3.1 

Inn this experiment we employed a minimal group paradigm (e.g., Tajfel et al., 1971) to 

testt the relation between socio-structural factors and different forms of in-group bias. After 

initiall  categorization into groups, participants were given positive or negative feedback on a 

groupp task (the status manipulation). We also announced that at the end of the session there 

wouldd be a second round of this task and provided information about the chance that the 

groups'' positions could change after the first round (for similar manipulations see Ellemers et 

al.,, 1990). As a measure of material in-group bias participants allocated resources between 

memberss of the in-group and the out-group by means of the so-called Tajfel-matrices (Bourhis, 

Sachdev,, & Gagnon, 1994; Tajfel et al., 1971). These resources were framed as tools which 

couldd facilitate performance on the second round of the task. As a measure of symbolic in-group 

biass participants indicated the extent to which they agreed with a set of in-group favoring and 

out-groupp derogating statements. Moreover, participants rated the in-group on a set of traits that 

weree relevant or irrelevant to the comparison dimension (Jetten et al., 1996). 

Wee predicted that participants in the unstable low status condition would use material in-

groupp favoritism to facilitate social change, whereas under stable low status conditions 
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participantss would also use material out-group derogation to this end. Moreover, we expected 

thatt high status groups will use symbolic in-group bias as a form of identity-expression 

especiallyy when status differences were stable (Bettencourt et al., 2001), and especially along 

status-relevantt dimensions (Ellemers & Van Rijswijk, 1997; Mummendey & Schreiber, 1984). 

Method Method 

ParticipantsParticipants and design. Participants were 117 first-year psychology students (73 

females;; 44 males) at the University of Amsterdam. Their mean age was 21 (SD = 4), and they 

receivedd course credits for participation. They were randomly allocated to a 2 (Group Status: 

Loww vs. High) X 2 (Status Stability: Unstable vs. Stable) between-participants design. 

ProcedureProcedure and independent variables. The whole experiment was run using computers 

(i.e.,, all information/manipulations/measures were delivered via the computer system). Upon 

arrivall  in groups of 6-11, participants were seated at computers which were separated by screens. 

Thee study was presented to them as research on "modes of perceiving and estimation ability." 

Wee explained that prior research had revealed two kinds of perceivers: global and detailed. The 

goall  of our research was said to be discovering which groups possessed better estimation 

abilities.. Participants first engaged in a dot estimation task (Jetten et al., 1996). This task 

involvedd making a series of numerical estimations of dots that appeared on the computer screen. 

Wee told the participants that by means of this task we could assess their mode of perceiving, as 

welll  as the estimation-performance of both groups of perceivers. After the dot estimation task, 

wee first gave participants (false) feedback about their mode of perceiving. AU participants were 

categorizedd as detailed perceivers, although they were led to believe that "in the current session 

bothh detailed and global perceivers are present." 

Afterr categorization, information was given about a competition between global and 

detailedd perceivers. Participants were told that we were interested in whether detailed or global 

perceiverss are better estimators, and that the estimations of the two groups would therefore be 

compared.. All estimations during all sessions would be aggregated, resulting in a final score. 

Afterr all sessions, at the end of the whole experiment, prizes would be raffled among the 

memberss of the group that made the best estimations throughout all sessions. We also 

announcedd that at the end of the session they would engage in a second round of dot estimation. 

Participantss were then shown a bar graph that ostensibly represented the performance of 

bothh groups'. This was the group status manipulation. In the low status conditions, participants 

learnedd that their in-group, the detailed perceivers, performed worse than the global perceivers. In 

thee high status conditions, participants learned that their in-group performed better than the 

globall  perceivers. The same bar chart was used in all conditions: only the bar labels (detailed 

perceivers/globall  perceivers) were changed, in line with our status manipulation. This means that 

thee performance gap was the same in the low and high status conditions. The stability of the 
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statuss differences was manipulated by informing participants either that group scores had 

fluctuatedd a lot over previous sessions (unstable conditions), or that there had been little 

fluctuationn (stable conditions). Participants then completed the dependent measures. 

DependentDependent variables. Participants first responded to some checks. First they had to 

namee the group to which they were assigned. The status differential was checked by the question 

"Whichh group performed better so far during the estimation competition?" Participants 

respondedd (using a mouse) by clicking on one of two buttons, one of which was labeled 

"detailedd perceivers" and the other "global perceivers". The stability of the status differences 

wass checked using two questions: "To what extent do you expect that the rankings of the 

estimationn competition might change?" and 'To what extent do you expect that the rankings of 

thee estimation competition will stay the same?" Responses were made by placing crosses on a 

100-pointt scale with not at all (0) and very much (100) as endpoints. 

Ourr material in-group bias measure followed in the form of resource allocations using 

sixx Tajfel-matrices (Bourhis et al, 1994). Participants divided "feedback opportunities" 

betweenn anonymous members of the in-group and the out-group. We told the participants that 

duringg the second round of the estimation task they would make 30 estimations and that for 

somee of these "trials" they would receive feedback. They would decide for other participants 

(whoo were indicated as either in-group members or out-group members) how much feedback 

theyy would receive. It was stressed that feedback would be helpful for enhancing estimation 

performance.2 2 

Thee Tajfel-matrices make it possible to discern four different strategies when allocating 

resourcess (Bourhis et al., 1994): "maximum joint profit" (MJP), which maximizes resources 

forr both in-group and out-group; "fairness" (F), which is a strategy by which equal resources 

aree allocated to in-group and out-group; "maximum in-group profit" (MIP), which consists of 

awardingg the maximum amount of resources to the in-group, regardless of how much is awarded 

too the out-group; and "maximum differentiation" (MD), which involves maximizing the 

differencee (in favor of the in-group) between in-group and out-group even at the cost of absolute 

in-groupp profit. The MIP and MD strategies are both discriminatory, but the latter is more 

extremee than the former. The MIP strategy is a good operationalization of "absolute in-group 

favoritism""  (Turner, Brown, & Tajfel, 1979). By contrast, the MD strategy comes closest to 

whatt can be called "out-group derogation," because it reflects a tendency to "move away" 

fromm the out-group, even at cost of in-group profit. 

Too express the relative strength of one strategy (e.g., MD) while controlling for another 

(e.g.,, MEP & MJP) it is possible to calculate so-called "pull-scores" (Bourhis et al., 1994; 

22 It is important to note that there is no direct instrumental relation between in-group bias and "winning.' 
Materiall  in-group bias does not bring about social change, but facilitates it. 
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Tajfell  et al., 1971). To discern different strategies by means of pull-scores, we used three types 

off  matrices: MIP & MJP vs. MD; MD & MTP versus MJP; and MD & MIP versus F. Each 

matrixx was presented twice: The labels "in-group" and "out-group" were reversed for the 

secondd presentation. By means of these matrices (six in total) it is possible to calculate the 

followingg four pull-scores: MIP & MJP vs. MD ("material in-group favoritism"); MD vs. 

MIPP & MJP ("material out-group derogation"); MJP vs. MD & MIP ("maximum joint 

profit");; and F vs. MD & MTP ("fairness"; see Bourhis et al., 1994 for further details about 

thesee different strategies and how to calculate pull-scores). Pull-scores range from -12 to 12, 

withh higher numbers indicating stronger use of a particular strategy while controlling for 

another.3 3 

Participantss then completed the symbolic measures. First they indicted to what extent 

theyy agreed with six statements, some of which represented in-group favoritism (e.g., "The 

groupp detailed perceivers is a superior group") and others out-group derogation (e.g., "Global 

perceiverss are born losers"). As a second symbolic measure participants rated the in-group on 

twoo traits that were relevant to the central inter-group comparison (accurate and clumsy) and two 

thatt were irrelevant (social and sensitive). Participants responded to the symbolic in-group bias 

measuress by placing crosses on 100-point scales with not at all (0) and very much (100) as 

extremes. . 

Results Results 

Twoo (Group Status: Low vs. High) X 2 (Status Stability: Unstable vs. Stable) ANOVAs 

weree used for all analyses. 

ManipulationManipulation checks. Although all participants indicated their group's status in 

accordancee with the manipulations, one indicated his/her group-membership incorrectly and a 

furtherr 12 participants exhibited, during the debriefing, suspicion concerning the manipulations. 

Theirr data were excluded from further analyses. The first stability check ("To what extent do 

youu expect that the rankings of the estimation competition might change?") was recoded so that 

higherr scores on this item indicated more stability. It formed a reliable scale with the second 

stabilityy check (a = .70). The only effect on this scale was a main effect for stability, F(l, 100) = 

47.67,, p< .001. In line with proposed manipulation, participants in the stable conditions reported 

greaterr status stability (M = 70.46, SD = 19.68) than did those in the unstable conditions (M = 

45.41,, SD= 17.88). 

33 It is not possible to measure MIP in isolation. In line with Turner et al. (1979) we used the MIP & MJP 
strategyy as our operationalization of absolute in-group favoritism. In general, participants made minimal use of 
MJPP in the current experiments (M = -0.43 in Study 3.1; M = -0.23 in Study 3.3) which means that the effects 
onn the MIP & MJP pull can be attributed to MIP (Leonardelli & Brewer, 2001; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1985; 
Turnerr et al., 1979). Although we used the same matrices for measuring the MD and MIP & MJP strategies, the 
twoo resulting pulls are mathematically independent (Turner et al., 1979). 
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MaterialMaterial in-group bias. On "material in-group favoritism" there was only a significant 

interactionn between group status and status stability, F(l, 100) = 5.83, p < .05. In line with 

predictions,, participants in the unstable low status condition scored higher on in-group 

favoritismm (W = 3.08, SD = 4.80) than did those in the stable low status condition (M = 0.68, SD 

==  4.38), F(l, 100) = 3.83, p = .05, or those in the unstable high status condition, (M = 0.40, SD 

==  5.05), F(l, 100) = 4.31,̂  < .05. The amount of material in-group favoritism in the stable high 

statuss condition (M = 2.35, SD = 3.95), did not differ from the stable low status condition, or the 

unstablee high status condition. There were no effects on "material out-group derogation" or on 

"maximumm joint profit". On the "fairness" strategy there was only a main effect of status, F(l, 

100)) = 7.36, p < .01, indicating that those in me in the high status conditions displayed more 

fairnesss (M = 5.27, SD = 5.14) than did those in the low status conditions (M = 2.77, SD = 

4.66). . 

SymbolicSymbolic in-group bias. The six statements about in-group superiority and out-group 

inferiorityy formed a reliable scale (a = .78). On this measure, there was only an interaction 

betweenn the factors group status and status stability, F(l, 100) = 5.76, p < .05. As predicted, 

participantss in the stable high status condition scored higher on this form of symbolic in-group 

biass (M = 38.28, SD = 12.56) than did those in the stable low status condition (M = 26.91, SD = 

18.20),, F(l, 100) = 7.02, p < .01, or those in the unstable high status condition (M = 25.96, SD 

== 15.27), F(l, 100) = 7.48, p < .01. The amount of symbolic in-group bias in the unstable low 

statuss condition (M = 29.37, SD = 14.84) did not differ from the stable low status condition, or 

thee unstable high status condition. We also analyzed the items measuring symbolic in-group 

favoritismm and symbolic out-group derogation separately. The interactions among group status 

andd status stability proved reliable for both in-group favoritism, F(l, 100) = 6.54, p < .05, and 

out-groupp derogation, F(l, 100) = 4.70,p < .05. 

Forr the trait-ratings there were significant interactions among group status and status 

stabilityy for the relevant traits "accurate", F(l, 100) = 5.04, p < .05, and "clumsy", F(l, 100) = 

4.69,, p < .05. Participants in the stable high status condition saw their group as more accurate 

(M(M = 69.23, SD = 13.78) than did those in the stable low status condition (M = 48.58, SD = 

23.14),, F(l, 100) = 10.91, p < .01, whereas participants in the unstable low status condition (M -

57.58,, SD = 18.72) and the unstable high status condition (M = 62.12, SD = 12.20) scored 

somewheree in between these two conditions. Along similar lines, participants in the stable high 

statuss condition saw their group as k£s clumsy (M = 29.18, SD - 12.66) than did those in the 

stablee low status condition (M = 45.23, SD = 16.56), F(l, 100) = 12.60, p < .01, whereas 

participantss in the unstable low status condition (M= 40.50, SD ~ 20.60) and the unstable high 

statuss condition (M = 39.28, SD = 17.60) scored somewhere in between these two conditions. 

Theree were no effects on the trait ratings on the alternative dimensions. 
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Discussion Discussion 

Thee results of Study 3.1 generally confirm our predictions. In-group favoritism along a 

dimensionn that facilitates social change was stronger in unstable low status groups than it was in 

thee other conditions. Conversely, in-group bias on a more global and symbolic dimension was 

strongerr in stable high status groups than in the other conditions. This is in line with our 

predictionn that in-group bias can fulfil l an instrumental function for unstable low status groups 

andd an identity-expressive function for stable high status groups. 

Thee only prediction not supported was that stable low group status leads to material out-

groupp derogation. This can be explained by the fact that members dis-identify with their group 

whenn its low status seems stable (Ellemers et al., 1990). A factor that may have exacerbated this 

iss that the participants' responses were totally anonymous in this experiment. We expect that 

whenn responses are visible to the in-group, members of stable low status groups will be more 

willin gg to stand up for the group, rather than dis-identify with it (Barreto & Ellemers, 2000). For 

thiss reason, in Study 3.2 and 3.3 we also investigated the role of audience on (the functionality 

of)) in-group bias. 

Thee absence of effects on the alternative trait dimensions may appear inconsistent with 

earlierr work in which it was found that members of low status groups use these dimensions to 

claimm superiority as a form of social creativity (Ellemers & Van Rijswijk, 1997; Mummendey & 

Schreiber,, 1984; Spears & Manstead, 1989). However, the current experiment is the first to our 

knowledgee in which participants were simultaneously provided with an option for social change 

alongg the central dimension and an option for social creativity along an alternative dimension. It 

iss interesting to observe that when members of low status groups are offered both ways of 

enhancingg their identity by means of in-group bias, they prefer social change over social 

creativity.. Although the former option will typically be the more difficult one, it will also be the 

onee that ultimately yields the most benefit. 

Itt could be argued that the results on the symbolic measures are simply a reflection of 

sociall  reality, rather than serving an identity function. However, in our view indicating that the in-

groupp is a "superior group" or that the out-group are "born losers" after feedback on a single 

taskk goes beyond a mere description of social reality. Nevertheless, this first experiment does 

nott provide direct evidence that instrumental and identity functions are responsible for the effects 

onn the different in-group bias measures. Therefore, in addition to addressing the communication 

context,, a second reason for conducting Study 3.2 was to gain more insight into the different 

functionss that in-group bias may serve under different circumstances. 
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Studyy 3.2 

Inn this second experiment we directly measured the functions people ascribe to in-group 

biass in reaction to differences in group status and status stability. Although these direct 

measuress of functionality will provide a more direct test of our model, this also requires some 

insightfull  introspection by the participants. With this in mind we propose two possibilities for 

predictions.. First, we might expect a main effect of the status manipulation. Status is after all the 

mostt primary factor in the current design because according to our rationale this determines the 

basicc motivations for social change (low status) or celebration (high status) and the functions 

associatedd with these goals. By comparison, status stability and the communication context form 

moree secondary factors because these determine the specific action necessary to satisfy these 

motivationss (e.g., in-group favoritism or out-group derogation). If the functions are sensitive to 

thee effects of these contextual moderators, the pattern for the functions should follow what we 

wouldd expect for in-group bias (i.e. interactions; see e.g., Study 3.1). To elaborate the nature of 

possiblee interactions we now need to consider the effects of the communication context, and how 

thiss might moderate effects of status and stability. The communicative context as defined here 

referss to the audience to whom in-group bias is expressed: the in-group alone (an intra-group 

context),, or both in-group and out-group (an inter-group context). 

Thee Communication Context 

In-groupp bias is often expressed in a public context, which makes it sensitive to audience 

constraintss (Ellemers, Van Dyck, Hinkle, & Jacobs, 2000; Reicher, Spears, & Postmes, 1995). 

Wee propose that the functionality of in-group bias, and especially its instrumental function, will 

dependd heavily on whether in-group bias is expressed to in-group members only (an intra-

groupgroup communication context), or also to out-group members (an inter-group communication 

context).. Although using in-group bias to express one's social identity will be more functional 

underr public circumstances than under anonymous circumstances, we expect communication 

contextt to have its biggest impact on the instrumental function. Whether or not in-group bias 

willl  prove to be functional in facilitating social change will depend heavily on whether in-group 

biass is visible to in-group members or (also) to out-group members. In general it can be 

expectedd that visibility to other in-group members has a positive effect on the expression of pro-

groupp behavior (Barreto & Ellemers 2000; Reicher, Levine, & Gordijn, 1998). However, 

expressingg in-group bias to facilitate social change in front of an out-group audience can be 

counter-productivee because it will "warn" the out-group and may lead to counter-attacks, 

therebyy hindering social change (i.e., "They are trying to undermine us; well let's see who is the 
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best!";; Ellemers et al., 2000). This is why in the example we used at the beginning of this 

chapterr Sylvia avoids discussing her strategy with men, although she recognizes that discussing 

itt with other women could facilitate her goal of social change. 

Moreover,, we expect this strategic use of in-group bias to be especially evident under 

unstableunstable conditions, because provoking the out-group may then be most consequential (under 

stablee conditions groups have less to lose). In summary, in terms of main effects, we predict an 

effectt of group status indicating that the instrumental function of in-group bias is more prevalent 

inn low status groups and identity-expression in high status groups. In terms of interactions, we 

predictt identity-expression to be especially prevalent in stable high status groups, and to be 

relativelyy unaffected by the context in which in-group bias is communicated. With regard to the 

instrumentall  function of in-group bias, we expect that people will act more strategically and will 

usee in-group bias to serve this function primarily in unstable low status conditions, but only in 

ann intra-group context. 

Method Method 

ParticipantsParticipants and design. Participants were 140 first-year psychology students (54 males, 

866 females) at the University of Amsterdam; they received course credits for their participation. 

Participantss were randomly allocated to a 2 (Communication Context: Intra-group vs. Inter-

group)) X 2 (Group Status: Low vs. High) X 2 (Status Stability: Unstable vs. Stable) between-

participantss design. 

ProcedureProcedure and independent variables. Participants first read a short scenario. They were 

instructedd to imagine that they were the main character in this story, indicated as 'X'. The story 

describedd a handball game between two teams ("DDV" and "Papendrecht"). At a given point 

thee DDV-player "X" makes an offensive discriminatory statement about the "Papendrecht" 

team.. X calls the Papendrecht team "a bunch of bastards and losers who don't know anything 

aboutt the game except rough play." Although this statement was the same in all conditions, the 

circumstancess under which it was made were varied systematically. 

Thee first manipulation in the stories concerned the communication context. In the intra-

groupp conditions, the statement was made during half-time, while the teams were alone in their 

ownn dressing room. It was stressed that only DDV-players (i.e., in-group members) were able to 

hearr the statement. In the inter-group context conditions, the statement also occurred during half 

timee but was made as the two teams walked back to the field together. It was stressed that 

playerss of both teams could hear the statement. 

AA second variation in the stories concerned the status-differentials between the teams. 

Wee manipulated these by means of the teams' relative league positions. In the high status 

conditionss the in-group (DDV) was at top of the league, whereas Papendrecht was ranked ninth. 
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Inn the low status conditions the differentials were reversed: DDV was ranked ninth whereas 

Papendrechtt was top. 

Thee stability of the status differences was manipulated by providing information about 

thee past performances of the teams. In the unstable conditions, it was said that the rankings had 

changedd a lot over the last couple of years. In some years, Papendrecht finished above DDV, in 

otherr years DDV finished above Papendrecht. Furthermore, it was said that it was very likely 

thatt this fluctuating pattern would persist in the future. Under stable conditions it was said that 

thee current rankings were typical of recent years, and that it was very likely that they would 

remainn unchanged in the coming years. 

DependentDependent variables. As dependent variables we measured the perceived function of in-

groupp bias. The instrumental function of in-group bias was measured using three items (e.g., 

"Too what extent did you make die statement to pep up the team?") To measure the identity-

expressivee function of in-group bias we used two items (e.g., 'To what extent did you make the 

statementt to present your team in a positive light?"). All answers were given on scales ranging 

fromm 1 (not at all) to 9 (very strong). 

Results Results 

Thee scales used to measure the instrumental function (a = .88) and the identity-

expressivee function (a - .67) both proved to be reliable. We used 2 (Communication Context: 

Intra-groupp vs. Inter-group) X 2 (Group Status: Low vs. High) X 2 (Status Stability: Unstable 

vs.. Stable) ANOVAs to analyze the two scales. On the instrumental function scale mere was a 

significantt interaction between communication context and status stability which was qualified 

byy the interaction between communication context, group status, and status stability, F(l, 132) = 

4.48,, p < .05. This latter interaction is displayed in Table 3.1. A test of the simple interactions 

betweenn communication context and status stability revealed that this interaction was significant 

inn the low status condition, F(l, 132) = 9.76, p < .01, but not in the high status condition, F < .01, 

ns. ns. 

AA test of simple main effects revealed that, in line with predictions, under unstable low 

statuss conditions participants scored higher on the instrumental function in an intra-group 

contextt than in an inter-group context, F(l, 132) = 8.49, p < .01. Moreover, participants in the 

unstablee low status intra-group conditions scored higher on the instrumental function than did 

participantss in the stable low status intra-group condition, F(l, 132) = 4.81, p < .05. 

Furthermore,, participants in the stable low status inter-group condition scored higher on the 

instrumentall  function than did participants in the unstable low status inter-group condition, F(l, 

132)) = 4.98, p < .05. Finally, under stable low status conditions, the difference between the intra-

groupp condition and the inter-group condition was not significant, F(l, 132) = 2.36, p = .13. 
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Tabl ee 3.1 

InstrumentalInstrumental Function of ln-group bias as a Function of Communication Context, Group 

Status,Status, and Status Stability (Study 3.2) 

Communicationn Context 

Intra-group p Inter-group p 

Statuss Stability 

Unstable e 

Stable e 

M M 

SD SD 

M M 

SD SD 

7.25 5 

(0.92) (0.92) 

6.17 7 

(2.08) (2.08) 

Loww ln-group Status 

5.75 5 

(1.63) (1.63) 

7.00 0 

(0.62) (0.62) 

Unstable e 

Stable e 

M M 

SD SD 

M M 

SD SD 

6.50 0 

(1.59) (1.59) 

6.90 0 

(1.63) (1.63) 

Highh ln-group Status 

5.84 4 

(2.05) (2.05) 

6.30 0 

(1.60) (1.60) 

Note.Note. Scale ranges from 0 to 9 with higher numbers indicating a greater instrumental function. 

Withh regard to identity-expression there was a significant interaction between group 

statuss and status stability, F(l, 132) = 4.90, p < .05. As expected, participants in the stable high 

statuss condition scored higher on identity-expression (M = 6.57, SD = 1.38) than did those in 

thee stable low status condition (M = 5.84, SD = 1.60), F(l, 132) = 3.74, p < .06. There were no 

differencess with or between the unstable low status condition (M = 6.41, SD = 1.44), and the 

unstablee high status condition (M = 5.95, SD = 1.78). 

Discussion Discussion 

Inn line with the predicted interactions, we found that the identity-expressive function of 

in-groupp bias operated especially under stable high status conditions, whereas the instrumental 

functionn of in-group bias operated especially under unstable low status conditions, but only in 

ann intra-group context. This latter finding illustrates the important influence of communication 
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contextt on the functionality of in-group bias. Participants in the unstable low status inter-group 

conditionn scored lowest on the instrumental function, in line with our proposition that in-group 

biass may be especially likely to provoke the out-group under these circumstances, which makes 

itt dysfunctional in instrumental terms. Thus people are reluctant to "rock the boat" when the 

out-groupp is in the same (unstable) boat. It is also worth noting that in the stable low status 

conditionss the difference between the intra-group and inter-group conditions was not significant. 

Thiss is in line with our prediction that under these conditions groups have nothing to lose, and 

mayy use in-group bias even in an inter-group context, perhaps in an ultimate attempt to fluster 

thee out-group. 

Thee absence of support for the more basic prediction that the two functions should be 

differentiallyy manifested for high and low status groups (main effects) is perhaps slightly 

puzzling.. Although a strong feature of the current study was that we used direct measures to 

measuree the functions of in-group bias, a shortcoming is that we did not measure in-group bias 

directlyy but used a scenario, and this fact might help to explain the absence of main effects for 

status.. The scenario methodology may not have been involving enough to engender a 

sufficientlyy negative sense of low status, and positive sense of high status (although the 

interactionss did suggest awareness of their implications in combination with other contextual 

features).. For this reason we went back to the laboratory and performed a third study in which 

wee implicated participants directly in the groups. The aim of this experiment was to build a 

bridgee between the two proposed functions of in-group bias demonstrated in Study 3.2 and the 

actualactual expression of in-group bias demonstrated in Study 3.1. 

Studyy 3.3 

Inn this final experiment we combined the design of Study 3.2 with the method used in 

Studyy 3.1. In order to link the different forms of in-group bias to different functions of in-group 

biass we included some additional measures. In addition to direct measures of functionality (as in 

Studyy 3.2) we also measured effort in the inter-group competition and self-esteem. We reasoned 

thatt if certain conditions (e.g., low group status) increase the willingness to work for social 

changee (i.e., effort), this should in turn be a good predictor of in-group bias serving an 

instrumentall  function. We predicted that if symbolic in-group bias serves an identity function (as 

wee propose with our identity-expression hypothesis), this behavior should be reflected in higher 

levelss of collective self-esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). 

Wee predicted that material in-group favoritism would be highest in unstable low status 

groups,, but only in an intra-group context ("don't rock the boat"). Material out-group 

derogationn was expected to be highest under stable low status conditions, regardless of the 
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communicationn context ("nothing to lose"). Finally, we expected symbolic in-group bias to be 

highestt in the stable high status condition, again irrespective of the communication context. 

Withh regard to the indicators of the different functions of in-group bias (i.e., the 

functionalityy scales, effort, and self-esteem) we again predicted main effects of status (more 

instrumentall  motives and effort in the low status condition and more identity-expression and 

self-esteemm in the high status condition) and also effects that reflect the interactions on the in-

groupp bias scales as in the previous study. 

Method Method 

ParticipantsParticipants and design. Participants were 144 first-year psychology students (38 males, 

1066 females) at the University of Amsterdam. Their mean age was 21 (SD = 5), and they 

receivedd course credits for participation. Participants were randomly allocated to a 2 

(Communicationn Context: Intra-group vs. Inter-group) X 2 (Group Status: Low vs. High) X 2 

(Statuss Stability: Unstable vs. Stable) between-participants design. 

ProcedureProcedure and independent variables. The procedure was identical to that of Study 3.1, 

withh the exception that we also manipulated communication context. We used a similar 

manipulationn to the one used by Ellemers et al. (2000) and Noel, Wann, and Branscombe 

(1995).. In the intra-group context participants were told that they had to report and justify their 

answerss to these members of the in-group (the detailed perceivers) who were present in that 

particularr session. In the inter-group context it was stated that they would have to justify then-

answerss to all persons (detailed- as well as global perceivers) who were present. Just before 

completingg the in-group bias measures, we checked this manipulation by asking participants to 

indicatee the group membership(s) of the people to whom they had to justify their responses. 

DependentDependent measures. We employed the same in-group bias measures as in Study 3.1, 

exceptt that we did not include trait ratings. To measure instrumental functions of material in-

groupp bias we used three items (e.g., "To what extent do you think participants would have 

discriminatedd on the feedback-divisions to make their group stronger?"). Two items were used 

too measure the identity-expressive function of symbolic in-group bias (e.g., "To what extent do 

youu think participants would have discriminated by means of the statements to show what their 

groupp is about?").4 As a second indicator of the instrumental function, we used two items to 

measuree the effort the participant was willing to invest in the inter-group competition (e.g., "T o 

44 These questions are still somewhat indirect because participants were asked to rate the reasons participants in 
generall  would have for showing in-group bias. However, we could not ask why the participant had discriminated 
directlyy because it is possible that the participant did not discriminate at all. Because we can link the more 
generall  functionality-questions to the actual expression of in-group bias by the participant, we are still able to 
gett more direct insight into their reasons for discriminating. We asked the same questions with regard to the 
identity-expressivee function of material in-group bias and the instrumental function of symbolic in-group bias. 
Thee first measure proved to be insufficiently reliable (a = .54) and analyses of the two separate items did not 
reveall  any effects. The results on the instrumental function of symbolic in-group bias are described in Footnote 
6. . 
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whatt extent are you willing to complete more trials on the second task than the standard amount 

iff  this could improve your group's position on the ranking?"). Finally, as a second indicator of 

ann identity function of in-group bias we used the 4-item private subscale of Luhtanen and 

Crocker'ss (1992) collective self-esteem scale (PCSE), modified to fit the current group context. 

Ann example item is: "I'm glad to be a member of the detailed perceivers group." Participants 

respondedd to all these measures by placing crosses on 100-point scales with not at all (0) and 

veryvery much (100) as extremes. 

Results Results 

Exceptt where indicated otherwise, 2 (Communication Context: Intra-group vs. Inter-

group)) X 2 (Group Status: Low vs. High) X 2 (Status Stability: Unstable vs. Stable) ANOVAs 

weree used in the analyses reported below. 

ManipulationManipulation checks. During the debriefing, eight participants showed suspicion 

concerningg the manipulations and their data were excluded from further analyses. All 

participantss indicated their group membership and their group's status correctly, and only two 

didd not indicate the correct group membership(s) of the persons to whom mey had to justify 

theirr answers (communication context manipulation).5 Moreover, in line with the proposed 

manipulations,, participants in the stable conditions reported greater status stability (M = 70.93, 

SDSD = 18.84) than did those in the unstable conditions (M = 45.77, SD = 16.40), F(l, 128) = 

68.20,, p<. 001. 

MaterialMaterial in-group bias. In-group bias strategies in feedback allocations on the Tajfel-

matricess were calculated in the same way as in Study 3.1. On material in-group favoritism there 

wass a significant interaction between communication context, group status and status stability, 

F(l,, 128) = 4.54, p < .05. The means relating to this interaction are displayed in Table 3.2. The 

simplee interaction between communication context and stability was significant for the low status 

conditions,, F(l, 128) = 5.19, p < .05, but not for the high status conditions, F(l, 128) = 0.55, ns. 

Inn line with predictions, simple main effects analysis revealed that, under unstable low status 

conditions,, there was more in-group favoritism in an intra-group context than in an inter-group 

context,, F(l, 128) = 6.09, p < .05. Moreover, participants in the unstable low status intra-group 

conditionn displayed more favoritism than did those in the stable low status intra-group condition, 

F(l,, 128) = 4.45, p < .05. Thus low status groups only used material in-group favoritism under 

unstablee intra-group conditions. 

Withh regard to material out-group derogation there was an interaction between status and 

stability,, F(l, 128) = 5.28, p < .05. As predicted, participants in the stable low status condition 

usedd more derogation (M = 6.35, SD = 4.72) than did those in the unstable low status condition 

55 Excluding the these two participants did not change the results dramatically. 
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Tabl ee 3.2 

MaterialMaterial ln-group Favoritism as a Function of Communication Context, Group Status, and 

StatusStatus Stability (Study 3.3) 

Communicationn Context 

Intra-group p Inter-group p 

Statuss Stability 

Unstable e 

Stable e 

M M 

SD SD 

M M 

SD SD 

3.07 7 

(5.61) (5.61) 

- 0 . 06 6 

(2.98) (2.98) 

Loww ln-group Status 

-0.43 3 

(3.46) (3.46) 

11 .00 

(4.72) (4.72) 

Unstable e 

Stable e 

M M 

SD SD 

M M 

SD SD 

2.00 0 

(2.75) (2.75) 

3.28 8 

(4.71) (4.71) 

Highh ln-group Status 

1.22 2 

(3.08) (3.08) 

1.00 0 

(4.87) (4.87) 

Note.Note. Scale ranges from -12 to 12 with higher numbers indicating more material in-group 

favoritism. . 

(M(M = 3.09, SD = 4.67), F(l, 128) = 8.38,p < .01. The simple main effects with the unstable high 

statuss condition (M = 4.81, SD = 4.58) and the stable high status condition (M = 4.46, SD = 

5.00)) were not significant. 

Regardingg the fairness strategy there was a main effect of communication context, which 

wass qualified by a significant interaction between communication context and status stability, 

F(l,, 128) = 4,06, p < .05. Participants in the unstable inter-group condition displayed more 

fairnesss (M = 6.38, SD = 4.79) than did participants in the unstable intra-group condition, (M = 

2.21,, SD = 4.65), F(l, 128) = 11.71, p < .01. There were no differences with or between the 

stablee conditions (M = 4.53, SD = 5.10 for the stable inter-group condition; M = 3.80, SD = .70 
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forr the stable intra-group condition, respectively). There were no effects on the maximum joint 

profitt strategy. 

SymbolicSymbolic in-group bias. The items that were intended to measure symbolic in-group bias 

formedd a reliable scale (a = .75). The only effect on this measure was a significant interaction 

betweenn group status and status stability, F(l, 128) = 7.08, p < .01. In line with predictions, 

participantss in the stable high status condition scored significantly higher on symbolic in-group 

biass (M = 39.05, SD = 19.23) than did those in the stable low status condition (hi = 25.93, SD = 

15.11),, F(l, 128) = 10.39, p < .01, or those in the unstable high status condition, (M = 29.39, SD 

==  17.10), F(l, 128) = 6,17,p < .05. The unstable low status condition (M = 30.52, SD = 15.79) 

didd not differ from the stable low status condition or the unstable high status condition. 

Ass in Study 3.1, we then divided the symbolic in-group bias scale into a "symbolic in-

groupp favoritism" scale and a "symbolic out-group derogation" scale. With regard to the 

derogationn scale there was only the same predicted interaction between status and stability as that 

foundd on the composite measure, F(l, 128) = 5.20, p < .05. However, for symbolic in-group 

favoritismm there was also a three-way interaction between communication context, group status, 

andd status stability, F(l, 128) = 4.41, p < .05. This interaction is displayed in Table 3.3. If we 

firstt consider the results for the low status condition it appears that participants scored highest 

onn symbolic in-group favoritism in the unstable low status intra-group condition. By contrast, in 

thee high status condition participants scores lowest on symbolic in-group favoritism in the 

unstablee high status intra-group condition. A test of the simple main effects revealed that 

participantss in the unstable high status intra-group condition displayed lower levels of symbolic 

in-groupp favoritism than did those in the stable high status intra-group condition, F(l, 128) = 

11.38,, p < .01, and also marginally less so than those in the unstable high status inter-group 

condition,, F(l, 128) = 3.41,p < .07. 

FunctionsFunctions of in-group bias, effort and self-esteem. The scales for instrumental functions 

off  material in-group bias (a = .69), the identity-expressive function of symbolic in-group bias 

(aa = .61), effort (a = .87), and self-esteem (a = .65), all proved to be reliable. The only 

significantt effect on the instrumental function of material in-group bias was a main effect of 

status,, F(l, 128) = 11.36, p < .01, reflecting the fact that participants in the low status conditions 

scoredd higher on the instrumental function (M = 74.52, SD = 19.49) than did those in the high 

statuss conditions, {M = 64.71, SD = 13.39). On the identity-expression scale there was a main 

effectt of status in the opposite direction: Participants in the high status conditions scored higher 

onn identity-expression (M = 45.15, SD = 24.64) than did those in the low status conditions, 
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Tabl ee 3.3 

SymbolicSymbolic ln-group Favoritism as a Function of Communication Context, Group Status, and 

StatusStatus Stability (Study 3.3) 

Communicationn Context 

Intra-group p Inter-group p 

Statuss Stability 

Unstable e 

Stable e 

M M 

SD SD 

M M 

SD SD 

II r 

36.31 1 

(13.76) (13.76) 

27.63 3 

(14.68) (14.68) 

Loww ln-group Status 

30 .00 0 

(15.15) (15.15) 

28 .43 3 

(15.69) (15.69) 

Unstable e 

Stable e 

M M 

SD SD 

M M 

SD SD 

28.40 0 

(13.81) (13.81) 

48.61 1 

(18.05) (18.05) 

Highh ln-group Status 

39 .46 6 

(19.25) (19.25) 

42 .37 7 

(21.30) (21.30) 

Note.Note. Scale ranges from 0 to 100 with higher numbers indicating more symbolic in-group 

favoritism. . 

(M(M = 37.43, SD = 22.20), F(l, 128) = 4.00, p < .05.6 The only significant effect on effort was 

thee main effect of status, F(l, 128) = 4.11, p < .05, which indicated that those in the low status 

conditionss were more willing to work for social change {M = 48.52, SD = 23.57) than were 

thosee in the high status conditions {M = 40.28, SD = 22.47). Again this is consistent with the 

66 On the scale measuring the instrumental function of symbolic in-group bias (a = .83) there was a three-way 
interactionn among communication context, group status and status stability, F(l, 128) = 6.71, p < .05. 
Participantss in the unstable low status intra-group condition scored highest on this measure (M = 55.05, SD = 
29.25),, and this condition differed marginally from the unstable low status inter-group condition (M = 38.94, SD 
==  23.08), F(l, 128) = 3.73, p < .06. In addition to in-group favoritism on the material measure in this condition, 
symbolicc in-group favoritism may have been functional in motivating the group for the inter-group competition. 
Thiss underlines our point that the distinction between different forms of in-group bias is a gradual one and that, 
inn essence, both functions can be served by both material and symbolic forms of in-group bias. 
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predictionn that low status will stimulate instrumental motives to change the status quo. There was 

aa main effect of status on the self-esteem scale, which was qualified by a significant interaction 

betweenn status and stability, F(l, 128) = 5.46, p < .05. Participants in the stable high status 

conditionn scored higher on self-esteem (M = 72.07, SD = 12.69) than did participants in the 

stablee low status condition, (A/= 53.11, SD = 15.04), F(l, 128) = 35M,p< .001, or participants 

inn the unstable high status condition (M = 64.60, SD = 11.44), F(l, 128) = 5.35, p < .05. 

Wee then examined whether these effects on self-esteem were mediated by symbolic in-

groupp bias, in line with the identity-expressive function. To test this, we included the symbolic 

in-groupp bias measure as a covariate in the analysis of self-esteem scores. The interaction of 

groupp status and stability on self-esteem disappeared, F(l, 127) = 2.48, ns, and the only effects 

thatt remained significant were the effect of the covariate (symbolic in-group bias), F(l, 127) = 

11.98,, p < .001, and the main effect of status, F(l, 127) = 31.13, p < .001. This is consistent with 

thatt self-esteem was enhanced by means of symbolic in-group bias, for those in the stable high 

statuss condition. This pattern is consistent with the operation of identity-expressive motives for 

thosee most expected to use this function. 

Too further relate the different forms of in-group bias to different functions of in-group 

biass we performed a multi-sample LISREL analysis (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996). By means of 

thiss procedure it is possible to determine whether a given relation within a model is stronger or 

weakerr in different sub-samples. A second advantage of LISREL is that it provides general 

indicatorss of model fit. To assess fit we used two indices: the Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximationn (RMSEA) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI). The RMSEA reflects the 

discrepancyy between the postulated model and the population-covariance matrix, corrected for 

degreess of freedom. Small values on this index (< .05) indicate "close fit" , whereas values 

smallerr than .08 are indicators of "reasonable fit" (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). The CFI tests the 

proposedd model against alternative models. The CFI runs from 0 (no fit) to 1 (perfect fit) with 

valuess close to .90 reflectingg a good fit (Schumacker & Lomax, 1996). 

Inn keeping with our general line of reasoning we created a model with an instrumental 

routeroute (relating effort to the instrumental function and material in-group bias) and an identity-

expressiveexpressive route (relating identity-expression to symbolic in-group bias and self-esteem). All 

thesee constructs were regarded as latent variables with the items measuring them functioning as 

observedd variables.7 For all paths within the model two parameters were estimated: one for the 

77 Latent constructs based on single observations (e.g., pull scores) were scaled to 1, with measurement errors set 
too 0. A model in which we created a latent construct covering both forms of material in-group bias fitted the data 
lesss well. This means that these two forms of in-group bias are conceptually different, which is in line with our 
propositionn that they serve different kinds of instrumental action (i.e., enhanced striving versus militancy). In 
orderr to simplify the measurement model we used scales of symbolic in-group favoritism, symbolic out-group 
derogationn and PCSE, instead of the separate items, as observed variables. 
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loww status conditions, and one for the high status conditions. The resulting model is displayed in 

Figuree 3.1; for the sake of clarity, error variances are not displayed. 

Ass can be seen in the figure, the identity-expressive function was related to symbolic in-

groupp bias, which was in turn related to self-esteem. More important, however, is the fact that the 

relationss among these constructs were stronger in the high status condition (second parameter) 

thann they were in the low status condition (first parameter). Thus in line with our general 

rationale,, identity-expression as a function of in-group bias was stronger in high status groups 

thann in low status groups. Regarding the instrumental route, the willingness of the participant to 

workk for social change (i.e., effort) was positively related to the instrumental function of in-

groupp bias, which in turn predicted material in-group bias. Moreover, the relation between effort 

andd the instrumental function was stronger in low status groups than it was in high status 

groups.. Although the relation between the instrumental function and material in-group favoritism 

wass stronger in the low status conditions than in the high status conditions, this was not so in the 

casee of material out-group derogation. Thus, the instrumental function was especially present in 

loww status groups, although it was somewhat stronger in the form of in-group favoritism than in 

thee form of out-group derogation. The current model fits adequately, as indicated by the values 

off  the RMSEA (0.065)8 and the CFI (0.88). 

Discussion Discussion 

Thee results of Study 3.3, as summarized in Table 3.4, provide good evidence for our 

predictions.. Material in-group favoritism was strongest in the unstable low status intra-group 

condition,, in line with our proposition that under unstable low status conditions pro in-group 

behaviorr is sufficient to set social change into motion. It furthermore shows that under these 

conditionss participants are more reluctant to discriminate in front of an out-group audience, in 

linee with the results of Study 3.2 and our explanation that under unstable inter-group conditions 

in-groupp bias may provoke the out-group, and thus works dysfunctionally to bring about social 

change.. Material out-group derogation was strongest in the stable low status group, in line with 

ourr reasoning that under these conditions more drastic measures are needed to set social change 

intoo motion. The difference between this study and Study 3.1 is that here there were always 

otherr in-group members present who witnessed the in-group bias. Therefore, participants were 

moree willing to behave in terms of their group membership (Barreto & EUemers, 2000; Reicher 

ett al., 1995, 1998) and showed material out-group derogation when that seemed necessary to 

changee the status quo. 

Inn line with our identity-expression hypothesis and the results of Study 3.1 and 3.2, we 

foundd strongest symbolic in-group bias in the stable high status condition. In the current 

°° Although the value of the RMSEA is somewhat greater than .05, the "test of close fit" (see Browne & 
Cudeck,, 1993) indicated that it is not significantly greater than .05. 
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Tabl ee 3.4 

SchematicSchematic Overview of the Forms and Functions of ln-group Bias and their Contextual 
DeterminantsDeterminants (Study 3.3) 

Funct io n n 

Socia ll  Structur e 

Status s 

Stability y 

Communicat io n n 
contex t t 

Conten tt  of in -
grou pp bia s 

Directio nn of ln -
grou pp bia s 

Instrumenta l l 

Low w 

Unstable e 

Int ra-group p 

Material l 

ln-group p 
favor i t ism m 

Low w 

Stable e 

In t ra -g roup / / 
Inter-group p 

Material l 

Out-group p 
derogation n 

Ident i ty -express io n n 

High h 

Unstable e 

Inter-group p 

Symbolic c 

ln-group p 
favori t ism m 

High h 

Stable e 

In t ra -g roup / / 
Inter-group p 

Symbolic c 

ln-group p 
favo r i t i sm/ / 
Out-group p 
derogation n 

experimentt we also found evidence for the identity-expressive principle operating in this cell, in 

thatt symbolic in-group bias mediated self-esteem enhancement. An interesting additional result 

wass that we found somewhat higher symbolic in-group favoritism in the unstable high status 

inter-groupp condition than in the unstable high status intra-group condition. It seems that 

memberss of unstable high status groups are also willing to claim the positive value of their 

group,, but only in an inter-group context, and only by means of in-group favoritism (which is 

lesss provocative to the out-group then derogation under these unstable circumstances). 

However,, one may wonder why participants in the unstable high status intra-group 

contextt displayed particularly low levels of symbolic in-group bias. This may be explained by 

thee notion that showing less favoritism under these condition functions to "warn" other in-

groupp members that their group's position is not as superior as they may think and that they still 

havee to work on the second task to preserve their group's positive value (see Ellemers et al., 

2000,, for a similar effect). Evidence of a similar effect comes from a recent study (Scheepers, 

Spears,, Doosje, & Manstead, 2002b) in which it was found that members of unstable high status 
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groupss claimed their group's superiority in front of an out-group audience, but stressed the 

equalityequality of the groups in an intra-group context. Thus under unstable high status conditions 

groupp members may, depending on the audience, impress the out-group (without provoking it) 

byy claiming that they are the superior group, or "warn" the in-group that their group's position 

iss not to be taken for granted. 

Thee path model provided further evidence that in-group bias has an instrumental function 

inn the form of material in-group bias in low status groups and an identity-expressive function in 

thee form of symbolic in-group bias in high status groups. The paths in the "identity-expressive 

route""  leading to in-group bias were stronger in the high status group than in the low status 

groupp whereas the paths in the "instrumental route" were—with only one exception—stronger 

inn the low status group than in the high status group. We have no particular explanation for why 

wee found for a stronger relation between the instrumental function and material out-group 

derogationn in the high status condition than in the low status condition. It should be noted 

thoughh that the path between the instrumental function and material out-group derogation is also 

quitee high in the low status condition. That, in combination with the fact that we found that 

peoplee in the low status conditions scored higher on the instrumental function, provides evidence 

thatt in the low status case participants also used material out-group derogation for instrumental 

reasons. . 

Wee now found support for the predicted main effects of status on the scales measuring 

thee functions (instrumental, identity-expression and effort) but no reliable evidence of the more 

elaboratee interactions found in Study 3.2. The presence of the main effects (absent in the 

previouss study) may reflect a more powerful manipulation of status, one that affects participants 

directly.. A reason for the absence of more elaborate interaction effects on the functions may be 

becausee the items used in the current experiment were somewhat indirectly formulated. Unlike 

Studyy 3.2 where discrimination was given in the scenario, we could not assume a priori in this 

experimentt mat people would show in-group bias. We opted instead for a more hypothetical 

framingg of function items referring to the possibility of discrimination (see Footnotee 4). For this 

reasonn the function measures may have been less sensitive to contextual factors than the actual 

in-groupp bias measures themselves. 

AA final result that deserves attention is the finding that under unstable inter-group 

conditions,, participants displayed more fairness than in the other conditions. This fits with the 

"don'tt rock the boat" rationale which we outlined earlier. People are more reluctant to 

discriminatee under unstable conditions in an inter-group context, and the fact that they also show 

fairnesss is quite consistent with this strategy. All in all, the results of this third experiment 

providee good evidence for our model and illustrate the interplay between the socio-structural, 

motivational,, and strategical aspects of in-group bias. 
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Generall discussion 

Thee present studies, using different methods, provide strong evidence for our general 

hypotheses.. The instrumental function of in-group bias was more prevalent within low status 

groupss whereas the identity-expressive function of in-group bias was more prevalent within high 

statuss groups. The instrumental function seemed to be more directly fulfilled by material in-

groupp bias, whereas the identity-expressive function was more directly fulfilled by symbolic in-

groupp bias. The current work has also shown that under unstable status conditions, group 

memberss become more cautious and make use of more subtle forms of in-group bias (i.e., in-

groupp favoritism) and are more reluctant to discriminate in front of an out-group audience. 

Together,, these results are in line with propositions derived from social identity theory (Tajfel & 

Turner,, 1986; see also Bettencourt et al., 2001; Ellemers et al., 1990) and more recent 

elaborationss from this framework in terms of the strategic aspects of inter-group behavior 

(Reicheretal.,, 1995). 

Att the theoretical level, the current work has implications for the three central questions 

inn the study of in-group bias and in science more generally: the what, the when, and the why. To 

startt with the latter, the present approach has important implications for the motivational study of 

in-groupp bias. First of all it shows that in-group bias can serve multiple functions, instead of 

beingg driven by a single motive. Second, in-group bias can serve social functions that are linked 

too the achievement of group goals and are set in motion by socio-structural factors. Third, this 

researchh shows that group members act strategically when trying to achieve group goals. 

Together,, our approach fits within more modern theories of motivation (e.g., Gollwitzer, 1990) 

thatt describe people as strategic goal achievers, rather than puppets of intra-psychological drives. 

Turningg to the "what" and "when" questions, the current research has shown that in-

groupp bias is not always "one and the same thing" but takes different forms in different 

contexts.. The approach we advocate takes advantage of the diverse character of in-group bias in 

thatt different forms of in-group bias may be indicators of different underlying motives. The two 

functionss of in-group bias that we propose form a bridge between contextual determinants and 

thee expression of in-group bias and therefore also help to map when, for example, low or high 

statuss groups are more likely to discriminate, and what form this will take. The focus on social 

functionss also helps to preserve the important link between psychological processes and social 

structurall  factors that together provide the psychological basis for group level behavior 

characteristicc of the social identity approach. 

Thesee findings extend and qualify previous theorizing and research in the social identity 

traditionn in at least three important ways. First we provide more insight into the underlying 

processes,, motivations and functions that help to explain the behavioral outcomes obtained. A 

criticismm sometimes leveled at social identity theory is that it lacks specificity and evidence with 
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respectt to mediating psychological processes. The research and theory presented here provides 

insightt into some of the underlying conditions and mediating psychological processes that can 

accountt for quite distinct forms and patterns of inter-group behavior that go well beyond one 

"generic""  in-group bias (Spears, Jetten, & Doosje, 2001). 

Second,, another recent criticism of social identity theory is that it is better equipped to 

explainn in-group favoritism than out-group derogation (e.g., Brewer, 1996; 1999). Regardless of 

whetherr this is a shortcoming of the theory or of the minimal group paradigm, the present 

researchh shows that there clearly are social conditions under which group members might 

choosee the path of derogation rather than mere in-group favoritism, for reasons that relate to 

sociall  identities in the social hierarchy. 

Third,, closely related to this last point, the present research extends social identity theory 

inn relation to the effects of stability. In previous statements of theory, the assumption has been 

matt stable low status will lead to reduced in-group bias and sometimes (when legitimate) even to 

biass in favor of the out-group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; see also Jost & Banaji, 1994). We predict 

andd show, however, that a stable low status position can lead group members to even more 

desperatee and discriminatory forms of in-group bias. This effect contradicts current statements 

off  social identity theory and to our knowledge has not previously been demonstrated 

experimentally.. Yet, as we know all too well, the modem world abounds with examples of 

marginalizedd groups, some of whose members apparently feel forced to adopt extreme 

discriminatoryy strategies. Without condoning such behavior our functional approach helps us to 

understandd why such groups might choose the more drastic and discriminatory route 

("desperatee situations require desperate measures"; "we have nothing to lose"). Although this 

linee of reasoning has not been tested before in experimental studies of discrimination and the 

stabilityy of status differences, there is plenty of evidence from the outside world for the more 

generall  idea that when groups find themselves in hopeless situations drastic action against the 

out-groupp may result. A poignant example is described by Tiedens (1997) who analyzed die 

divergingg reactions of two Jewish ghettos during WWII: the Warsaw ghetto which revolted 

againstt its oppressors, and the Lodz ghetto which did not. Tiedens found that a crucial difference 

betweenn the two concerned their perception of die future. The Jews in the Lodz ghetto 

maintainedd some hope for the future whereas in the Warsaw ghetto the residents had given up 

hopee of survival. In such a helpless and hopeless situation a violent uprising is perhaps the most 

logicall  and rational course. 

Ourr finding that out-group derogation may arise under stable low status conditions does 

nott contradict the social identity theory prediction of greater in-group bias under unstable 

conditionss (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). We find evidence for this strategy, too, albeit with respect to 

thee more benign form of in-group favoritism. This also makes sense in terms of a functional 
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analysis:: social change is most rationally achieved when status relations are unstable by pepping 

upp the in-group and by not provoking the out-group. 

Whetherr one chooses to use these new insights to enrich or to criticize social identity 

theoryy is perhaps a matter of theoretical preference, but we believe that they add to our 

understandingg of the reasons for particular forms of in-group bias and of the conditions under 

whichh they occur. Although our studies show the diverse and complex nature of in-group bias, 

wee do not think that the current analysis is by any means exhaustive. On the structural side of 

ourr model, factors such as the permeability of group boundaries, status legitimacy (Bettencourt 

ett al., 2001; Ellemers et al., 1990), power (Sachdev & Bourhis, 1985), and the group's access to 

certainn resources (McCarthy & Zald, 1977) will also play a part in explaining what function in-

groupp bias can and will have in a given situation. Moreover, we wish to stress that we do not 

proposee that in-group bias is always functional in bringing about group goals. In fact, as our 

dataa show, under certain circumstances in-group bias may be rather dysfunctional in achieving 

groupp goals. It is interesting to see that people seem to recognize when in-group bias is 

dysfunctionall  and that they react by displaying fairness. 

Thee two functions of in-group bias that we have addressed in the current work can be 

seenn as more specific operationalizations of more general identity and instrumental functions of 

inter-groupp behavior. For example, apart from identity-expression, in-group bias may also be 

functionall  to identity in that it may help to create a meaningful social identity (Tajfel, 1978; see 

alsoo Chapter 2). Moreover, although we have focused here solely on how in-group bias may be 

instrumentall  in obtaining certain group goals, it can also be helpful in obtaining personal goals 

likee material profit (Gaertner & Insko, 2000) or acceptance within a group (Noel et al., 1995). 

Furtherr research should explore how other socio-structural factors impact on these other "sub-

functions""  of more general identity and instrumental functions of in-group bias. This will not 

onlyy provide more insight into the motivational basis of in-group bias, but will also do justice to 

itss highly complex and diverse character. 



Chapte rr  4 

Twoo Function s of ln-grou p Bias : 

Identit yy  and Instrumenta l Motive s as a Resul t of 

Identificatio nn and Threat 1 

Imaginee the following situation. Two rival soccer teams had contested many close and 

excitingg matches over the years; in fact they seemed a match for each other. During the latest 

match,, the scoreline is 2-2 and with only a few more minutes to play, team A scores a goal. Then 

onee of the players yells: "Our team is the best, we are born champions, you are nothing but a 

bunchh of losers!" Now consider for a moment whether it is a player from team A (the team 

ahead)) who makes the utterance, or a player from team B (the team one goal down). Which 

optionn seems more likely? Both are possible of course but we argue that they stem from 

differentt reasons or motives. The team ahead may use this derogating remark as form of 

identity-expression,, as a way of claiming the in-group's superiority. The player from the team 

behindd may, by contrast, express such in-group bias in order to motivate the group, to pep up the 

team,, restore hope and increase effort in an attempt to change the scoreline. Although the insult 

mightt seem more justified if made by the team ahead, in fact it was a member of the team one 

goall  down who made the utterance as witnessed by one of the authors. 

Thee above example illustrates the essential principles of our proposed motivational 

analysiss of (verbal) in-group bias. Specifically, we argue for a distinction between an identity-

expressiveexpressive function and an instrumental function (instigating collective action; Spears, Jetten & 

Scheepers,, 2002). In-group bias can function as a way to express and thereby confirm a social 

identityy on the one hand, and as a motivator facilitating collective action against an out-group on 

thee other. 

Basedd on social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) we hypothesize that both 

functionss are stimulated by group identification. People who are highly identified with a group 

willl  be most willing to confirm this group-based identity, and they should also be 

11 This chapter is based on Scheepers, Spears, Doosje, & Manstead (2001). 
Wee would like to thank Nico Smith, Liesbeth Zijlstra, Arnold Kiezebrink, and Herry Hubert for their help 

withh Study 4.2. 
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willin gg to work for the group and promote action when things are going badly (Ellemers, Spears, 

&&  Doosje, 1997; Ouwerkerk, De Gilder, & De Vries, 2000; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Moreover, 

wee predict that identity-expression will be more prevalent in contexts where the group's value is 

reinforced,reinforced, and thus relatively secure, but that the instrumental function will be especially 

prevalentt when the value of one's group is being threatened (as illustrated in our opening 

example). . 

Inn the current work we focus solely on verbal instances of in-group bias, although we 

thinkk the distinction between identity and instrumental functions applies to other forms of in-

groupp bias as well (see Spears et al., 2002; see also Chapters 2 and 3). In line with speech act 

theoryy (Searle, 1970) we see discriminating utterances as intentional behavior directed towards 

certainn ends (Graumann & Wintermantel, 1989). We define verbal in-group bias as, often 

exaggerated,, claims of in-group superiority (i.e. in-group favoritism) and out-group inferiority 

(out-groupp derogation) and we aim to link these kinds of behavior to identity-expression, and to 

thee (more instrumental) promotion of collective action against the out-group. We now discuss in 

turnn the two functions examined in the current work in more detail, together with the specific 

contextss (group-threatening and group-reinforcing) that will trigger them. We start with identity-

expression. . 

Thee ways in which in-group bias can help to create a sense of group identity is one of 

thee core elements of social identity theory (Tajfel, Flament, Billig , & Bundy, 1971; Tajfel & 

Turner,, 1979, see also Chapter 2). However, the need to confirm and thereby maintain the 

positivee value of one's social identity has received less attention. We predict that situations that 

reinforcee and thus help to secure the positive value of a given group will lead to in-group bias as 

aa means of identity-expression with the goal of confirming one's social identity. Although mere 

knowledgee of a high status position (or some form of advantage over a relevant out-group 

generally)) should reinforce the group in itself, we cannot assume that this will automatically 

confirmm the positive identity, at least not to all of its members. Expressing the superior status 

providess a more public way of celebrating and even glorifying this in-group advantage, 

especiallyy where this is normatively appropriate (e.g., "gloating": Leach, Snider, & Iyer, 2001). 

Underr these circumstances in-group bias can be viewed as a kind of self-presentation behavior 

thatt forms the bridge between the reinforcing situation on the one hand (e.g., high group status) 

andd the (positive) social identity of the group members on the other. Expressing in-group bias 

mayy be a clear way to "cash" the claim of group advantage to the public benefit of the 

individuall  and group. We predict that this will be especially the case among people for whom the 

givenn group is especially important (i.e., high identifiers). 

Wee see the identity-expressive function of in-group bias as a more specific 

operationalizationn of a more general identity function (Spears et al., 2002; Tajfel & Turner, 
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1979;; see also Chapter 2 and 3). Together with in-group bias as identity creation-which is more 

relevantt for novel groups as in the minimal group paradigm (Tajfel et al., 1971)-in-group bias as 

identity-expressionn serves the more general aim of obtaining and maintaining a positive social 

identity.. We now turn to the possibility that in-group bias can also serve a more instrumental 

function. . 

Sociall  identity theory, as its name suggests, would seem in one respect to focus on 

identityy rather than more instrumental concerns. However, it would be misleading to suggest that 

sociall  identity theory neglects instrumental behavior, especially as this relates to the group's 

positionn in the social structure or status hierarchy (Ellemers, 1993; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). In 

linee with social identity theory we propose that in-group bias can serve the instrumental function 

off  challenging a disadvantageous social position. Viewed in these terms in-group bias may 

functionn to "pep up" the group, and direct attention and effort towards group-relevant goals. 

Considerr the example with which we started. By openly favoring the in-group (and perhaps even 

derogatingg the out-group) such verbal in-group bias can mobilize team members when they are 

behind,, and motivatee them to increase their efforts to overcome adversity. Such motivations, we 

propose,, might be especially relevant when the group is under threat. 

Thee concept of group threat has become a core concept within the social identity 

frameworkk (Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999). A common response to threat in 

inter-groupp contexts is the display of in-group bias (e.g., Branscombe & Warm, 1994). 

However,, the idea that threat can instigate in-group bias for instrumental reasons has not been 

explicitlyy tested before in an inter-group context. A clue to such a relation can be found in the 

interpersonall  behavior domain (Blascovich, Mendes, Hunter, & Lickel, 2000). A common 

characteristicc to threat is that it urges one to do something to change the direct situation (e.g., 

"fightt or flight"; Blascovich et al., 2000). We propose that under conditions of group threat, in-

groupp bias will have an instrumental function in guiding collective action against an out-group. 

Inn other words, we link current insights on threat and social identity (Branscombe et al., 1999) to 

mee relation between social identity and collective action designed to change the status quo (Tajfel 

&&  Turner, 1979). Moreover, we predict that, under threat, high identifiers will display stronger 

in-groupp bias for instrumental reasons than do low identifiers, because they are most concerned 

withh the group's interests (Ouwerkerk et al., 2000). 

Wee also assess three additional variables that relate to in-group bias and may produce 

furtherr insight into the nature of its underlying functions. First, we addressed the kind of group 

onn basis of which in-group bias is expressed. An often-made distinction is between "social 

groups""  (based on a common goal; e.g., a task group) and "social categories" (based on 

similarities;; e.g., nationality or gender; Rabbie, 1993; see for a similar distinction in terms of 

"commonn bond" and "common identity" groups, Prentice, Miller, & Lightdale, 1994). We 
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proposee that identity-expression applies both to social groups and social categories. However, 

regardingg the instrumental function we predict that this function is somewhat more prevalent 

withinn social groups than within social categories. We base this prediction on two premises: 

First,, social groups are often defined by instrumental goals (a sports team that has the goal of 

becomingg champion by beating other teams); Second, mobilization and motivation of in-group 

members-whichh is an essential aspect of the instrumental function-is often more easily 

establishedd within groups than within categories because groups are often smaller facilitating 

communicationn between its members. 

Ass a second additional variable we measured die relevant emotions accompanying in-

groupp bias. Because emotions have motivational character (e.g., Brehm, 1999), demonstrating the 

emotionall  implications of the identity-expressive function (e.g., pride) and the instrumental 

functionn (e.g., anger) provides a way to further validate the current analysis. As a self-focused 

emotionn (e.g., Lewis, 2000), we predict that pride will be associated with the identity-expressive 

function.. Anger, on the other hand, is an other-focused emotion, and therefore we predicted a 

relationn between anger and instrumental action against the out-group (Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 

2000). . 

Third,, it is important to consider the direction of in-group £ü«-namely whether it refers 

too in-group favoritism or actual out-group derogation. Regarding the instrumental function, we 

predictt that both in-group favoritism (designed to motivate in-group performance), and out-

groupp derogation (designed to undermine out-group performance) can serve this function of 

improvingg die position of the in-group relative to the out-group. However, we predict that 

identity-expressionn (as being primarily concerned with the in-group) will be more strongly 

associatedd with in-group favoritism than with out-group derogation. We wish to stress though 

thatt we see this as just a matter of degree: In principle, both functions can be served by both 

formss of in-group bias. 

Wee conducted two studies to test our predictions. In the first we focused on a variety of 

self-nominatedd social groups and categories to test the generalizability of our distinction, and to 

linkk the two functions to key psychological antecedents (group threat and identification). In this 

firstt study we also addressed the influence of group type (social group vs. category) on the 

functionalityy of in-group bias. In the second study we focused on just one group associated with 

aa historically competitive and aggressive inter-group context: soccer fans. In this study we 

assesss the functionality of the repertoire of in-group favoring and out-group derogating songs 

andd chants used by "die-hard" supporters in group-reinforcing and group-threatening 

situations.. We manipulated rather than measured group-reinforcing versus group-threatening 

contexts,, and also took the direction of in-group bias (in-group favoritism versus out-group 

derogation),, as well as emotions (pride and anger) into account. Our central predictions were that 
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bothh functions are predicted by group identification, but that primarily the identity-expressive 

functionn is prevalent under group-reinforcing circumstances whereas the instrumental function 

willl  be prevalent under group-threatening circumstances. 

Studyy 4.1 

Thee goal underlying Study 4.1 was to relate feelings of in-group identification and group 

threatt to the two proposed functions of in-group bias in a broad sample of groups. To address 

thiss objective, we asked participants to recall an inter-group situation in which they had 

expressedd in-group favoritism and/or out-group derogation. After this we asked them to indicate 

too what extent they had identity-expressive or instrumental reasons in mind while making the 

utterance.. Furthermore, we measured the extent to which participants felt their group was 

threatenedd while making the utterance, as well as identification with the in-group. 

Wee did not measure group reinforcement (the extent to which group identity is positive 

andd secure) in this first study. Therefore, with regard to identity-expression we predicted only a 

mainn effect of identification: highly-identified group members are predicted to use in-group bias 

moree for identity-expressive reasons than low-identified group members. With regard to the 

instrumentall  function we predicted a two-way interaction: Highly identified group members are 

predictedd to use in-group bias for instrumental reasons, especially when the group is under 

threat.. Finally, although we predicted that the instrumental function of in-group bias is more 

prevalentt within social groups than within social categories, we do not expect such an asymmetry 

forr the identity-expressive function. 

Method Method 

Participants.Participants. Participants were 601 first-year psychology students (461 females, 140 

males)) at the University of Amsterdam. Their mean age was 22 (SD = 5). The questionnaire was 

partt of a mass testing session in (partial) fulfillment of course requirement. 

Materials.Materials. The questionnaire was presented as a study on "statements about groups." 

Inn the introduction it was explained that, "as we all know, we are members of all kinds of 

groups.""  It was explained that by groups we meant both relatively small interacting groups but 

alsoo broad social categories (i.e., "you don't have to know all the members to belong to a certain 

group").. Then, participants were asked to think of a specific group of which they were a 

member.. Although this could have been any kind of group, there were two requirements. First, 

theree also had to be a clearly defined relevant out-group. Second, the participant had to have 

madee a public utterance in which she/he had expressed favoritism toward the in-group, and/or 

derogatedd the out-group. The participant was asked to write down the utterance as well as some 

detailss about the context in which it was made. After participants had written down the utterance 
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theyy were asked to answer some further questions. Identification with the in-group was 

measuredd by means of the following question: "To what extent did you identify with your 

groupp at the time you made the utterance?" Group threat was measured by means of the 

question:: "To what extent did you feel that your group was threatened (in either a physical or 

psychologicall  way) while you made the utterance?" Identity-expression was measured by 

meanss of three items (e.g., "To what extent did you make the utterance to show the meaning of 

yourr group?") We used four items to measure the instrumental function of in-group bias (e.g., 

'Too what extent did you make the utterance to make your group stronger?") All questions were 

answeredd using 7-point scales with not at all and very much as poles. At the end of the testing 

sessionn all participants were fully debriefed. 

ResultsResults and Discussion 

Thee data of 54 participants were excluded from further analysis for one of the following 

reasons:: they did not describe a situation; they wrote about a group to which they themselves did 

nott belong; or they described out-group favoritism. People wrote about a variety of different 

groupss (e.g., sports teams, friends, family, groups in a job setting, ethnicity, sexual orientation, 

peoplee from a certain geographic region, political preference, religion). 

Wee performed a principal components analysis to test whether the two proposed 

functionss of in-group bias could be distinguished empirically. This resulted in a two-factor 

solution,, explaining 72% of the variance. The three "identity-expression" items loaded highly 

onn one factor, and the four "instrumental" items on the other. For the regression analyses 

describedd below we calculated factor-scores based on these two factors. 

Beforee testing our main predictions regarding threat and identification, we first assessed 

thee prevalence of the two functions of in-group bias across different types of groups. In order to 

doo so we divided our sample into social group/common bond types of group and social 

category/commoncategory/common identity types of group. In line with our predictions, it appeared that identity-

expressionn as a function of in-group bias was prevalent to an equal extent in social groups {M = 

4.62,, SD = 1.50) and social categories (M = 4.48, SD ~ 1.63), r(540) < 1, ns. However, with 

regardd to the instrumental function it appeared that this function was somewhat more prevalent in 

sociall  groups (Af = 4.15, SD = 1.85) than it was in social categories (M - 3.39, SD = 1.76), 

r(539)) = 4.89, p < 001, in line with predictions. 

Wee then tested our predictions regarding the determinants of identity-expressive and 

instrumentall  functions of in-group bias by means of hierarchical multiple regression. Following 

Aikenn and West (1991) we centered the independent variables around zero to ease the 

interpretationn of possible main effects. For each regression equation we first entered 

identificationn and group threat as predictors (step 1), followed by the interaction between these 

twoo variables (step 2). 
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Withh regard to the identity-expressive function of in-group bias, there was only a main 

effectt for identification (P = .35, p < .001), indicating that highly identified group members used 

in-groupp bias more strongly for identity-expressive reasons than low identifiers. Neither the 

mainn effect for group threat nor the interaction between group threat and identification proved to 

bee reliable. This model explained 14% of the variance. 

Withh regard to the instrumental function there were reliable main effects for 

identificationn (P = .24, p < .001), and for group threat, P = .26, p < .001. More importantly, the 

interactionn between identification and group threat was also reliable, P = .09, p < .05. This 

interactionn is displayed in Figure 4.1. 
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Figur ee 4.1. 

TheThe interaction effect of group identification and group threat on the instrumental function of 

in-groupin-group bias (factor scores) in Study 4.1. 

Wee selected data points for estimating regression lines at  1 SD for predictors of the 

regressionn equation (Aiken & West, 1991). As can be seen, it was especially those who were 

highlyy identified with their group and whose group was threatened who used in-group bias for 

instrumentall  reasons. The model involving main effects and interaction explained 16% of the 

variance. . 

Inn sum, this first study provides preliminary support for our predictions. It appeared that 

thee identity-expressive function of in-group bias was equally prevalent in social groups and 
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sociall  categories whereas the instrumental function was more prevalent in social groups than in 

sociall  categories. Moreover, both the identity-expressive and the instrumental functions of in-

groupp bias were predicted by in-group identification. Finally, the instrumental function of in-

groupp bias emerged when the group was threatened, especially for those who were highly 

identified. . 

Thee fact that identity-expression occurs especially for those who are highly identified is 

inn line with social identity theory: the more important a given group is for one's identity, the 

moree one should be inclined to confirm that particular identity. Moreover, although in-group 

biass is a common reaction to threat in inter-group contexts (Branscombe et al., 1999) this is the 

firstt study to our knowledge that shows a relation with explicit instrumental action. This is in 

linee with the notion that threat leads to behavior aimed at changing the immediate (inter-group) 

situation.. Moreover, it fits with the hypothesis derived from social identity theory that those who 

aree highly identified will be most willing to engage in collective action to change the relation 

betweenn groups. 

AA strength of the current study is the broad sample of groups used, underlining the 

generalizabilityy of the model. Moreover, although group threat has become a central concept 

withinn the social identity framework (Branscombe et al., 1999) the feeling of threat has not been 

directlydirectly measured before in inter-group contexts. A possible shortcoming of thee current research 

iss its correlational nature. Moreover, in the current study we did not examine contexts that 

reinforcee the value a given group (leading to in-group bias for identity-expressive reasons). To 

addresss these issues we conducted an experimental study focusing on one group: soccer fans. In 

thiss second study we took the direction of in-group bias into account and also assessed the 

specificc emotions that might guide different forms of in-group bias in different contexts. 

Studyy 4.2 

Songss can be vehicles for group presentation or group motivation. For example, national 

anthemss may function to convey a sense of nation (e.g., "Land of the free and home of the 

brave").. On the other hand the "work songs" sung by slaves, along with the "shanties" sung 

byy the Dutch sailors in the 17th. century who often transported them, have been analyzed as 

functionall  in raising motivation and coordinating and directing group behavior towards certain 

endss (Oliver, 1969/1997). 

Inn this second test of our hypotheses we turn to another kind of song that might have an 

identity-relatedd and motivational character: soccer chants. The songs sung on soccer terraces 

mightt be the ideal object of our functional model for at least three reasons. First, in terms of 

functionality,, those songs can be divided into those that are identity-expressive with the goal of 
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claimingg the superiority of one's team, and those that are instrumentally oriented with the goal 

off  motivating the team on the field (a distinction made by the fans themselves; see 

www.deajaxster.nl).. Secondly, group-reinforcing and group-threatening situations are easily 

manipulatedd in sporting contexts by making wins or losses, or goals scored by either team, 

salient.. Finally, soccer songs can be divided into in-group favoring songs and out-group 

derogatingg songs, covering the "direction of in-group bias" component in the current work. 

Wee invited highly identified fans of the Amsterdam Football Club Ajax to select a soccer 

chantt to be sung in either a group-reinforcing or group-threatening situation. We manipulated 

thiss by making goals scored by an in-group or out-group team salient. After this they completed 

itemss measuring functionality, direction of in-group bias, and the emotions experienced in the 

situation.. Because the results of Study 4.1 indicated that both functions are especially prevalent 

forr high identifiers, we felt justified in focusing on high identifiers only. 

Withh regard to the emotional part of the model we predicted that pride, as a se(/-focused 

emotion,, would be related to in-group favoritism and identity-expression and that anger as an 

of/ier-focusedd emotion would be related to instrumental action and out-group derogation 

(Mackiee et al., 2000). With regard to the direction of in-group bias component, we predicted that 

in-groupp favoritism would be seen as more suited to serving the identity-expressive function 

thann out-group derogation, because it speaks most directly to this identity, and can be 

accomplishedd without showing "negative" behavior that might compromise the in-group image 

(Reynolds,, Turner, & Haslam, 2000). It is less clear however whether the direction of in-group 

biass should bear a systematic relation to the instrumental function. It is possible to argue that 

bothh in-group favoritism (designed to motivate in-group performance), and out-group derogation 

(designedd to undermine out-group performance) may be suited to serving the instrumental 

functionn of improving the position of the in-group relative to the out-group. We are therefore 

openn to both of these relations for the instrumental function. However, it is important to stress 

thatt these predictions are a matter of degree (out-group derogation may also highlight the 

positivee identity of the in-group in relative terms). 

Wee also tested several multi-sample path-models to relate the emotions to different 

functionss and kinds of in-group bias. We used the emotions, as more general motivational states, 

ass predictors of the two functions as more specific motivational states. In turn, we used emotions 

andd functions as predictors of behavior (the expression of in-group bias). More specifically, we 

createdd a model with an identity side (relating pride to identity-expression and in-group 

favoritism)) and an instrumental side (relating anger to the instrumental function, in-group 

favoritismm and out-group derogation). We also tested for between-condition differences in 

parameterr estimates (i.e., whether the identity side of the model is stronger under group 

reinforcementt and the instrumental side under group threat). 

http://www.deajaxster.nl


90 0 ChapterChapter 4 

Method Method 

Overview.Overview. The research was conducted using the official AFC Ajax webpage 

(www.ajax.nl).. The questionnaire was available online from March 27 until April 28 2000 and 

wass part of a more general questionnaire developed by the Ajax Supporters Club (SVA) about 

generall  issues concerning supporter policies. 

Inn a vignette we described a situation during a match with the most important rival of 

Ajax,, SC Feyenoord from Rotterdam. In one condition Ajax scores a goal in a crucial phase of 

thee match (the last 15 minutes with the score at 2-2). This formed the group reinforcement 

condition.. In the group threat condition a player from Feyenoord scored a goal in the same 

situation.. After this vignette, participants were asked to describe the song they would choose to 

singg in this situation. Finally, they completed measures of functionality. 

ParticipantsParticipants and design. One-thousand five hundred and forty-six people (83% male; 

meann age 25, SD = 11) completed the questionnaire. In exchange for their participation, 

respondentss had the chance to win an Ajax shirt signed by the Ajax team. Participants were 

randomlyy allocated to a mixed 2 (Condition: Group reinforcement vs. Group threat) X 2 

(Function:: Identity-expressive vs. Instrumental) mixed design with repeated measures on the last 

factor. . 

Inter-groupInter-group situation. One might wonder whether soccer songs can be regarded as a 

formm of in-group bias. In order to support this argument it is useful to explain the relation 

betweenn the two teams under consideration in somewhat more detail. The relationship between 

Ajaxx and Feyenoord has always been highly competitive, indeed aggressively so, and the songs 

sungg by its fans reflect this. The Ajax-Feyenoord match is the only really "classic" duel in the 

Netherlands,, and the relationship between the two supporter groups is highly antagonistic. In 

Marchh 1997 this antagonism led to the death of one Ajax fan in an "arranged" fight between 

supporterss of both teams on a day on which the two teams did not even play against each other. 

Theree is also a lot of hostility between supporters of these teams in the form of their soccer-

chants.. For example, fanatical Feyenoord fans refer in several songs in a offensive way to the 

historicallyy Jewish background of Ajax in several songs (e.g., "Hamas, Hamas, put the Jews to 

thee gas!"). In their turn, the fanatical supporters of Ajax (the F-side) refer to the devastating 

bombingg of Rotterdam during world war II in several songs (e.g., "What the Luftwaffe did in 

Rotterdam,, the F-side will do even better"). Besides these derogatory songs, another important 

categoryy of soccer songs can be regarded as forms of in-group favoritism (e.g., to the tune of 

"Godd saves the queen": "God sends his famous team/Opponent's never seen/god loves his 

team/(..Come-on-A-jaxx ..)/Sends them victorious/Goalbound and glorious/Best football ever 

seen/Godd sends his team). Interestingly, the distinction between in-group favoring and out-

groupp derogating songs is explicitly made by the "die-hard" Ajax fans themselves (see for a 

http://www.ajax.nl


TwoTwo functions ofin-group bias 91 1 

distinctionn www.deajaxster.nl). The repertoire of Ajax songs consists of about equal numbers of 

Ajax-favoringg (39) and Feyenoord-derogating (34) songs, once again illustrating the 

competitivenesss of this inter-group situation. 

Scenario.Scenario. The questionnaire was introduced as being concerned with the "atmosphere 

duringg Ajax home games." It started with a short scenario: "Imagine that you are a spectator at 

aa home game between Ajax and Feyenoord. It is a very close game, with 15 minutes to play the 

scoree is 2-2. Then, an Ajax [a Feyenoord] player scores a goal to make the score 3-2 [2-3]." 

Afterr this the participant was asked to describe the song he or she "found most suitable in the 

describedd situation." Then participants were asked to fil l out some questions about the song 

theyy had selected. 

DependentDependent measures. We measured the identity-expressive function with the item "To 

whatt extent did you suggest singing the song in order to show how good Ajax is?" The 

instrumentall  function was measured using two items: "To what extent did you suggest singing 

thiss song in order to motivate Ajax?" and 'To what extent did you suggest singing this song in 

orderr to pep up Ajax." We used fewer items for this study because of space limitations (a 

problemm inherent in performing research using the Internet). We also measured the extent in 

whichh the participant would feel pride and anger in the situation described, as well as the extent 

too which the person considered the suggested song to be in-group favoring or out-group 

derogating.. We also asked about the extent to which the song was directed to one of the 

followingg audiences: the Ajax players, other Ajax fans, the Feyenoord players, and the 

Feyenoordd fans. Finally, we measured the mean level of identification with Ajax ("To what 

extentt do you feel committed to Ajax?"), as well as the number of Ajax matches visited regularly 

inn one season. Except for this last question, and the selected song, all answers were given using 

7-pointt scales with not at all and very much as poles. 

Results Results 

DataData selection. The data from people who just "flamed", or cursed (also as a reaction to 

thee situation described in the vignette) were excluded, along with the data of those who did not 

describee a soccer chant or did not complete the other questions. This left 1046 participants. 

Theirr mean identification with Ajax was 5.98 {Mdn = 6; mode = 7). Eighty-one percent visited 

onee or more home matches of Ajax per season. 

ContentContent of the songs. Using the categorizations as presented on the websites "the Ajax 

Star""  (www.deajaxster.nl, specific for Ajax songs) and "the soccer songs and chants 

homepage""  (http://home.wanadoo.nl/maarten.geluk/, general page on soccer songs) we created 

fourr classes of songs: 1. Ajax/Amsterdam favoring (76%); 2. Feyenoord/Rotterdam derogating 

(12%);; 3. A combination of favoritism and derogation (2%); and 4. Other soccer songs (10%). 

Thiss last category mainly consisted of general team motivating songs, and in-group derogatory 

http://www.deajaxster.nl
http://www.deajaxster.nl
http://home.wanadoo.nl/maarten.geluk/
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songss (e.g., songs calling for the Ajax trainer to be sacked after the Feyenoord goal). For further 

analysiss we selected the songs that were clearly in-group favoring and/or out-group derogating 

(i.e.,, characterized by in-group bias). Ninety percent of the songs were of this type. 

PerceivedPerceived functionality of the songs. The two items measuring the instrumental function 

formedd a reliable scale (a = .90). We included this measure, as well as the item measuring 

identity-expression,, in a 2 X 2 mixed-model ANOVA with condition and functionality as 

factors.. The interaction between these two factors proved to be reliable, F(l, 1044) = 240.68, p < 

.001.. In line with predictions, in the group reinforcement condition in-group bias was attributed 

moree strongly to the identity-expressive function (M= 5.80, SD = 1.39) than it was in the group 

threatt condition (M = 4.67, SD = 1.85), F(l, 1044) = 125.62,p < .001. Moreover, participants in 

thee group threat condition scored higher on the instrumental function {M = 6.01, SD = 1.36), 

thann did those in the group reinforcement condition (M= 5.61, SD = 1.24), F(l, 1044) = 18.07, 

pp < .001. Finally, in the group reinforcement condition, in-group bias was attributed more to the 

identity-expressivee function than to the instrumental function, F(l, 1044) = 4.20, p < .05, 

whereass in the group threat condition in-group bias was attributed more strongly to the 

instrumentall  function than to identity-expression, F(l, 1044) = 349.78,p < .001. 

Emotions.Emotions. In line with predictions, participants experienced more pride (M = 6.21, SD = 

1.16)) in the group reinforcement condition than they did in the group threat condition (M = 5.40, 

SDSD = 1.77), F(l, 1044) = 7936, p < .001. Furthermore, participants experienced more anger (M 

==  3.27, SD = 2.00) in the group threat condition than they did in the group reinforcement 

conditionn (M= 2.07, SD = 1.52), F(l, 1044) = 120.54, p < .001. 

DirectionDirection of in-group bias. On average, participants indicated that the selected song was 

moree in-group favoring (M = 5.97, SD = 2.12) than out-group derogating (M = 3.12, SD = 

1.33).. Although the song was somewhat more in-group favoring (M = 6.02, SD = 1.22) in the 

groupp reinforcement condition than it was in the group threat condition (M = 5.83, SD - 1.50), 

F(l,, 1044) = 5.44, p < .05, there were no differences with regard to out-group derogation. 

Modeling.Modeling. To relate the different functions to different emotions and different kinds of 

in-groupp bias (in-group favoritism/ out-group derogation), we performed a multi-sample 

LISRELL analysis (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996). By this means, it is possible to assess whether 

thee parameters of a given path-model are equivalent or different across different groups (in this 

casee the group reinforcement and group threat conditions). In other words, it is possible to test 

whetherr a path within a model is stronger, weaker or absent in one sample or the other (e.g., 

Scott-Lennoxx & Lennox, 1995). We started with a model in which all parameters (paths, errors 

etc)) were set to be equal across the two conditions. Then we assessed if the model could be 

improvedd by allowing different parameter estimates across conditions. To decide whether or not 

too implement a certain modification we used two criteria: First, the modification had to be 
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theoreticallyy justifiable; second it had to result in a better overall fit, as indicated by the 

modificationn indices (Jöreskog & Sórbom, 1996). 

Too assess model fit we did not rely too heavily on the chi-square index because it tends 

too indicate significance with larger samples (when N > 200; Schumacker & Lomax, 1996), and is 

thereforee ". . . often more a reflection on the size of the sample than on the adequacy of the 

model""  (Browne & Cudeck, 1993, p. 137). Following Browne and Cudeck's suggestion, we 

usedd the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) as our general indicator of fit. 

Thiss reflects the discrepancy between the postulated model and the population-covariance matrix, 

correctedd for degrees of freedom. Small RMSEA-values (< .05) indicate "close fit",  whereas 

valuess smaller than .08 are indicators of "reasonable fit" (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). 

Furthermore,, Browne and Cudeck suggest using the "test of close fit" to assess whether a 

RMSEA-valuee is equal to, or smaller than .05. A non-reliable p-value of this test means that the 

null-hypothesiss (RMSEA < .05) cannot be rejected, indicating close fit. In addition to this index, 

wee used the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) which tests the proposed model against alternative 

models.. The CFI runs from 0 to 1; higher values (> .90) indicate good fit (Schumacker & 

Lomax,, 1996). 

Thee instrumental function was treated as a latent construct with the two items measuring 

thiss function as indicators.2 Starting at the identity-side of our model, we draw paths from pride 

too identity-expression (6 = .52, p < .001), from pride to in-group favoritism (B = .17, p < .001) 

andd from identity-expression to in-group favoritism, B = .1 l,p< .001. There also appeared to be 

aa reliable path from pride to the instrumental function, B = .51, p < .001.3 The path from identity-

expressionn to out-group derogation was, in line with predictions, not reliable, B = .05, ns. 

Therefore,, we omitted this path from the model. 

Onn the instrumental side of the model, the path from the instrumental function to in-

groupp favoritism (B = .31, p < .001) as well as the path from anger to out-group derogation (B = 

.32,, p < .001) were both reliable. However, the path from anger to the instrumental function (B = 

-.17,, p < .001), as well as the path from the instrumental function to out-group derogation (B = -

.10,, p < .01) were both reliable but negative. These two latter findings were unpredicted. In 

retrospect,, however, there seems to be a good reason why in-group favoritism 

22 Throughout, latent constructs based on single items were scaled to 1, with measurement errors set to 0. 
33 We explain this path in terms of a possible overlap in the constructs of in-group pride and in-group 
identification.. In fact, in other research conducted in a sports context, in-group pride was used as an 
operationalizationn of identification (Branscombe & Warm, 1994). In other words, it is possible that our pride 
itemm functioned (unintentionally) as an implicit identification measure and, as we saw in Study 4.1, group-
dentificationn predicts both identity-expression and the instrumental function of in-group bias. We therefore 
troposee a distinction between a trait form of in-group pride (related to in-group identification) and a more state 
'ormm of pride, induced by group-reinforcing situations and related to identity-expression and in-group favoritism. 
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iss functional in serving the instrumental function, whereas out-group derogation is perceived as 

dysfunctionaldysfunctional for achieving group goals (e.g., collective action) in the current context. Moreover, 

thiss post-hoc explanation could be tested in our model. 

Thee only way in which social change in this sporting-context can occur is by means of 

competitionn between the two teams on the field (i.e., in-group bias by the supporters cannot 

changee the relations between the groups in a direct sense). Therefore, collective action always 

hass to proceed through this part of the in-group. It may be more functional to motivate the team 

byy focusing on its own positive aspects, rather than highlighting the negative features of the out-

group.. Indeed, out-group derogation would be counterproductive if it provokes the out-group 

andd motivates them to do better (see Chapter 3). We tested this line of reasoning by adding an 

audiencee component to the model. If our reasoning is right one would expect in-group favoring 

songss to be primarily directed to an in-group audience (in-group players and other supporters).4 

Out-groupp derogating songs on the other hand are presumably intended to hurt the out-group, 

butt may actually be perceived to motivate them. In either case these should be primarily directed 

too the out-group players and fans. The negative path from anger to the instrumental function fits 

withh this explanation. As an other-focused emotion, anger was related to out-group derogation 

whichh we predict to be directed to an out-group audience. 

Wee created latent constructs from the four audience items: One construct can be labeled 

ass "in-group audience" (comprising the in-group fans and players), the other as "out-group 

audience""  (comprising the out-group fans and players). In line with our post-hoc explanation, 

theree were reliable paths from in-group favoritism to the in-group audience (B = .09, p < .01) and 

fromm out-group derogation to the out-group audience (6 = .93, p < .001), while there were no 

reliablee positive paths from in-group favoritism to the out-group audience nor from out-group 

derogationn to the in-group audience. In addition, there was a reliable path from anger to the out-

groupp audience (6 = .37, p < .001), stressing the other-focusedd nature of anger. After adding this 

audiencee component to the model the fit can be called "reasonable" (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), 

X2(101,, N= 1046) = 310.08, p < .001; RMSEA = .063; p-value for test of close fit: .86. 

Wee then tested whether the model could be further improved by allowing between-

conditionn differences in parameter estimates. Condition-specific estimations for the paths from 

identity-expressionn to in-group favoritism, from die instrumental function to in-group favoritism 

andd from the instrumental function to out-group derogation resulted in a better fit of the model, 

Ax2(3,, N = 1046) = 22.20, p < .001. The path from identity-expression to in-group favoritism 

44 Although ultimately the songs are directed to the in-group players (as they are the agents through which social 
changee occurs), in-group favoring songs for instrumental reasons may also be directed to other in-group fans, in 
ann attempt to get them behind the team as well. 
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appearedd to be stronger under group reinforcement (B = .21, p < .001) than under group threat, 6 

== .01, ns. The path from the instrumental function to in-group favoritism was stronger under 

groupp threat (B = .40, p < .001) than it was under group reinforcement, B = .23, p < .001. 

Moreover,, the (negative) path from the instrumental function to out-group derogation was 

strongerr under group threat (B = -.14, p < .001) than it was under group reinforcement, B = -.07, 

ns.ns. We also allowed condition-specific estimations for the path from anger to out-group 

audiencee Ax\l,N= 1046) = 8.04,/» < .01. It appeared that this path was stronger under group 

threatt (B= .49, p < .001) than it was under group reinforcement, B = .28, p < .001. Finally, we 

allowedd condition-specific estimations for the measurement-error of the "pep up" item, as well 

ass the error variance of the latent construct identity-expression, Ax2(2, N = 1046) = 41.57, p < 

.001.55 No other (theoretically interesting) modifications improved the model fit. The final model 

iss displayed in Figure 4.2. For the sake of clarity, (correlations among) error variances are not 

displayedd in the figure. After omitting non-reliable paths, the fit of this model can be regarded as 

satisfactory,, %\9S,N = 1046) = 238.21,p < .001; RMSEA = .052; p-value for test of close fit: 

.99;; CFI = .97. 

Discussion Discussion 

Thee predictions made for mis second study were largely supported. Conditions of group 

reinforcementt led to higher scores on identity-expression, pride and in-group favoritism. 

Moreover,, as the path model shows, pride, as a self-focused emotion (Lewis, 2000), predicted 

identity-expressionn and in-group favoritism. More importantly, the path from identity-

expressionn to in-group favoritism was stronger under group reinforcement than under group 

threat. . 

Inn line with predictions, group threat led to more instrumental motives and to more anger 

mann did group reinforcement. However, the relations among these constructs appeared to be 

somewhatt more complex than predicted beforehand. As predicted, there was a reliable path from 

thee instrumental function to in-group favoritism and this path was stronger under group threat 

thann under group reinforcement. The fact that anger (as an other-focused emotion) also 

predictedd out-group derogation and was directed towards an out-group audience is also 

consistentt with predictions and previous work (see also Mackie et al., 2000). However, we found 

noo evidence that the instrumental function of in-group bias mediated this relation. Instead, the 

55 It appeared that the measurement error of the "pep up" item was greater in the condition where less 
instrumentall  motives were predicted and observed (the group-reinforcement condition, .25) as compared to the 
conditionn were instrumental motives played a bigger role (the group-threat condition, .11). In other words, when 
peppingg up the team was a more relevant option, the measurement error was lower. Along similar lines, the error 
variancee of identity-expression (i.e., the unexplained variance) was greater in the condition were identity-
expressionn played less of a role (the group-threat condition, .99) as compared to the group-reinforcement 
conditionn (.80). 
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pathss from anger to the instrumental function and from the instrumental function to out-group 

derogationn were reliable but negative. Nevertheless we found evidence for our post-hoc 

explanationn that the instrumental function of in-group bias in this context is more directly served 

byy in-group favoritism (directed towards the in-group audience) rather than out-group 

derogationn (directed towards the out-group audience). 

Inn sum, under group-threatening conditions there appeared to be two distinct routes 

towardss in-group bias: a mort Junctional one (instigating collective action by means of in-group 

favoritism,, directed to the in-group) and a more autonomous emotional one (anger regulation by 

meanss of out-group derogation directed to the out-group). This can be related to the distinction 

madee by Lazarus and Folkman (1984) between problem-focused and emotion-focused coping 

strategiess for dealing with threats. Applied to the current context, instigating instrumental 

behavior,, by means of in-group favoritism, can be regarded as a problem-focused way of dealing 

withh the threat (pepping up the in-group). On the other hand, regulating anger by means of out-

groupp derogation can be seen as a more emotion-focused way of coping (i.e., a more cathartic 

route;; "letting off steam"). The two paths leading to in-group bias under threat are also 

reminiscentt of the distinction between instrumental and hostile aggression (Berkowitz, 1993). 

Whereass instrumental aggression is to some extent "planned" and instigated to obtain certain 

benefitss (e.g., robbing a bank), hostile (or emotional) aggression is the result of negative arousal. 

Thee fact that the two routes leading to in-group bias under threat appear to be negatively 

relatedd suggests that anger-expression by means of out-group derogation could be viewed as a 

dysfunctionaldysfunctional way of responding to threat, if only in the sense that it seems to be incompatible 

withh achieving instrumental ends. This is further supported by the fact that whereas threat 

strengthenss the path from anger to the out-group audience, it also renders the path from the 

instrumentall  function to out-group derogation reliably negative (it is not reliable under 

reinforcingg conditions). In short, the same conditions that produce anger towards the out-group 

evokee out-group derogation (an expression of anger) regarded as deleterious to in-group goals. 

Thiss is consistent with our post hoc explanation that out-group derogation and anger might 

backfiree and actually provoke the opposition more than hindering them (or helping the in-group; 

seee also Chapter 3). Although we do not wish to question a functional approach to emotions in 

generall  (this was in fact the reason why we included them in the current work), emotions should 

nott be regarded as functional by definition. For example, as Parrott (1999) has noted "Anger 

sometimess leads to spluttering inarticulateness or ineffective name-calling rather than to effective 

assertionn or attack" (p. 38). Applied to the current context we propose that fans were stuck 

betweenn responding in a functional way (to the in-group needs) or responding in a more 

impulsivee emotional way to the out-group, and that these divergent coping strategies are to some 

extentt incompatible. 
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Thiss second study, using an experimental approach, supported and extended our 

functionall  model of in-group bias. Group-reinforcing situations led to in-group bias as identity-

expression,, whereas group-threatening situations led to in-group bias for instrumental reasons. 

Moreover,, this study stresses the importance of emotional processes (Mackie et al., 2000) as 

welll  as the influence of audience factors (see also Reicher, Spears, & Postmes 1995) in 

explainingg this inter-group phenomenon. 

Ann interesting aspect of the current study was the relatively low prevalence of out-group 

derogation.. This appears to be in conflict with the popular view of soccer supporters as 

intrinsicallyy aggressive and hostile (Zillmann, Bryant, & Sapolsky, 1989), especially those who 

aree "die-hard" fans. This then raises the question of why there was not more derogation in the 

currentt sample. We suggest that the relation between strength of support and out-group 

derogationn might actually be the reverse of this popular image. That is, those who care most 

aboutt the in-group will focus most strongly on what needs to be done to help the in-group 

(Spearss et al., 2002). "Die-hard" supporters might by and large recognize that derogation could 

workk dysfunctionally, along the lines proposed in our post hoc explanation of the effects of 

angerr and out-group derogation. Indeed, several participants in the group threat condition 

explicitlyy mentioned this. For example: "It is more effective to support your team than to abuse 

thee opponent" (participant number 179), or "[I would suggest]... a positive stimulating song . 

.. . [to] support the team instead of singing negative songs" (participant number 2832), or " I 

wouldd rather sing a song against Feyenoord out of frustration, but that wouldn't help Ajax. So I 

wouldd sing a song to support Ajax" (participant number 2469), and: "Something positive, 

upliftingg is needed . . . No one is helped by negative songs, neither the players, nor the 

supporterss nor the club" (participant number 2719). Participants probably responded to the 

questionnairee while they were alone at home or work. There is no guarantee that they would 

behavee as rationally and functionally in the stadium as their questionnaire responses suggest. 

However,, Choy (1997) coded songs sung during five Ajax matches and found that 69% were in-

groupp favoring and only 23% derogatory of the out-group (despite the fact that the available 

repertoiree consists of about equal percentages of in-group favoring and out-group derogating 

songs).. This illustrates that the behavior of "die-hard" soccer fans might be rather more 

positivee and functional than is often thought to be the case. 

Generall Discussion 

Inn the current work we have attempted to elaborate the functional aspects of in-group 

bias.. We tested the distinction between an identity-expressive function, and an instrumental 

functionn (instigating collective action). In line with predictions, the instrumental function was 
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moree prevalent in social groups than in social categories whereas there were no differences 

betweenn these types of groups regarding the identity-expressive function. Both functions were 

predictedd by group identification (Study 4.1); the identity-expressive function was more 

prevalentt under conditions of group reinforcement (Study 4.2) whereas the instrumental 

functionn was more prevalent under conditions of group threat (Study 4.1 & 4.2). This was in 

linee with the predictions that group-reinforcing circumstances underlie behavior designed to 

claimm the positive value of one's social identity, whereas group threat leads to behavior directed 

att changing the (inter-group) situation. 

Ann interesting additional finding was a "third route" towards in-group bias: Under 

groupp threat, anger was regulated by means of out-group derogation. We explain this in terms of 

aa cathartic reaction towards the out-group which seemed to be in conflict with instrumental 

concerns.. In the light of increasing evidence that anger-expression can be deleterious to personal 

healthh (e.g., Geen, 2001), it is interesting that our participants seem to recognize its dysfunctional 

effectss for the health of the group. 

Att a theoretical level the current research shows that in-group bias is not always the same 

thingg but rather can take different forms and serve different needs in different contexts. 

Moreover,, in-group bias might not be as irrational or dysfunctional as is sometimes suggested, 

butt instead can be a useful tool for confirming or challenging the status quo when this suits the 

in-groupp (even for groups that are sometimes thought of as acting irrationally). So, although in-

groupp bias can be dysfunctional (as our data also suggest), perhaps more interesting is the ways 

inn which it seems to serve rational functions from the in-group perspective. Furthermore, this 

researchh has shown the importance of emotional processes (Mackie et al., 2000), as well as 

audiencee factors (Reicher et al., 1995, see also Chapter 3) in explaining in-group bias. 

Thee current work forms part of our more general "contextual-functional" model of in-

groupp bias (Spears, et al., 2002, see also Chapter 1, 2, 3, and 5). In this model we have linked 

socio-structurall  variables (e.g., status differentials) to different functions and directions of in-

groupp bias (i.e., in-group favoritism vs. out-group derogation). We have focused here on the 

psychologicall  conditions (group threat and identification) that instigate behavior (the expression 

iff  in-group bias) designed to address two key functions. These processes can also be seen as 

mediatorss between socio-structural variables and the expression of in-group bias. For example, 

loww status may be threatening, leading to in-group bias out of instrumental motives. In other 

workk we have also applied the distinction between identity and instrumental functions to other 

formsforms of in-group bias (e.g., on the allocation of resources). An important feature of the verbal 

formss of in-group bias studied here, however, is that it is by definition expressive, making it 

sensitivee to audience factors examined in the current analysis. 
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Theree is some overlap between this instrumental function studied here, and realistic 

conflictt (Sherif & Sherif, 1969) and interdependence approaches to inter-group relations (e.g., 

Gaertnerr & Insko, 2000; Rabbie, 1993). Although some commentators (Rabbie, 1993; Tajfel & 

Turner,, 1979) have argued that these latter perspectives can be integrated with social identity 

theory,, empirical tests of the circumstances under which one or the other offers the best 

explanationn for in-group bias have been scarce. We hope that our "contextual-functional" 

modell  not only helps to specify the circumstances under which in-group bias might have an 

identityy or an instrumental function, but also provides a way of bringing instrumental and 

identityy approaches to inter-group relations under one theoretical umbrella. We adopted social 

identityy theory as the starting-point for our analysis because it explicitly tries to explain the 

relationn between features of the social context and psychological processes that may provide a 

functionalfunctional basis for in-group bias. Future research should help to specify those links and 

reaffirmm social identity theory as the truly "integrative theory of inter-group conflict" that Tajfel 

andd Turner (1979) once proposed. 
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Genera ll  Discussio n and Conclusion s 

Thee seven studies presented in this thesis were conducted in order to test a contextual-

functionall  model of in-group bias. The key features of this approach are: 1. the distinction 

betweenn an identity and an instrumental function of in-group bias; 2. the analysis of the 

contextuall  determinants of these two functions; and 3. the assessment of additional 

psychologicall  processes (e.g., effort and self-esteem) that are associated with these functions. In 

thee final chapter of this thesis we first provide a summary of the main results, followed by the 

generall  conclusions that can be drawn on the basis of these results. The conclusions are 

separatedd into three sections: one about each of the two functions, and one about the general 

approach.. The final section of the chapter deals with some of the limitations of the current 

analysis,, and provides suggestions for further research on this topic. 

Summaryy of the Results 

Thee identity function of in-group bias described here is based on social identity 

approachess to inter-group relations (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, 

Reicher,, & Wetherell, 1987) and concerns the creation and expression (and thereby 

confirmation)confirmation) of a positive social identity. The instrumental function of in-group bias was based 

onn instrumental approaches to inter-group relations (e.g., Levine & Campbell, 1972; Rabbie, 

1993;; Sherif & Sherif, 1969; Tajfel & Turner, 19861) and was conceptualized as the facilitating 

rolee that in-group bias can have during a process of social change. 

Inn Chapter 2 the function of in-group bias in defining a group's identity (identity 

creation)) was examined, together with the function of increasing group distinctiveness in 

anticipationn of an inter-group competition (an instrumental function). It was shown that in the 

11 The social identity theory of inter-group relations by Tajfel and Turner is mentioned here both as an identity 
approachh and as an instrumental approach. As explained in Chapter 1, this theory comprises both the identity 
aspectss of inter-group relations (in particular the research with the minimal group paradigm) and the instrumental 
aspectss of inter-group relations (e.g., the collective action strategy for the enhancement of group status). 
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initiall  stage of a minimal group study the relative "meaningless-ness" of the inter-group 

situationn triggered in-group bias. An explanation for this was given in terms of the search for 

meaningg and group distinctiveness. However, after this motive had been satisfied, in-group bias 

wass not absent or dysfunctional; rather, when later in the experiment an inter-group competition 

wass introduced, participants also showed higher levels of in-group bias, in line with a more 

instrumentall  function of in-group bias. In sum, "meaningless" inter-group contexts triggered 

in-groupp bias motivated by a search for meaning, whereas realistic inter-group competition 

triggeredd in-group bias for instrumental reasons. 

Inn Chapter 3, identity and instrumental functions were examined in a more "social" 

context,, that is, in reaction to group status differences, the stability of these differences, and die 

contextt (intra-group versus inter-group) in which in-group bias was communicated. This shift to 

moree meaningful inter-group circumstances was also reflected in the particular identity-function 

thatt was addressed in this chapter: die expression and thereby confirmation of one's social 

identity.. It was found that in-group bias for identity-expressive reasons was most relevant for 

stablee high status groups. Moreover, in-group bias for instrumental reasons was more prevalent 

inn low status groups and was dependent on the interplay between status stability and the 

communicationn context. When status differences were unstable people only used in-group bias 

forr instrumental reasons in an intra-group context. This was in line with the proposition that 

underr these (insecure) circumstances in-group bias might also motivate members of the out-

groupp for collective action if they were to witness the expression of in-group bias. In stable low 

statuss groups (groups who had presumably "nothing to lose") in-group bias was displayed for 

instrumentall  reasons regardless of communication context. 

Inn Chapter 4, the social context was even more involving: Group membership was based 

onn real groups and the focus was on verbal (and thereby expressive) forms of in-group bias. It 

wass shown that although the identity-expressive function applies to both social groups and 

sociall  categories, the instrumental function was somewhat more prevalent in groups than in 

categories.. Moreover, it was shown that identity-expression as a function of in-group bias was 

moree prevalent when the value of the group was positively reinforced, whereas the instrumental 

functionn was more relevant when die group's value was threatened. 

AA more schematic summary of the research presented in this thesis is provided in Table 

5.1.. In die next section we will turn to what can be concluded from these results, starting with the 

identityy function. 
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Tabl ee 5.1 

SummarySummary of the Main Results 

Funct io n n 

Goal l 

S t r u c t u r a l l 
de te rminan t t 

Psychologica l l 
de te rminan t t 

Psychologica l l 
ind ica tor s s 

Grou pp typ e 

Directio nn of 
in-grou pp bia s 

Conten tt  of in -
grou pp bia s 

Chapte rr  in thi s 
thesi s s 

Identity-creation n 

Creatingg positive and 
meaningfull group-
distinctiveness s 

--

--

Self-esteem m 

Sociall groups/ 
Sociall categories 

Differentiationn per se 

Symbolic c 

2 2 

Identity-expression n 

Confirmingg and 
"celebrat ing" " 
positivee group-
distinctiveness s 

Highh group status 

Groupp reinforcement 

Self-esteem/Pride e 

Sociall groups/ 
Sociall categories 

In-groupp favoritism 

Symbolic c 

3 / 4 4 

Instrumental l 

Facilitatingg inter-
groupp competition/ 
sociall change 

Loww group status 

Groupp threat 

Effortt in inter-
groupp competition 

Sociall groups > 
Sociall categories 

In-group p 
favor i t i sm/ / 
Out-group p 
derogation n 

Material/Symbolic c 

2 / 3 / 4 4 

Conclusionss I: The Identity Function 

Ass stated above, an important feature of the current approach is that it is directed at 

definingg the circumstances under which in-group bias has one or the other function. What can 

bee concluded about the circumstances under which in-group bias serves identity-creation or 

identity-expression?? Identity-creation seems to occur in situations in which the content of the 
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sociall  categorization is relatively meaningless, as in the MGP (see Chapter 2). In other words, in 

situationss in which the primary goal is to make sense of the social situation, in-group bias may 

helpp to ".. .explain to oneself in the simplest and most convenient way ... the relations between 

groups""  (Tajfel, 1969, p. 80). As a result, when meaning increases and when there is no other 

reasonn to show in-group bias, the urge to show such bias decreases. It should be noted that 

identity-creationn as a function of in-group bias is not a "fancy lab phenomenon" but is also 

relevantt for real groups. That is, outside the lab one can think of occasions on which one is 

confrontedd with a new social category in relation to which in-group bias can help to give a sense 

off  differentiated meaning. An example is a random division of a class, after which the different 

sub-groupss work on similar projects. Under these circumstances one is likely to observe not 

onlyy overt expressions of in-group favoritism, but also a search for meaning behind these 

expressionss (e.g., "We are the best group because..."). 

Turningg to the identity-expressive function of in-group bias, it was shown that this 

functionn is especially likely to operate in stable high status groups (Chapter 3) and more 

generally,, under circumstances that reinforce the positive value of one's group (Chapter 4). This 

iss an important finding because although prior research has indicated that in-group bias is 

highestt for (stable) high status groups (Bettencourt, Dorr, Charlton, & Hume, 2001), the 

motivationall  processes that drive in-group bias under these circumstances have remained 

somewhatt ambiguous. For example, at the theoretical level SIT has been primarily directed at 

creatingg (Tajfel, 1978) or enhancing (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) one's social identity. Moreover, 

althoughh Leach, Snider, and Iyer (2001) have recently described gloating as an important social 

processs among privileged groups, the relation with the identity-expressive function of in-group 

biass has not yet been explored. 

Thatt the processes involved here can have serious consequences is well illustrated by the 

Christmass message in 2000 of King Albert of Belgium. This address caused considerable 

commotionn because it contained mildly political statements which it is highly uncommon for a 

kingg to make. The following passage refers to the election victory at that time by the ultra-right 

"Flemishh Block" party in Belgium: 

".... therefore I want to share with you some considerations after my recent 

visitt to our troops in Kosovo.... When one travels across the Balkans the 

destructionn currently threatening our continent as a result of extreme nationalism 

andd xenophobia takes one's breath away. This should prompt us to be alert to 

everyy form of racism or exaggerated glorification of the own identity." 

(emphasiss added). 
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Thuss although in-group bias can be the result of uncertainty, it can also be the result of too much 

certaintyy and confidence in one's group. And although in-group bias can stem from frustration 

andd deprivation, it can also be the result of feelings of superiority and pride in one's own 

identity. . 

Inn sum, the current research has shown the identity-creative function of in-group bias to 

bee the result of the relatively meaningless social categorization (often assumed but rarely 

demonstrated)) and the identity-expressive function of in-group bias to follow from having one's 

positivee social identity reinforced. This latter process has been demonstrated previously 

(Bettencourtt et al., 2001) although the precise mediating process had not been explicated. 

Beyondd the circumstances under which identity functions operate, some additional conclusions 

cann be drawn, and these will now be discussed. 

Althoughh it is not claimed here that the identity-function is the most important function 

off  in-group bias, there is evidence that this function is the more general one, and takes 

precedencee over others in the sense that it needs to be in place before others can come into play. 

Severall  findings speak to this conclusion. First, in Chapterr 2 it was shown that when participants 

weree confronted with a group goal but did not have the opportunity to differentiate their new 

sociall  category from the out-group, they were reluctant to work for the group. This is in line with 

thee proposition that groups need some sense of differentiated meaning before instrumental 

actionss can be instigated. A second finding that illustrates the basic character of the identity-

creationn function of in-group bias is the fact that when the opportunity to differentiate was 

blockedd at an early stage of Study 2.2, the motivation to differentiate transferred to a later stage. 

Third,, and in line with the first two points, in Chapter 4 it was shown that the identity-expressive 

functionn was prevalent to an equal extent in social groups and social categories (whereas the 

instrumentall  function was more prevalent in groups than in categories, see below). The absence 

off  an asymmetry with regard to identity-expression in social groups and categories illustrates the 

generall  applicability of this function. Finally, and also in line with its general character, it 

appearedd that the identity functions were especially served by in-group bias along more general 

andd abstract dimensions, such as trait ratings. In sum, these findings illustrate that the 

motivationss to know and to show what one's group is about apply to all kinds of groups and 

formm the basis for all further group action. 

Whatt can be concluded about the direction of in-group bias when it serves identity-

functions?? In line with earlier research, it was shown in Chapter 2 that with regard to identity-

creationn positive differentiation per se is more important than its basic components (i.e., in-

groupp favoritism and out-group derogation; see Brewer, 1979; Brewer & Silver, 1978; Jetten, 

1997;; Tajfel, 1978). However, in order to express one's social identity, in-group favoritism 

appearedd to be more prevalent than out-group derogation. This was also in line with previous 
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researchh showing that in-group favoritism directly serves identity functions because it shows the 

groupp to be a positive distinctive unit (Reynolds, Haslam, & Turner, 2000). 

Withh regard to psychological processes that guide identity-functions it can be concluded 

thatt these include self-focused feelings and emotions such as pride and self-esteem. In-group 

biass for identity-creation (Chapter 2) and identity-expression (Chapter 3) resulted in higher self-

esteem.. This was in line with the social identity rationale that the accomplishment or 

confirmationn of positive group distinctiveness results in higher levels of self-worth derived from 

thatt particular group membership. These two demonstrations of "Corollary 1" of the self-

esteemesteem hypothesis (i.e., in-group bias leads to enhanced self-esteem) are particularly noteworthy 

becausee of the controversial status of this hypothesis (Long & Spears, 1997; Rubin & 

Hewstone,, 1998).2 However, these results are in line with the proposition that self-esteem is 

especiallyy likely to be enhanced by in-group bias when it serves an identity-function. This means 

thatt taking the specific functions in-group bias serves into account may shed more light on the 

mixedd evidence for the self-esteem hypothesis. 

Conclusionss II: The Instrumental Function 

Throughoutt the work presented here there was strong evidence for an instrumental 

functionn of in-group bias after the value of one's group was threatened in either a temporary 

(Chapterr 4) or a chronic (i.e., as the result of inclusion in a low status group; Chapter 3) way. 

Thiss is in line with thee observations that people often respond to threats to their social identity by 

engagingg in in-group bias (Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999) and are especially 

likelyy to engage in collective action against an out-group when the group's status is perceived to 

bee inferior (e.g., Ellemers, 1993; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). That in-group bias under these 

circumstancess is more than a simple autonomous emotional reaction but rather an active 

preparationn for social change was illustrated by the fact that it was associated with an increased 

willingnesss to invest effort in the inter-group competition. 

Researchh on the instrumental function of in-group bias has also revealed the more 

strategicstrategic dimensions of this phenomenon (Reicher, Spears, & Postmes, 1995; Spears & Lea, 

1994;; see also Barreto & Ellemers, 2000; Ellemers, Van Dyck, Hinkle, & Jacobs, 2000). It was 

proposedd that under certain circumstances the expression of in-group bias may be counter-

22 In the research presented in this thesis we did not examine Corollary 2 of the self-esteem hypothesis (i.e., 
threatenedd or low self-esteem leads to in-group bias). It should be noted that this part of the hypothesis is most 
remotee from the original formulations of SIT (indeed, Turner even claims that it was never part of the theory; 
Turner,, 1999). Furthermore, the support for this corollary is scarce (Rubin & Hewstone, 1998). Finally, from 
thee current perspective it can be predicted that high rather than low self-esteem leads to identity-expression (see 
alsoo Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990). For all these reasons, we did not examine Corollary 2 in the current work. 
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productivee in promoting social change because it may provoke and thereby stimulate the out-

group.. On the basis of the present research it can be concluded that this is especially the case in 

unstableunstable inter-group contexts. This makes sense if one considers that under these circumstances 

groupss have most to lose and that provoking the out-group may have disastrous consequences. 

Twoo findings from the current research speak to this conclusion. First, it appeared that under 

unstablee (low status) conditions people expressed in-group bias only in an intra-group context 

(Chapterr 3) or directed it explicitly to an in-group audience (Study 4.2)3. Second, under 

unstablee conditions it appeared that people used more subtle and soft forms of in-group bias 

(i.e.,, in-group favoritism as opposed to out-group derogation) for instrumental reasons. Thus, it 

appearss that people use in-group bias strategically for instrumental reasons, especially under 

insecuree inter-group circumstances. 

Althoughh from a more "classic" social identity perspective it can be predicted that 

collectivee action is the more viable option under unstable low status positions, in the current 

researchh there was also evidence for instrumental action under stable low status conditions. 

Underr these conditions it appeared that people used even more extreme means (i.e., out-group 

derogation)) in order to force a change in the status quo. This is in line with the proposition that 

underr stable low status conditions it is not enough to promote the in-group further up the status-

ladder;; it is also necessary to bring the out-group down a peg or two (i.e., by sabotaging their 

performancee during the inter-group competition). This finding is also in line with numerous 

exampless from world history of chronically deprived groups who revolt against the out-group to 

improvee their position. Thus with regard to the direction of in-group bias for instrumental 

reasonss it can be concluded that more in-group favoring forms are used when status differences 

aree seen as unstable, whereas more out-group derogating forms are used when status differences 

aree seen as stable (Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990). Although at first sight this latter 

findingg may seem to conflict with classic formulations of SIT, it should be noted that Tajfel 

(1978)) stated that totally stable conditions (e.g., with no "cognitive alternatives" for the present 

situation)) are rare and even very difficult to imagine. Therefore, it is probably better to speak 

aboutt more rather than less stable situations than about unstable and totally stable situations. 

Ass mentioned above, some of the circumstances leading to in-group bias or collective 

actionn have already been described by social identity theory. However, this theory has been silent 

aboutt how in-group bias can facilitate social change. The current research has identified three 

wayss in which in-group bias can fulfil l an instrumental function. First, it was shown in Chapter 2 

thatt in-group bias can fulfil l an instrumental function by increasing group distinctiveness during 

inter-groupp competition. In other words, even without any direct relation between in-group bias 

33 In Study 4.2 status stability was not explicitly manipulated, although both conditions (one's team being one 
goall  ahead or behind) are relatively unstable. 
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andd social change, differentiating between in-group and out-group can be functional in 

instrumentall  terms. In this way, in-group bias was explained as "sharpening" group 

boundaries,, and in terms of raising feelings of solidarity with the in-group. 

AA second way in which in-group bias can constitute an instrumental function was 

demonstratedd in Chapter 3. In the research presented there it was shown that in-group bias on 

thee allocation of material resources may prepare the group for social change in material terms. 

Thiss is in line with resource mobilization theory (McCarthy & Zald, 1977) which has stressed 

thee importance of acquiring certain resources in order to obtain social change. 

Thee third way in which in-group bias can fulfil l an instrumental function was illustrated 

byy the research in Chapter 4. There it was shown that verbal expressions of in-group favoritism 

andd out-group derogation can have a stimulating function when groups engage in inter-group 

competition.. In these terms, in-group bias can mobilize and motivate the in-group for collective 

actionn against the out-group. It should be noted that in Study 3.3 there was already a foretaste of 

thiss kind of instrumental function. In addition to more direct social change facilitation by means 

off  material in-group favoritism (described above) the expression of symbolic in-group bias 

seemedd also to have an instrumental function in the unstable low status intra-group condition. 

Communicatingg symbolic claims of in-group superiority may have been functional in restoring 

hopee and motivating the in-group for the second round of the inter-group competition. 

Becausee these different forms of instrumental in-group bias were addressed in three 

differentt lines of research, it is difficult to tell which form will be adopted under which 

circumstances.. Of course, these different forms do not preclude each other and will often occur 

inn combination. Further research should explore in greater detail the circumstances under which 

onee or the other form prevails. Obviously, for the direct facilitation of social change by means of 

materiall  in-group bias it is necessary that the group has access to these resources. One limitation 

forr this strategy in low status groups (i.e., groups for which social change is the most necessary) 

iss that they often have less access to material resources due to a lack of power. Other factors that 

mayy pose limitations to certain forms of instrumental action are legitimacy constraints or 

audiencee factors. For instance, explicit in-group stimulation by means of verbal claims of in-

groupp superiority may be particularly sensitive to audience constraints (and thus to the strategic 

considerationss outlined above). 

Twoo final conclusions can be drawn with regard to the instrumental function. The first is 

thatt this function is more prevalent in social groups than in social categories. This was in line 

withh the proposition that social groups are often defined by instrumental goals. Moreover, the 

factt that social groups often allow for more direct communication between their members than 

doo social categories implies that it is easier for groups than for categories to direct and 

coordinatee behavior to instrumental goals. Second, when people are given both the opportunity 
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forr collective action through in-group bias or for social creativity by stressing alternative 

dimensions,, they prefer the first option over the second. Although social change may often be 

moree difficult to accomplish, in the end it also yields more benefit than does social creativity. 

Indeed,, within society there seem to be some "cardinal" dimensions (e.g., educational 

accomplishments)) which are very difficult to compensate for by means of alternative dimensions 

(athleticc accomplishments). 

Conclusionss III: The Contextual-functional Model 

Severall  things can be concluded in more general terms about the current motivational 

approach.. The main message of the current analysis is that in-group bias is not always one and 

thee same thing but can serve different functions under different circumstances. Taking into 

accountt the diversity in functions and forms of in-group bias will not only lead to a better 

understandingg of this phenomenon, but can also help to solve (seemingly) contradictory results 

inn the literature. Examples of this are the circumstances under which in-group bias enhances 

self-esteem,, or the circumstances under which low or high status groups are more likely to show 

in-groupp bias. 

AA second more general conclusion concerns the social nature of the motivations 

underlyingg in-group bias. In addition to more individualistic functions, the current research has 

shownn that in-group bias can also be linked to the facilitation of group goals such as social 

changee or the collective celebration of in-group superiority. Related to the social nature of 

(motivationss for) in-group bias, the current work has also revealed the social and strategic factors 

thatt elicit such motives. In combination, the link between in-group bias and group goals, and the 

context-dependencee of the functions that emerge from that link, illustrate the social character of 

motivationss for in-group bias. 

Third,, the research that was conducted here clearly shows that in-group bias is not 

alwayss an end-state or outcome of motivational processes, but can itself be the motivator. For 

example,, in-group bias can constitute a process in the course of which social change (the goal) is 

servedd rather than being a goal in itself. 

Fourth,, the current model helps to integrate the different approaches to in-group bias. At 

aa more abstract level, the two functions that were discerned here can be seen as representing two 

differentt approaches to in-group bias. The identity and instrumental approaches within inter-

groupp relations have often been seen as incompatible with each other. However, as we have 

arguedd here, these different approaches are best seen as being concerned with different aspects 

off  in-group bias. By specifying the circumstances under which the two functions apply, the 

currentt model helps to specify the strong features of a certain approach and also to reveal its 
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limitations,, and to define the circumstances under which one or the other approach provides the 

betterr explanation for in-group bias. 

Finally,, the current work has identified several mediational processes between contextual 

determinantss and the expression of in-group bias. In some of the previous research on this topic, 

thee exact motivational processes have been ambiguous or unspecified (i.e., the expression of in-

groupp bias was in itself taken as evidence for one or the other motive). In the work presented 

abovee we sought to relate in-group bias to explicit measures of its functions and to other 

indicatorss of specific motivational processes (self-esteem, effort) that may guide it. 

Althoughh the diversity of in-group bias is one of the main themes here, this does not 

meann that "anything goes" and that in-group bias is by definition functional. Indeed, in Chapter 

33 there was evidence that when in-group bias seemed less suitable for obtaining social change 

(becausee under unstable inter-group contexts it may also motivate the out-group) people 

respondedd by expressing fairness. Stressing the equality of the two groups may be functional in 

peppingg up the in-group (by stressing that work needs to be done in order to accomplish 

positivee group-distinctiveness) without provoking the out-group. Moreover, in Chapter 4 there 

wass even direct evidence of dysfunctional in-group bias. It was found here that the more "anger-

regulating""  route leading to in-group bias was incompatible with the more functional route to in-

groupp bias in terms of provoking social change. 

Takingg the model one step further, it can be linked to other functional approaches within 

sociall  psychology. For instance, the distinction between an identity-expressive and a utilitarian 

(i.e.,, instrumental) function of attitudes may apply here (Katz, 1960; Shavitt, 1990). Although 

theree are important differences between the functions of in-group bias, on the one hand, and 

thosee of attitudes, on the other (e.g., the approach by Katz is more about the function of having 

ann attitude whereas the current work is more about the functionality of expressing in-group 

bias),, it is possible that at a more abstract level they represent more general functions of social 

behavior. . 

Thee distinction between functions of in-group bias can also be linked to other topics 

withinn the field of inter-group relations. For instance, group identification may in itself fulfil l 

identityy or instrumental motives (see Deaux, Reid, Mizrahi, & Cotting, 1999, for a functional 

approachh to group identification). This brings us to the final section of this thesis, which deals 

withh some of the limitations of the current approach as well as some possibilities for further 

research. . 
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Limitationss and Directions for Further Research 

Thee present analysis has illustrated some of the functional aspects of in-group bias as 

welll  as the context-dependence of motivations underlying this important inter-group 

phenomenon.. However, it is not claimed that all contextual determinants for all motivations for 

in-groupp bias have been addressed. A first possible limitation of the current work concerns its 

exhaustivenesss in terms of the different functions of in-group bias. It is important to note that 

thiss is not a limitation of the current approach in more general terms (indeed, as noted above, a 

strengthh of the current model is that it is not based on a single process). Nevertheless, other 

researchh can explore the contextual determinants of other functions of in-group bias. For 

instance,, in-group bias may also fulfil l a normative or social-adjustment function. In these terms 

peoplee may display in-group bias because they think that other's expect them to do so, or in 

orderr to get accpeted in a group (see also Noel, Wann, & Branscombe, 1995). 

AA second possible limitation of the present work concerns the contextual side of the 

model.. Another crucial variable for the expression and the functionality of in-group bias is the 

legitimacylegitimacy of differences in group status (Ellemers, Wilke, & Van Knippenberg, 1993; Jost, 

2001).. For example, it can be predicted that in-group bias for instrumental reasons is especially 

likelyy to arise within low status groups when status differences are perceived as illegitimate. In 

turn,, in-group bias as identity-expression is especially likely within high status groups when 

statuss differences are seen as legitimate (Leach et al., 2001). Another classic SIT variable 

concernss the permeability of group boundaries (Bettencourt et al., 2001; Ellemers et al., 1993; 

Ellemers,, Van Knippenberg, & Wilke, 1990). This factor may be especially useful for 

distinguishingg between individual and group functions of in-group bias. 

Anotherr aspect of the model that could be addressed concerns the emotional aspects of 

in-groupp bias. Apart from anger, pride, and self-esteem, future research could be directed at other 

emotionall  states as indicators of certain functions of in-group bias (e.g., schadenfreude, which is 

ann important determinant of out-group derogation; Spears, Leach, Branscombe, Doosje, & 

Scheepers,, 2000). Furthermore, the dysfunctional aspects of in-group bias (and the functional 

aspectss of fairness) could be addressed in future research. Although a start has been made with 

Studyy 3.3, other research might address further the ways in which the expression of fairness 

couldd contribute either to a positive social identity, or to instrumental goals like social change. 

Att the more general experimental level, there are also other options for testing the 

functionalityy of in-group bias. For instance, future research could address actual changes in 

psychologicall  states (e.g., emotions, effort) when goals are approached or fulfilled by means of 

in-groupp bias. In the current work the instrumental function was always measured when the 

inter-groupp competition was still in progress. Another way of showing that behavior is indeed 
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functionall  in facilitating certain goals would be to demonstrate that in-group bias and its 

emotionall  antecedents decline after the competition has ended. (Indeed, this was die reason why 

theree is a bi-directional path, and thereby a feedback-loop, between motives and goals in Figure 

1.2.) ) 

Inn sum, the current approach has developed a new way of looking at the motivational 

aspectss of in-group bias; beyond single processes, and beyond individualistic drives. In terms of 

content,content, the model has addressed the ways in which in-group bias can help to create, celebrate, or 

challengee social reality. Identity-creation by means of in-group bias was demonstrated when the 

contentt of one's social identity was relatively meaningless. Moreover, the celebration of positive 

groupp distinctiveness by means of in-group bias was found in situations where the positive value 

off  one's group was reinforced. Finally, in-group bias as a way of challenging the status quo 

(i.e.,, serving an instrumental function) was found under group threatening situations resulting, 

forr example, from inclusion in a low status group. By recognizing the diversity of in-group bias, 

thee current approach leads not only to more insight into the motivational basis of this 

phenomenon,, but also to regarding prior research in a new light. It will also help to resolve 

controversiess in the literature, and to promote theoretical integration. In terms of process, the 

currentt approach has presented a general framework to which other variables can be easily 

added.. This should ultimately lead to a better understanding of the causes and consequences of 

in-groupp bias, and its functions for the individual and for the group. 
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Nederlands ee Samenvattin g (Summar y in Dutch ) 

Inn het huidige proefschrift wordt een motivationele analyse van het fenomeen der 

intergroeps-vertekeningintergroeps-vertekening gepresenteerd. Dit verschijnsel betreft het overmatig positief 

afschilderenn of bevoordelen van de eigen groep (de ingroep), en/of het zwartmaken of benadelen 

vann de niet-eigen groep (de uitgroep). De eerste vorm van de intergroeps-vertekening wordt ook 

well  ingroeps-verheffing genoemd; de tweede vorm ook wel uitgroeps-verlaging. Met het 

huidigee onderzoek wordt gepoogd de functionele aspecten van deze fenomenen in kaart te 

brengen. . 

Inn het eerste hoofdstuk wordt de huidige benadering in theoretische termen 

geïntroduceerdd en geplaatst in de historische context van onderzoek op het gebied van de 

intergroeps-relaties.. Er worden ten minste drie lacunes in het eerdere onderzoek aangestipt. Ten 

eerstee is het zo dat men zich in eerder onderzoek vooral heeft gericht op individualistische 

motievenn voor de intergroeps-vertekening. Dat wil zeggen, men heeft meer gekeken naar wat het 

verschijnsell  kan doen voor het individu dan wat het kan doen voor de groep. Ten tweede heeft 

menn de intergroeps-vertekening vooral bestudeerd als de uitkomst van motivationele processen 

inn plaats van als een motivationeel proces dat op zichzelf bepaalde doelen kan dienen. Tenslotte 

heeftt men bij eerder onderzoek zich vaak gericht op één enkel motief in isolatie, terwijl de grote 

diversiteitt van het fenomeen (denk bijvoorbeeld aan uitgroeps-verlagende liederen die 

voetbalsupporterss zingen versus het onderbetalen van bepaalde groepen binnen de samenleving) 

suggereertt dat er meerdere motieven of functies mee gediend kunnen worden. Binnen het 

huidigee onderzoek staat het in kaart brengen van de sociale functies van de intergroeps-

vertekeningg centraal. Dit wil zeggen dat het vooral betrekking zal hebben op de vertekening als 

eenn functioneel proces dat aan bepaalde groepsdoelen gerelateerd kan zijn. 

Meerr specifiek staan in het huidige onderzoek twee functies van de vertekening centraal: 

eenn identiteitsfunctie en een instrumentele functie. De identiteitsfunctie heeft betrekking op het 

creërenn en uiten van een identiteit gebaseerd op groepslidmaatschap (de zogenaamde sociale 

identiteit).identiteit). Deze functie bestaat dus uit twee subfuncties. De eerste betreft het creëren van een 

socialee identiteit als deze nog relatief onduidelijk en betekenisloos is; de tweede betreft het uiten 

vann een bepaalde sociale identiteit (identiteits-expressie) met als doel het bevestigen van de 

waardee van de eigen groep. 

Dee intergroeps-vertekening kan identiteits-creatie dienen door middel van het maken van 

onderscheidd tussen de eigen- en niet-eigen groep in een richting die positief uitpakt voor de in-
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groep.. Hierdoor wordt de plaats van het individu, en de groep als geheel, binnen de sociale 

structuurr gedefinieerd. Met andere woorden, het fenomeen kan twee basale motieven dienen met 

betrekkingg tot de identiteit: de behoefte aan een betekenisvol gedifferentieerde identiteit (Wie zijn 

wij?? Wat maakt onze groep anders dan andere?) en de behoefte aan een positieve identiteit (Wat 

maaktt onze groep positiever dan andere?) Voor een voorbeeld hoeft men enkel te denken aan het 

willekeurigg opdelen van een schoolklas in verschillende groepen die allen aan een soortgelijk 

werkstukk werken (b.v. het maken van een zo'n mooi mogelijk boomhut). Men zal hierbij niet 

alleenn openlijke claims van de superioriteit van de eigen groep kunnen observeren ("Wij zijn de 

beste!"),, maar ook het zoeken hierin naar een gedifferentieerde betekenis van de groep ("Wij 

zijnn de beste omdat. . .") 

Ditt betekent echter niet dat de intergroeps-vertekening alleen een identiteitsfunctie kan 

dienenn in het prille stadium van de groepsontwikkeling. Bij een duidelijk gevormde identiteit kan 

dee vertekening ook bijdragen aan het uiten van deze identiteit. Deze tweede identiteits-

"subfunctie""  heeft als doel het publiekelijk bevestigen of zelfs verheerlijken van de eigen groep. 

Hierbijj  kan men bijvoorbeeld denken aan de liederen die op voetbaltribunes worden aangeheven 

alss het eigen team scoort. Dergelijke liederen worden vaak gekenschetst door een overmatig 

vertrouwenn in de eigen groep dat voorbijgaat aan de feitelijke situatie (men claimt bijvoorbeeld 

datt het team door god gezonden is). In een dergelijke situatie helpt de intergroeps-vertekening 

duss het voordeel van de groep als geheel, publiekelijk en collectief, te incasseren. 

Dee tweede hoofdfunctie van de intergroeps-vertekening betreft de instrumentele functie. 

Hiermeee wordt de prestatie-faciliterende functie bedoeld die het verschijnsel kan hebben tijdens 

competitiee met de uitgroep in het algemeen, en bij het streven naar sociale verandering (d.w.z. het 

veranderenn van de verhoudingen tussen de groepen) in het bijzonder. Tijdens competitie met de 

uitgroepp kunnen openlijke uitingen van ingroeps-verheffing en uitgroeps-verlaging leden van de 

ingroepp mobiliseren en motiveren om voor de groep te werken om sociale verandering te 

bewerkstelligenn (denk aan leiders die een revolutie proberen te ontketenen door "het volk" op te 

stokenn tegen de uitgroep). 

Opp meer abstract niveau kan gesteld worden dat de identiteitsfunctie gebaseerd is op 

identiteitsbenaderingenn binnen het veld der intergroeps-relaties zoals de sociale identiteitstheorie 

(inn het bijzonder het gedeelte m.b.t. het minimale groepsparadigma; Tajfel, 1978), en de zelf-

categorisatiecategorisatie theorie (Turner, 1987). De instrumentele functie van de intergroeps-vertekening is 

gebaseerdd op instrumentele benaderingen zoals de realistic conflict theory (Levine & Campbell, 

1972;; Sherif & Sherif, 1969) en het sociaalstructurele deel van de sociale identiteitstheorie 

(Tajfell  & Turner, 1986). Het is dus belangrijk om op te merken dat hoewel we met het huidige 

onderzoekk belangrijke lacunes binnen de literatuur trachten op te vullen (zie boven), de 

belangrijkstee bouwstenen van onze benadering zijn gebakken uit bestaande theorie. Echter, het is 



NederlandseNederlandse samenvatting 127 7 

evenzeerr belangrijk om op te merken dat de identiteits- en instrumentele benadering vaak 

tegenoverr elkaar zijn gezet, in plaats van bestudeerd binnen een kader. Kortom, het 

samenbrengenn van de verschillende gezichtspunten die de basis vormen voor het onderscheid 

tussenn de twee functies vormt op zichzelf een vernieuwend aspect van het huidige onderzoek. 

Afgezienn van het bevorderen van theoretische integratie heeft het onderzoek dat in de drie 

"empirische""  hoofdstukken (2, 3, en 4) wordt gepresenteerd de volgende doelen: 1. het 

onderscheidenn van de twee hierboven voorgestelde functies, 2. het definiëren van de 

omstandighedenn waaronder beide functies opereren, en 3. het identificeren van aan de twee 

functiess gerelateerde psychologische processen zoals gevoelens van eigenwaarde 

(identiteitsfunctie)) en inzet voor de groep (instrumentele functie). 

Omm aan de basis te beginnen, in Hoofdstuk 2 wordt een fundamentele functie van de 

intergroeps-vertekeningg onderzocht, namelijk het creëren van een sociale identiteit. Deze functie 

wordtt afgezet tegen de prestatie-faciliterende (dat wil zeggen, instrumentele) functie van het 

verschijnsell  gedurende een intergroeps-competitie. In twee experimenten werden doelen van 

enerzijdss het creëren van een sociale identiteit en anderzijds het winnen van een intergroeps-

competitiee aan de intergroeps-vertekening gelinkt, en de omstandigheden onderzocht waaronder 

dezee functies optreden. In het eerste experiment (Studie 2.1) werden proefpersonen 

gecategoriseerdd in minimale groepen ("analytische" en "synthetische" waarnemers) op grond 

vann een "waarnemingstest". Vervolgens werd hen twee keer de mogelijkheid geboden de 

intergroeps-vertekeningg te vertonen door middel van beoordelingen van producten (bepaalde 

kleurencombinaties)) die zogenaamd gemaakt waren door leden van eigen groep, of door leden 

vann de niet-eigen groep. Tussen deze twee metingen door voerden de proefpersonen een 

groepstaakk uit (het zelf maken van kleurcombinaties met andere leden van de ingroep). In één 

conditiee werd deze taak gepresenteerd als een competitiee tegen de uitgroep (de "doel conditie"); 

inn een tweede conditie was dit niet het geval ("geen doel conditie"). 

Uitt de resultaten bleek dat bij de eerste meting beide condities de intergroeps-vertekening 

vertoonden.. Dat wil zeggen, in beide condities werden de producten van de eigen groep als 

significantt aantrekkelijker beoordeeld dan de producten van de niet-eigen groep. Echter, bij de 

tweedee meting vertoonden de proefpersonen in de "doel conditie" een sterkere intergroeps-

vertekeningg dan zij in de "geen doel conditie". Deze resultaten waren in overeenstemming met 

dee verwachtingen. Aan het begin van het experiment waren de sociale categorieën waar de 

proefpersonenn aan werden toegeschreven nog redelijk betekenisloos. De intergroeps-vertekening 

kann onder dergelijke omstandigheden worden verklaard in termen van het zoeken naar 

gedifferentieerdee betekenis van de groep binnen de intergroeps-situatie (identiteitsfunctie). Later 

inn het experiment (mede als gevolg van de differentiatie mogelijkheid) werden de groepen meer 



128 8 NederlandseNederlandse samenvatting 

betekenisvoll  en vertoonde men alleen de intergroeps-vertekening in combinatie met een 

competitieff  groepsdoel (instrumentele functie). 

Inn het tweede experiment dat gerapporteerd wordt in Hoofdstuk 2 (Studie 2.2) was de 

opzett globaal hetzelfde, maar het design iets ingewikkelder. Naast de aan- of afwezigheid van 

eenn groepsdoel werd ook de mogelijkheid om bij de eerste meting de intergroeps-vertekening te 

vertonenn gemanipuleerd. Mensen die wel een "differentiatie-mogelijkheid" hadden 

beoordeeldenn producten die aangeduid werden als hetzij gemaakt door leden van de eigen groep, 

hetzijj  door leden van de niet-eigen groep (analoog aan Studie 2.1). Echter, voor de andere helft 

vann de proefpersonen was er geen mogelijkheid om te differentiëren tussen de groepen. Hoewel 

zijj  dezelfde producten beoordeelden werd hierbij niet vermeld of deze door leden van de eigen 

groep,, dan wel door leden van de uitgroep waren gemaakt. Deze eerste manipulatie werd gekruist 

mett de aan- of afwezigheid van een groepsdoel hetgeen resulteerde in vier condities: "geen 

differentiatiee mogelijkheid - geen doel"; "differentiatie mogelijkheid - geen doel"; "geen 

differentiatiee mogelijkheid - doel"; "differentiatie mogelijkheid - doel". 

Inn lijn met de verwachtingen bleek de intergroeps-vertekening bij de tweede meting het 

sterkstt in de twee meest "extreme" condities binnen het huidige ontwerp: de "differentiatie 

mogelijkheidd - doel" conditie (replicatie "doel conditie" Studie 2.1), en de "geen differentiatie 

mogelijkheidd - geen doel" conditie. De effecten in deze laatste conditie worden toegeschreven 

aann de identiteits-creèrende functie. In deze conditie was de behoefte aan betekenisgeving bij de 

tweedee meting waarschijnlijk het sterkst omdat mensen hier nog geen eerdere mogelijkheid 

haddenn de groep positief te onderscheiden en geen groepsdoel hadden. Op een later tijdstip uitte 

zichh dit dus in een sterkere intergroeps-vertekening. Als verdere ondersteuning voor deze 

verklaringenn werd gevonden dat verhoogde gevoelens van eigenwaarde werden gemedieerd door 

dee intergroeps-vertekening in deze meest "betekenisloze" conditie ("geen differentiatie 

mogelijkheidd - geen doel") maar niet in de meest instrumentele conditie ("differentiatie 

mogelijkheidd - doel"). Anderzijds werd gevonden dat mensen in de meest instrumentele 

conditiee de meeste inzet toonden tijdens de groepstaak. Dus identiteitsprocessen (eigenwaarde) 

vergezeldenn de identiteitsfunctie en instrumentele processen (inzet voor de groep) de 

instrumentelee functie. 

Geconcludeerdd kan worden op grond van deze twee experimenten dat de identiteits-

creèrendee functie van de intergroeps-vertekening vooral voorkomt in situaties waar de sociale 

categoriee enigszins ongedifferentieerd en betekenisloos is. De instrumentele functie treedt op 

onderr invloed van een intergroeps-competitie, maar alleen in de situatie waar mensen een eerdere 

mogelijkheidd hadden hun eigen groep van de uitgroep te onderscheiden. Er kan dus 

geconcludeerdd worden dat het hebben van een gedifferentieerde groepsidentiteit een voorwaarde 

vormtt voor verdere (instrumentele) actie tegen de uitgroep. 
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Nadatt met het onderzoek in Hoofdstuk 2 is aangetoond dat de verschillende functies met 

verschillendee (groeps-) doelen samenhangen, en geassocieerd zijn met verschillende andere 

psychologischee processen (inzet op een groepstaak, eigenwaarde), worden de twee functies in 

Hoofdstukk 3 in een meer "sociale" context bestudeerd. Dat wil zeggen, we testten het 

voorkomenn van de instrumentele- en identiteitsfunctie als gevolg van sociaalstructurele factoren 

alss de status van de groep en de stabiliteit van de statusverschillen. De specifieke 

identiteitsfunctiee die in dit hoofdstuk centraal staat is de identiteits-expressieve functie, d.w.z. het 

bevestigenn of zelfs "verheerlijken" van de superioriteit van de eigen groep. 

Naastt sociaalstructurele factoren staat er nog een andere factor in dit hoofdstuk centraal 

namelijkk de context waarin de intergroeps-vertekening wordt gecommuniceerd. Een onderscheid 

wordtt gemaakt tussen de situatie waarbij alleen leden van de eigen groep aanwezig zijn (een 

intragroeps-context)) en de situatie waar ook leden van de uitgroep aanwezig zijn (een 

intergroeps-context).. We gaan er van uit dat de communicatie-context belangrijke strategische 

implicatiess heeft voor met name de instrumentele functie. Claims van de superioriteit van de 

eigenn groep of de inferioriteit van de uitgroep kunnen disfunctioneel werken in instrumenteel 

opzichtt omdat ze ook de uitgroep kunnen provoceren en motiveren ("ze proberen ons te 

ondermijnen;; we zullen nog wel eens zien wie er het beste is!") Daarom voorspellen we dat 

gedurendee een intergroeps-competitie men enigszins huiverig zal zijn om de intergroeps-

vertekeningg te uitten in het bijzijn van leden van de uitgroep. 

Eenn derde factor die in het onderzoek in Hoofdstuk 3 wordt onderzocht betreft de soort 

vann intergroeps-vertekening. Met betrekking hiertoe wordt er een onderscheid gemaakt langs 

tweee dimensies. De eerste betreft of de vertekening betrekking heeft op ingroeps-verheffïng of 

uitgroeps-verlagingg (de richting van de intergroeps-vertekening). De tweede dimensie betreft de 

inhoudinhoud van de vertekening, dat wil zeggen of het gaat om het benadelen van de uitgroep bij de 

verdelingg van materiele bronnen (zoals discriminatie bij sollicitaties) of dat het gaat om meer 

algemenee en symbolische claims van de superioriteit van de ingroep of de inferioriteit van de 

uitgroepp (denk voor het gemak weer even aan voetballiederen). We voorspelden dat 

instrumentelee functies vooral tot uitdrukking zouden komen in meer materiele vormen van de 

intergroeps-vertekeningg die de groep sterker maken voor competitie met de uitgroep. Het uiten 

enn verheerlijken van de eigen identiteit zal echter functioneler zijn langs meer symbolische 

dimensiess die de groepswaarde in meer algemene en abstracte termen bevestigen. 

Voorr het eerste experiment in Hoofdstuk 3 (Studie 3.1) werd wederom gebruik gemaakt 

vann een minimale groepssituatie. Als groeps-status manipulatie werd, na categorisatie in 

minimalee groepen, feedback gegeven over de eerste ronde van een groepstaak (het maken van 

schattingen).. Naast informatie over of de ingroep het beter of slechter had gedaan in vergelijking 
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mett de uitgroep werd ook informatie gegeven over in hoeverre de eerste ronde van de taak een 

goedee voorspeller was voor een tweede ronde later in het experiment (stabiliteits-manipulatie). 

Inn lijn met de verwachtingen vertoonden proefpersonen in de onstabiel lage-status 

conditiee de sterkste materiele ingroeps-verheffing (instrumentele functie). Dit was in lijn met wat 

voorspeldd kan worden op grond van de sociale identiteitstheorie: Lage-status groepen zullen het 

meestt bereidwillig zijn om te werken voor sociale verandering en met name dan als er 

vooruitzichtenn zijn dat de status te verbeteren valt (d.w.z. als statusverschillen onstabiel zijn). 

Mett betrekking tot de symbolische intergroeps-vertekening bleek dat deze het sterkst 

wass in de stabiel hoge-status conditie. Dit was in overeenstemming met de verwachting dat hoge-

statuss groepen het meest "te verheerlijken" hebben op grond van hun superieure positie. Dat dit 

mett name het geval is wanneer statusverschillen stabiel zijn kan verklaard worden doordat men 

onderr die omstandigheden het zekerst is dan men de superieure groep is. Bovendien hoeft men 

onderr stabiele omstandigheden minder bang te zijn dat claims van superioriteit van de eigen 

groepp de (lage-status) uitgroep provoceren en motiveren voor collectieve actie. 

Hoewell  in deze eerste studie de algemene hypotheses werden bevestigd bleven er toch 

nogg enige vragen onbeantwoord. Ten eerste was het bewijs voor de twee voorgestelde functies 

vrijj  indirect. Dat wil zeggen, slechts de vorm van de vertekening vormde een indicator voor de 

functiee die gediend werd. Daarom werden in studies 3.2 en 3.3 meer expliciete maten voor de 

functiess toegevoegd. Een tweede reden voor deze studies was dat we ook een belangrijke extra 

factorr aan het model wilden toevoegen, namelijk de communicatie-context. 

Inn Studie 3.2 lazen de proefpersonen een verhaaltje over twee handbalteams. De 

hoofdpersoonn in het verhaaltje (waarin de proefpersoon zich moest inleven) claimt op een 

gegevenn moment dat de uitgroep inferieur is ("het zijn een stelletje gemeenspelende sukkels die 

err voor de rest niets van kunnen"). De proefpersoon moest vervolgens aangeven in hoeverre 

hij/zijj  dacht dat met deze uitspraak een instrumentele functie was gediend (bijvoorbeeld het eigen 

teamm oppeppen) of in hoeverre de uiting een meer identiteits-expressieve functie had (d.w.z. het 

tonenn van de betekenis van het team). Statusverschillen tussen de groepen en de stabiliteit 

daarvann werden systematisch gemanipuleerd door informatie te geven over de stand op ranglijst 

vann beide teams en over de verhoudingen tussen de teams in het verleden. De communicatie-

contextt werd gemanipuleerd door of te vermelden dat de uitspraak in de rust van de wedstrijd 

werdd gedaan als het team alleen in de kleedkamer was (intragroeps communicatie-context) of op 

hett moment dat beide teams gezamenlijk weer terug naar het veld lopen (intergroeps 

communicatie-context). . 

Inn lijn met de verwachtingen bleek de uitspraak het sterkst aan instrumentele motieven te 

wordenn toegeschreven in de onstabiel lage-status conditie. Echter, dit bleek alleen het geval te 

zijnn in een intragroeps-context. Dit was in overeenstemming met de hypothese dat onder deze 
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omstandighedenn het uiten van uitgroeps-verlaging ten overstaan van de uitgroep 

counterproductieff  zou kunnen werken omdat het de uitgroep hiermee provoceert en wellicht zelfs 

meerr motiveert dan de ingroep. Ook in overeenstemming met de hypothese (en Studie 3.1) was 

datt in de stabiel hoge-status conditie de uitspraak het sterkst aan identiteits-expressie werd 

toegeschreven. . 

Hoewell  ook in deze tweede studie goede ondersteuning werd verkregen voor onze 

hypothesess kleeft er aan de gebruikte methode ook een nadeel: Proefpersonen claimden niet zelf 

datt de andere groep inferieur was, maar leefden zich slechts in dat zij dat deden. Om dit 

probleemm op te lossen werd er in Studie 3.3 weer gebruik gemaakt van een soortgelijke opzet als 

inn Studie 3.1, met als toevoeging dat ook hier de communicatie-context werd gemanipuleerd. 

Proefpersonenn werd verteld dat alle responsen die zijn gaven tijdens het onderzoek bekend 

zoudenn worden gemaakt aan leden van de eigen groep of ook aan leden van de uitgroep. 

Daarnaastt werden ook hier expliciete maten voor de twee functies afgenomen, en werd ook weer 

dee eigenwaarde en de inzet voor de groep gemeten. 

Dee resultaten gaven wederom aan dat proefpersonen in de onstabiel lage-status conditie 

dee sterkste materiele ingroeps-verheffïng vertoonden, maar alleen als slechts leden van de 

ingroepp hiervan getuige waren (intragroeps-context). Verder bleek dat de symbolische 

intergroeps-vertekeningg het sterkst was in de stabiel hoge-status groep. Daarbij bleken de 

effectenn in de lage-status groep gerelateerd te zijn aan instrumentele motieven en inzet voor de 

groepp (indicatoren van een instrumentele functie) en in de hoge-status groep aan verhoogde 

eigenwaardee en identiteits-expressie (indicatoren van een identiteitsfunctie). 

Eenn interessant "extra" effect in deze studie betrof dat we ook evidentie vonden voor 

materiëlee uitgroeps-verlaging en wel in de stabiel lage-status conditie. Aanvullende analyses 

wezenn uit dat ook dit fenomeen gedreven werd door instrumentele motieven. Deze extremere 

vormm van intergroeps-gedrag valt te verklaren aan de hand van dat onder deze (meer uitzichtloze) 

omstandighedenn het optimaliseren van de prestaties van de ingroep tijdens de intergroeps-

competitiee (gefacüiteerd door materiele ingroeps-verheffïng) niet voldoende was en meer 

extremeree maatregelen (zoals het ondermijnen van de uitgroep) nodig waren als laatste 

"wanhoopsoffensief'. . 

Inn Hoofdstuk 4—het laatste "empirische hoofdstuk"—wordt het voorkomen van 

identiteits-expressievee en instrumentele functies onderzocht in situaties waar de waarde van de 

groepp bedreigd of juist bekrachtigd wordt. We voorspelden dat groeps-bedreigende 

omstandighedenn vooral zouden aanzetten tot instrumenteel intergroeps-gedrag terwijl onder 

groeps-bekrachtigendee omstandigheden de identiteits-expressieve functie juist opgeld zou doen. 

Inn de eerste situatie gaat het dus om het willen veranderen van de (bedreigende) situatie terwijl in 

dee tweede situatie het juist gaat om het willen vieren van de situatie. 
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Inn de eerste studie (Studie 4.1) werden proefpersonen gevraagd een situatie te 

beschrijvenn waarin ze zelfde superioriteit van een ingroep of de inferioriteit van een uitgroep 

hebbenn geclaimd. Vervolgens gaven ze aan in hoeverre ze zich met de groep identificeerden en in 

hoeverree ze voelden dat hun groep bedreigd werd op het moment dat ze de uitspraak deden. 

Hiernaa vulden ze ook vragen in over de functies van de uitspraak. In lijn met de verwachtingen 

bleekk dat de identiteits-expressieve functie werd voorspeld door de identificatie met de groep. 

Datt wil zeggen, hoe belangrijker de groep is voor de identiteit, hoe meer men geneigd is deze te 

uitenn met behulp van de intergroeps-vertekening. Identificatie vormde ook een voorspeller voor 

dee instrumentele functie, maar dit effect werd gekwalificeerd door een interactie met groeps-

dreiging.. Vooral zij die zich sterk met de groep identificeerden waren geneigd om instrumentele 

actiee te initiëren als de groep werd bedreigd. 

Doordatt de proefpersonen een variëteit aan groepen beschreven konden we ook de soort 

groepp in onze analyse betrekken. Het bleek dat de identiteits-expressieve functie zowel 

betrekkingg had op sociale groepen (b.v. een sportteam of een werkgroep) als op sociale 

categorieëncategorieën (b.v. sekse of nationaliteit). De instrumentele functie bleek echter meer voor te 

komenn in sociale groepen dan in sociale categorieën. Dit kan verklaard worden doordat sociale 

groepenn vaak gedefinieerd worden door instrumentele doelen (denk bijvoorbeeld aan een 

sportteam).. Daarnaast valt instrumentele actie directer en wellicht effectiever te initiëren in sociale 

groepenn omdat ze doorgaans kleiner zijn hetgeen de communicatie tussen de leden 

vergemakkelijkt. . 

Inn de tweede studie die in Hoofdstuk 4 gerapporteerd wordt (Studie 4.2) staan naast 

groeps-bedreigendee omstandigheden ook situaties centraal waar de waarde van de groep juist 

bekrachtigdd wordt. Daarnaast werden nog twee andere variabelen in de analyse betrokken. Dit 

zijnn ten eerste de emoties die de verschillende functies begeleiden, en ten tweede de richting die 

dee intergroeps-vertekening aanneemt (d.w.z. of het gaat om ingroeps-verheffing of uitgroeps-

verlaging).. Voorspeld werd dat wanneer de waarde van de groep bedreigd werd instrumentele 

actiee tegen de uitgroep gerelateerd zou zijn aan gevoelens van boosheid (een emotie die gericht is 

opp anderen, zoals een uitgroep). Dergelijke instrumentele actie kan zowel in ingroeps-verheffing 

(mett als doel de prestaties van de eigen groep te optimaliseren) als in uitgroeps-verlaging (het 

ondermijnenn van de uitgroep) tot uitdrukking komen (zie Studie 3.3). Verder voorspelden we dat 

dee identiteits-expressieve functie geassocieerd is met een "zelfgerichte" emotie als trots. 

Tenslottee voorspelden we dat identiteits-expressie sterker in ingroeps-verheffing dan in 

uitgroeps-verlagingg tot uitdrukking zou komen. Wat er primair toe doet bij deze functie is wat de 

ingroepp definieert als een positieve entiteit waarbij de negatieve aspecten van de uitgroep dus van 

minderr belang zijn dan de positieve aspecten van de ingroep. 
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Wee testten deze voorspellingen bij een groep Ajax-fans die zich sterk met hun club 

identificeerden.. Zij vulden op het internet een vragenlijst in waarbij gevraagd werd een 

voetballiedd te suggereren in een groeps-bedreigende situatie (Feyenoord scoort tegen Ajax in de 

slotfasee van een wedstrijd) of juist in een groeps-bekrachtigende situatie (het is juist Ajax die 

scoortt in dezelfde situatie). Verder werden de functies het lied gemeten in termen van meer 

instrumentelee redenen (het motiveren van het team op het veld) versus meer identiteits-

expressiee ve redenen (zoals het tonen van de betekenis van de groep). 

Uitt de resultaten bleek dat 90% van de gesuggereerde liederen gekenmerkt werd door 

eenn intergroeps-vertekening, hoewel vaker door ingroeps-verheffing dan door uitgroeps-

verlaging.. Daarnaast bleek dat onder bedreigende omstandigheden het lied eerder voor 

instrumentelee redenen werd gesuggereerd en onder groeps-bekrachtigende omstandigheden 

eerderr als identiteits-expressie. Voorts bleek dat deze laatste functie vooral tot uitdrukking kwam 

inn ingroeps-verheffing en geassocieerd te zijn met gevoelens van trots. De verbanden tussen deze 

variabelenn bleken sterker in de groeps-bekrachtigende situatie dan in de groeps-bedreigende 

situatie.. De instrumentele functie bleek ook gerelateerd te zijn aan ingroeps-verheffing maar dit 

verbandd bleek juist sterker te zijn als de groep bedreigd werd. Tenslotte, hoewel bleek dat 

boosheidd (als een a/idergerichte emotie) gerelateerd was aan uitgroeps-verlaging (en vooral dan 

wanneerr de groep bedreigd werd) bleek de relatie met de instrumentele functie negatief te zijn. 

Ditt onverwachte effect werd verklaard uit het feit dat instrumentele actie in deze context vrij 

indirectt is (dat wil zeggen alleen het team op het veld kan de verhoudingen tussen de groepen 

directt beïnvloeden). Dat instrumentele actie dus altijd via deze "subgroep" moet gaan kan 

verklarenn waarom dit vooral in zelfgerichte processen (zoals ingroeps-verheffing) tot uitdrukking 

komt.. Samengevat, als de groep bedreigd werd in deze context waren er twee routes die naar een 

intergroeps-vertekeningg leidden: een zelfgerichte en functionele route gericht op instrumentele 

actie,, en een emotionele (en disfunctionele) route gericht op "stoom afblazen" in de richting van 

dee uitgroep. 

Inn het laatste hoofdstuk van dit proefschrift worden de resultaten op meer abstract niveau 

bediscussieerd,, en worden de algemene conclusies getrokken. Specifiek worden er conclusies 

getrokkenn over de omstandigheden waaronder de intergroeps-vertekening een identiteits- en 

instrumentelee functie heeft, over aan de twee functies gerelateerde psychologische processen, en 

overr de huidige benadering in meer algemene zin. 

Mett betrekking tot de identiteits-creërende functie wordt geconcludeerd dat deze 

voorkomtt in de prille fase van de groepsvorming, als de sociale categorie nog enigszins 

betekenislooss is. Het doel dat met deze functie gediend wordt is het creëren van betekenis in de 

(intergroeps-)) situatie. Ook wordt deze functie—die direct gerelateerd is aan gevoelens van 
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eigenwaarde—gezienn als primair in die zin dat een groep eerst gedifferentieerde betekenis moet 

hebbenn voor dat leden zich er verder voor gaan inzetten. 

Dee identiteits-expressieve functie komt voor onder groeps-bekrachtigende 

omstandigheden,, bijvoorbeeld bij het saillant zijn van de status van een stabiel hoge-status groep. 

Verderr is deze functie—die zowel voorkomt bij sociale categorieën als sociale 

groepen—eveneenss gerelateerd aan gevoelens van eigenwaarde en trots. Het primaire doel dat 

mett deze functie wordt gediend is het bevestigen of zelfs verheerlijken van de (veronderstelde) 

superioriteitt van de eigen groep. Deze functie komt vooral tot uitdrukking in meer symbolische 

vormenn van ingroeps-verheffing. Gegeven dat de identiteits-creèrende functie als primair wordt 

gezienn en dat de identiteits-expressieve functie zowel op groepen als categorieën van toepassing 

iss wordt ten slotte geconcludeerd dat de identiteitsfunctie in vergelijking met de instrumentele 

functiee de meer algemene is. 

Dee instrumentele functie van de intergroeps-vertekening treedt vooral op als de groep 

bedreigdd wordt in tijdelijke of meer chronische zin (b.v. als gevolg van een lage status). Deze 

functiee is over het algemeen meer aanwezig in sociale groepen dan in sociale categorieën en is 

gerelateerdd aan een sterkere bereidheid om te werken voor de groep. Verder heeft de studie naar 

dezee functie ook meer inzicht gegeven in de meer strategische aspecten van intergroeps-gedrag. 

Hett onderzoek in Hoofdstuk 3 (en in mindere mate Hoofdstuk 4) heeft aangetoond dat men 

voorzichtigerr is met claims van superioriteit van de ingroep en inferioriteit van de uitgroep als de 

uitgroepp daarvan getuige is, en dan met name onder onstabiele omstandigheden. Onder deze 

omstandigheden,, waarbij groepen relatief het meest te verliezen hebben, kunnen dergelijke 

uitingenn counterproductief werken bij het streven naar sociale verandering. Immers, dergelijk 

gedragg kan ook de uitgroep waarschuwen dat collectieve actie beraamd wordt. De uitgroep kan 

ditt op zijn beurt proberen te verhinderen. Dergelijke strategische overwegingen hebben tot 

gevolgg dan men in instabiele omstandigheden: 1. meer subtiele vormen van de intergroeps-

vertekeningg vertoont (d.w.z. meer ingroeps-verheffing dan uitgroeps-verlaging), en 2. men dit 

slechtss doet ten overstaan van andere ingroep-leden (d.w.z. in een intragroep communicatie-

context).. Tenslotte, de instrumentele functie heeft zowel betrekking op ingroeps-verheffing als 

opp uitgroeps-verlaging, en neemt eerder materiele dan symbolische vormen aan. 

Mett betrekking tot de meer algemene benadering wordt geconcludeerd dat deze op 

verschillendee punten bijdraagt aan de studie der intergroeps-relaties. Ten eerste gaat deze voorbij 

aann benaderingen die uitgaan van slechts één proces dat alle vormen van ingroeps-verheffing en 

uitgroeps-verlagingg onder alle omstandigheden motiveert. De huidige benadering is non-

reductionistischh en doet daarbij recht aan het diverse karakter van de intergroeps-vertekening in 

dee zin dat het verschijnsel verschillende vormen kan aannemen en verschillende functies kan 

dienen.. Ten tweede—en hieraan gerelateerd—is aangetoond dat motivaties achter de intergroeps-
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vertekeningg niet louter individualistisch van aard zijn maar gerelateerd kunnen worden aan 

groepsdoelengroepsdoelen zoals het streven naar sociale verandering. Tenslotte helpt de huidige analyse om 

dee diverse benaderingen naar de intergroeps-vertekening met elkaar te integreren. De 

instrumentelee benadering is vaak afgeschilderd als onverenigbaar met de identiteitsbenadering en 

vicee versa. Met het huidige onderzoek hebben we functies onderscheden die op meer abstract 

niveauu gerelateerd kunnen worden aan deze verschillende benaderingen. Door de 

omstandighedenn te definiëren waarbij de ene of de andere functie optreedt helpt de huidige 

benaderingg verschillende perspectieven—vaak voor onverenigbaar gehouden—met elkaar te 

integreren. . 
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