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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, 
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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 
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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. 


