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Chapterr 2 

Integratingg Identity and Instrumental Approaches to 

ln-groupp Bias: 

Differentt Contexts, Different Motives1 

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 
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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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Tablee 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. . 
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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." " 




