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Chapter 1.

IntrodUCtOIy remarks

1.1. Intergroup relations: A social psychological perspective

Sociologists and social psychologists conceive of society as consisting of a
variety of groups: cultures, nations, regions, religions, organizations,
families, etc. Every individual is a member of one, or more groups
simultaneously; s/he is part of a family, of a work group and organization,
a nation, perhaps a sports club, etc. Some authors have warned for the
negative consequences which may result from group membership (e.g.
Buys, 1978). Nevertheless, most authors emphasize the benefits which may
accrue from being a group member. groups contribute to an individual's
sense of identity and self-esteem, they fulfil his/her affiliation needs,
reduce feelings of anxiety, insecurity and powerlessness, help its members
to establish and test reality, and finally are a vehicle for problem solving
and task accomplishment (Schein, 1980; Forsyth, 1983). An individual's
well-being however, is not only determined by one's group and the intra-
group relationships: relationships between groups affect an individual's
life as_yell.-Although these relationships   may  be  of a cooperative  or  of  a
competitive nature, it is much easier to think of examples of the latter.
Research into intergroup relations likewise, focuses more on conflict than
on cooperation, which may be due to an inherent and unavoidable con-
flictual nature of intergroup relations. Destructive consequences for
individuals are most likely to result when the group to which an
individual belongs is in conflict with another group. An overt and extreme
(but not unrealistic!) example of such a conflict is war. Yet less extreme,
less overt intergroup conflicts can also have a strong impact upon an
individual's well-being. Examples which come to our mind easily are
relationships between immigrants and members of the host country,
conflicts between religious or other ethnic groups, political groups
competing for votes and thus for power, disagreements between depart-
ments belonging to an industrial organization, etc. Groups and their inter-
relationships then, are important phenomena.

The present book deals with relationships between groups. The impor-
tance of this topic can be illustrated by reading the headlines of any
randomly selected newspaper. Turner & Giles (198 la) took the headlines
from the Daily Telegraph, 19 september 1980. They read:  Iran and Iraq
nearer to war', 'Israeli raid on Lebanon', 'Peace formula lifts dock strike
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threat', 'Electronics firms fear Japanese ... competition'. From these
headlines, two important observations can be made. First, relationships
between groups are of worldwide human, political, economical and social
importane,- affic nl- tl    l. yfs and well-being of almost _every human
being. Second, the relationships between groups are, in real-life, mostly of
a long lasting nature, and, conflicts occurring in these relations are not all
that easilylolved: Some of these conflicts are now dealt with (mere or less
adequately; temporarily or permanently (Iran-Iraq)), other are still
continuing (Israel-Lebanon), whereas in all cases the intergr.0112.relation-
ship (be it conflictful or not) is still very relevant for the parties involved.
It seems to be crucial for mankind to understand the nature of intergroup
relationi, what the conseqi nces are for the group members involved, how
conflict starts, how it is maintained, and how it can be solved.

Studinlintergrdup relations .gn be done from many perspectives.
Economists have dealt with intergroup relations, pglitical scientists,
sociologists, biologist1, organization and management theorists,  and_ last
At not least (social) psychologists. The perspective we are adopting in this
book is a social psychological one, which attempts to understand how
human befia*lour is influenced by its social environment. The contribu-
tion social psychology can offer to the understanding of intergroup
relations and conflict has to be placed in a proper perspective. We
conceive of a social psychological perspective as complementary to other
disciplines. The approach can be fruitful in demonstrating mechanisms
and psychological processes which accompany intergroup conflicts,
resulting in a better and more complete understanding of intergroup
conflict. However, for solving conflict between real-life groups, changes
in the political, and economical structure are often required. We entirely
agree with Brown (1988) who, when discussing the contribution of social
psychology to the understanding of intergroup relations states that, "Social
events have historical precursors, and are often controlled by economic
and political processes far beyond the reach of any purely social-psycho-
logical analysis. This means that, as social psychologists, we ought to be
suitably modest in our ambitions to be able to explain them" (Brown,
1988, p. 408). Therefore, the study of intergroup relations will surely
benefit from a social psychological approach yet will not answer all the
questions nor solve the problems.

1.2. What will we be studying and how?

Intergroup relations refer to "relations between two or more groups and
their respective members" (Sherif, 1967, p. 12). It involves "any behaviour
displayed by one or more actors toward one or more others that is based
on the actors' identification of themselves and the others as belonging to
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different social categories" (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, p. 40). Associated with
intergroup relations are (a) intergroup psychological processes, referring
to all cognitive and motivational processes between groups, such as stereo-
typing, prejudice, ethnocentrism, attributions and attitudes, and to (b)
intergroup behaviour which are those instances of concrete and observable
verbal and non-verbal actions of (an) individual group member(s), who
act(s) in terms of their group identifications towards another group or its
members (e.g. discrimination) (see Sherif, 1966 and DeRidder, Schruijer &
Tripathi, in press).

This book serves to investigate the nature and manifestation of
cognitive and motivational processes involved in intergroup relations.
Studying these phenomena is an endeavour of importance since they may
accompany overt behaviour in intergroup relations, but as well be
predictive of it. Thus it can increase our understanding of individuals'
behaviour in intergroup conflict. The basic phenomena studied are norm
violation and reactions to norm violation, explanation of norm violations,
and intergroup attitudes. The interest in norm violation results from a
model recently formulated, which focuses on the role norms and violations
of these norms play in intergroup relations (DeRidder, Tripathi, Sinha,
Poortinga, Schruijer, Ghosh, Kumar & Sinha, 1985; Schruijer, DeRidder,
Poortinga & Tripathi, 1986). This model attaches considerable importance
to the explanation of norm violations. Attitudes constitute the third basic
component of the empirical research reported in this book; it has played a
central role in intergroup research thusfar and is also incorporated in the
model just mentioned.

We concentrate on processes involved when individuals are confronted
with norm violations enacted by members of their own group and by
members of a relevant other group. To be more precise, our main focus is
on the explanations people give of identical norm violating behaviour by
ingroup and outgroup members; their evaluations of this behaviour; their
anticipations of reactions to norm violations by both ingroup and outgroup
members; and, how intergroup attitudes influence both explanations and
anticipations. Furthermore, we devote some attention to the relationship
between attributions and anticipations and address the issue of how, apart
from attitudes, other factors which are of importance in any relationship
between real-life groups affect people's anticipations of reactions to norm
violations (e.g. power differences). In one of our studies the influence of
attitudes and medium of communication upon evaluations and behaviour
in intergroup negotiations is investigated.
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Part of the studies reported in this book (Chapter 4 and Chapter 5) was
carried out within the context a cross-cultural project: The majority of
the remaining studies (apart from Chapter 8) were inspired by a
framework of research which has been developed within this context

(DeRidder, Tripathi, Sinha, Poortinga, Schruijer, Ghosh, Kumar & Sinha,
1985; Schruijer, DeRidder, Poortinga & Tripathi, 1986). It has not been
the intention of the research reported here to investigate the full model
and all the relationships it implies. Rather, we focused on only a few
relationships which are specified by the model.

The groups studied were Dutch autochthones and Turkish allochthones
living in The Netherlands. The rationale for selecting this particular
relationship was the following: within the cross-cultural project referred

to above, we tried to find an intergroup relationship in The Netherlands
which matched the one between Hindus and Muslims in India with respect
to intensity and pervasiveness. This proved to be impossible. The group
contrast which in our view was least incomparable was the one between
Dutch autochthones and ethnic minorities living in The Netherlands, most
notably the Turkish immigrants, who have a different cultural, ethnic and
religious background. The only study which did not employ natural groups
is the one on negotiation. Here ad-hoc groups were formed, composed of
students who had to represent their academic discipline. Despite this
predominant restriction to the study of allochthones and autochthones in
The Netherlands, we think that the research described has broader
relevance and that basic principles can be applied to relations involving
other groups than the ones employed.

The methods used in pursuing the research objectives were surveys,
field studies and laboratory experiments.

1.3. Outline of book

In Chapter 2 we will briefly review existing social psychological theories
of and approaches to intergroup relations. This chapter provides a general

context for the empirical studies described in later chapters. Chapter 3
presents the underlying theoretical framework and research questions
which will be addressed in the empirical chapters. It gives a detailed
discussion of the three main fields of interest: intergroup norm violation,
social attribution and intergroup attitudes. Chapter 4 presents the first
empirical contribution, dealing with norm violations in an intergroup
context and anticipated reactions to them by victims belonging to the in-

1      Participants of this cross-cultural project were: R.C. Tripathi, E. Ghosh & R. Kumar from
the University of Allahabad, India, J.B.P. Sinha from the ANS Institute of Social Studies, Patna, India,
and Y.H. Poortinga, R. DeRidder and S.G.L. Schruijer from Tilburg University, The Netherlands.
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group and to the outgroup. Moreover, the influence of factors of which it
is predicted that they influence these anticipations (perceived power dif-
ferences, ingroup identification, intergroup attitudes and feelings of
fraternal relative deprivation) is studied. A study which demonstrates how
two different ethnic groups perceive the (in)appropriateness of norm
violations and of reactions to them, is reported in Chapter 5. Chapter 6
presents the results of a study which investigates the explanations and
evaluations of norm violating ingroup and outgroup behaviour, by Turks
and Dutch. The relationship between the kind of explanation given for a
norm violation in an intergroup context and subsequent anticipated
behaviour is the topic of a study reported in Chapter 7. A study on the
influence of intergroup attitudes and medium of communication on
evaluations and behaviour in negotiations between groups is included in
Chapter 8. Finally, Chapter 9 gives a general discussion of the results of
the empirical studies in relation to the general framework suggested in
Chapter 3.
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Chapter 2.

Social psychological theories of intergroup relations

The purpose of this chapter is to give a general overview of the main
social psychological theories of and approaches to intergroup relations. It
is included for the following reasons: (1) it places the research described
in this book in a broader context, and (2) existing concepts are in some
instances used in our empirical work. Of each theory or approach, the
core ideas in explaining psychological processes involved in intergroup
relations and/or in explaining the occurrence of overt intergroup behay-
iour will be presented, as well as some illustrative empirical studies which
have been conducted within each. Where relevant, possible applications to
the resolution of conflict are pointed out. Subsequently, each theory or
approach will be critically discussed. Relatively more space will be
devoted to those theories which have been most influential in our work
(Realistic Conflict Theory, Social Identity Theory and the theory of
Relative Deprivation). We have not tried to be fully exhaustive in the
presentation and evaluation of each particular approach, since this would
be beyond the scope of the present chapter. For reviews of the social
psychological study of intergroup relations we like to refer to Tajfel
(1982b), Brewer & Kramer (1985), Stephan (1985), Messick & Mackie
(1989), Condor & Brown (1988), Billig (1976), Austin & Worchel (1979,
1985) and Taylor & Moghaddam (1987). Reviews which have been made
of specific approaches will be referred to in the separate paragraphs.

We will start with a discussion of intrapersonal theories of intergroup
relations, namely psychodynamic theories (Par. 2.1), and subsequently the
cognitive approach (Par. 2.2). Then we present a brief overview of
interpersonal approaches which directly extrapolate from interpersonal
theories and research to the field of intergroup relations (Par. 2.3). The
next three paragraphs focus on what generally are conceived of as
intergroup theories: Paragraph 2.4 gives a presentation of Realistic
Conflict Theory. In Paragraph 2.5 the theory of Relative Deprivation is
discussed. Subsequently, Social Identity Theory is reviewed (Par. 2.6).
Finally, we discuss in Paragraph 2.7 similarities and differences between
the theories and approaches presented in Paragraphs 2.1 to 2.6. The main
controversies will be pointed out.
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2.1. Psychodynamic theories

As in many other areas of psychology, Freud's thinking has been quite
influential in the area of intergroup relations. Freud himself developed a
group psychology which was heavily based upon his psychodynamic theo-
ry of intra- and interindividual dynamics. As a matter of fact, he directly
applied his model of allegedly universal intra- and interindividual dynam-
ics to the explanation of outgroup hostility. The Frustration-Aggression
hypothesis with respect to intergroup behaviour (Dollard, Doob, Miller,
Mowrer, & Sears, 1939) and Adorno et al.'s concept of the Authoritarian
Personality (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950), are
largely developed from Freud's insights.

2.1.1.      Freud's  psychology  of  groups  and  group  behaviour

Freud defined a group as :- a number of individuals who have put one
and the same object in the place of their ego ideal and have consequently
identified themselves with one another in their ego' (1922, p. 116). In
Freud's theorizing, this particular object refers to the group leader.
Indeed, Freud would not consider a group which does not have a powerful
leader, as a group. The group leader thus plays a crucial role in Freud's
group psychology. A group is formed via (partially or completely uncon-
scious) processes of identification with the leader, and with those other
individuals who identify themselves with the same leader. Thus, libidinal
ties are formed with the leader and among group members.

An individual undergoes psychological changes when becoming a
member of a group. S/he loses intellectual abilities and becomes more
susceptible to influence attempts. This fits with Freud's negative view of
groups and their behaviour, a view which he shares with LeBon (1896)
and McDougall (1920). However, when organized appropriately, groups
can acquire the characteristics of an individual and hence be able to act at
a higher intellectual level. In such a case, group members experience
feelings of certainty and purpose. The group leader can also improve
performance by using influence through suggestion.

Early emotional relations within the family, which are the bases of
identification processes within the group, involve both feelings of love
and of hatred and are thus the cause of psychological ambivalence. This
hostility has to be coped with. At an individual level this is done by
repression; at the group level the hatred is displaced onto an outgroup.
Those outgroups which are most dissimilar, are the most likely targets for
hostility. According to Freud, displacement of aggression via outgroup
hostility is not only inevitable, it also performs an important function: it
maintains and enhances ingroup cohesion.
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2.1.2.   Frustration-Aggression hypothesis

The Frustration-Aggression hypothesis (Dollard et al., 1939) is originally
formulated within the context of interpersonal aggression, but has been
applied to intergroup aggressive behaviour as well. The F-A hypothesis
states that frustration will invariantly lead to aggression, and that the
occurrence of aggressive behaviour is always preceded by frustration.
Frustration is a consequence of a prevention of a goal-directed activity.
The expression of aggression is considered to be cathartic. It restores a
psychological equilibrium, such, that the chance of subsequent expressions
of aggression is reduced. Aggression due to frustration is normally aimed
at the agent or cause of frustration. However, when the agent is unavail-
able or punishment is feared, the frustrated individual will look for
another target. The selection of another target can occur via a process of
stimulus generalization, in which a target is chosen as similar as possible
to the frustrating agent. Or, the aggression is displaced onto a completely
different target a scapegoat. Dollard et al. explain intergroup hostility by
referring to this mechanism of displacement. Aggression towards members
of the ingroup is displaced onto dissimilar outgroups.

Already   in    1941 the original F-A hypothesis was modified. Miller
(1941) stated that frustration induces an instigation to a number of types
of responses, one of which is aggression. Instigated aggression will only be
expressed when there are no strong competing responses which may in-
hibit aggressive behaviour. Berkowitz (1962, 1969) combined the
postulated universality of the existence of an aggressive drive, with
notions belonging to learning theory, in order to be able to explain that
this universal tendency only becomes manifest in certain situations. He
furthermore widened the concept of frustration by including disappoint-
ment due to unfulfilled expectations (see also Par. 2.4). In his view,
frustration leads to arousal of anger, which in turn leads to overt
aggression provided that cues, which have been associated in the past with
aggressive behaviour, are present. Here, group aggression is seen as a
consequence of the simultaneously occurring individual aggressive
responses to the same frustrating cues.

2.1.3.   The authoritarian personality

Psychologists have looked for individual differences in order to obtain a
proper understanding of hostile intergroup behaviour. Why is it for
instance, that some are susceptible to an anti-seminist ideology, yet others
not? Adorno and his colleagues (1950) are the main proponents of such a
line of research. They have explored the cognitive and motivational
characteristics of the so-called authoritarian personality and its
implications for racial prejudice.
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The authoritarian personality refers to a personality syndrome which
expresses itself in a negative view of minorities, in conservatism, a
submissive attitude towards authority, aggression towards those who
violate convential rules, resistance to the subjective and imaginary,
superstitiousness and stereotyping, destructiveness and cynism, pre-
occupation with sexuality, preoccupation with the dimensions dominance-
submission, strong-weak, leader-follower, and identification with
authority figures.

The questionnaire used by Adorno et al., consisted of several scales.
One of them was a so-called Ethnocentrism scale. The concept of ethno-
centrism can be traced back to Sumner (1906), who used the concept to
describe the general tendency of groups to evaluate one's own group more
positively than others and downgrade outsiders. It appeared that individ-
uals high in authoritarianism were also high in ethnocentrism. In the
opinion of Adorno and colleagues therefore, individuals characterized by
an authoritarian personality are predisposed to be prejudiced.

Harsh and restrictive childrearing practices are held responsible for the
development of an authoritarian personality. Due to identification pro-
cesses, the parents are idealized and feelings of hatred toward them are
repressed. It is argued that this identification process includes all authority
figures. Criticisms one has towards them are projected onto outgroups
which enjoy lower status and power. The repressed feelings of hatred are
displaced onto these outgroups, resulting in aggressive behaviour towards
(members of) these groups.

2.1.4. Discussion

Psychodynamic theories have been severely criticized (see e.g. Billig,
1976). Methodological criticisms have been raised with respect to the
authoritarian personality (Christie & Jahoda, 1954), and objections have
been uttered against the F-A hypothesis for not being specific in the
selection of the target of aggression. The main criticism, which applies to
all psychodynamic theories discussed above, is their reductionism. Con-
flicts between groups are explained by referring to intra- and inter-
personal dynamics. They thus overlook the importance of group norms
and shared ideology for group behaviour and intergroup relations. The
larger social, economical, political and historical context is ignored. "... for
Freud, as for those who modified his ideas later, the group and intergroup
settings of social behaviour are like a stage on which a plot laid down
elsewhere in advance is predictably played out" (Tajfel, 1987, p. 404).
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2.2. Cognitive approach

The origins of the cognitive approach can be traced back to Allport
(1954/1979) who stressed the importance of categorization processes in
stereotyping. Since then a host of studies have been conducted which can
be *categorized' under the label cognitive approach (see for instance
Hamilton  (1981 a)  for an edited  book  on the cognitive approach, Stephan
(1985), and Messick & Mackie (1989) for reviews of empirical studies
within this approach). In short, its aim is to understand how knowledge
concerning groups influences an individual's information processing and
vice versa.

2.2.1.   The approach

Cognitive theorists do not discuss at length how to properly define the
concepts of group and intergroup relations. This is probably so, because
their main concern is how intergroup cognitions held by an individual
influence his/her information processing, outside the group context.
Stephan (1985): "The cognitive approach ... makes it possible to broaden
the_focus  beyond   thetiddlilobil Yobics-of  p-rejudice -aild   stereotyping. to
include a wider-Tan -e-of--c-oiniti6-ns   ahd   their   role in information   pro-
CisfinS_and_overt beh. vior.  I'his_ approach encompasses_th-4 orga-nization of
knowleflge about groups into higher-level structures such as schemata,
scripts, and prototypes, as well as providing new insights into the
operation of expectancies and biased perceptions of intergroup behavior"
(Stephan, 1985, p. 600).

The cognitive approach assumes that the human information processing
capacity is limited ('bounded rationality'), which makes it unnecessary to
attribute biases in perception and cognition to motivational factors. Thus,
limitations   in the human information processing system are _-seen   as   tb.e
caus-e of biased ipter-g 04-p perg.eptions/ 998ni3ions. Th-6472 in turn, may
lead to new biases in information processing. For inkiance, categorization
may be the causal mechanism for stereotypes to form; stereotypes which
in turn may lead to selective attention to information which confirms the
stereotype. Ashmore & DelBoca (1981) point out that despite the notion of
bounded rationality, human beings are conceived of by the cognitive
orientation as "intrinsically motivated by 'intelligent' concerns. Woman (or
man) is a scientist, albeit a fallible one, seeking to make sense out of a
complex environment" (Ashmore & DelBoca, 1981, p. 30).

Much attention is devoted to the influence of information-processing
limitations on stereotypes and prejudice, and to the influence of
stereotypes and prejudice on information processing (Stephan's remark
quoted above in spite). The 'cognitive' definition of stereotype and
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prejudice is worthy of further consideration (see Ashmore & DelBoca for
a lengthy discussion and historical overview of the concept and definitions
of stereotype and stereotyping). According to Stephan (1985) prejudice
consists of negative attitudes towards social groups, and stereotypes are
sets of traits attributed to social groups. The exclusion of any wrong or
bad aspects of prejudice and stereotyping (which have been included by
other researchers or traditions which conceive of humans as rational
creatures capable of objectively processing and evaluating information;
see Ashmore & DelBoca (1981)) is done deliberately. This exclusion is in
line with the notion of 'bounded rationality:

The relationship of stereotypes and prejudice with several information
processing phenomena have been studied within the cognitive approach. A
few of these phenomena and their relations with information-processing
will be discussed in the following section.

2.2.2.  Empirical evidence

Research done within the cognitive approach can be organized around
three aspects of information-processing (Stephan, 1985): attention,
encoding and retrieval of information. Here, we will not explicitly pay
attention to this distinction and only illustrate the cognitive approach by
briefly discussing the following main themes and some of its corre-
sponding findings: categorization, illusory correlation, and the role of
expectancies in information-processing (a discussion of causal schemata
and attributions is excluded here since it will be dealt with extensively in
Chapter 3).

Social categorization refers to the cognitive process whereby the social
world is divided into social groups and cate89ries. Its function is to reduce
the complexity of the information coming from tliF-world around us. Per-
ceivlnl-the-world in categories and generalizing over individuals accord-
ingly are thus natural and common phenomena. Objects are categorized
according 76 --their similarity along   one   or more defining dimensions.
Experience with a certain category can lead to the formation of sub-
categories, resulting in a hierarchy of categorizations (Feldman, Crino &
Velez, 1980). Race and sex are basic categories in information processing
about others (Pliske & Smith, 1979; Taylor, Fiske, Etcoff & Ruderman,
1978). Categorization of individuals seems to be based on featural com-
parisons: the features of that individual are compared with those of a
perceived typical group member (see the work of Rosch (1978) on proto-

types). Stephan (1985) concludes on the basis of results of several studies
that salient categories are more likely to be used in cognitive activity than
non-salient categories. Assimilation and contrast, also called the 'accentu-
ation effect', refer to the phenomenon that intracategory similarities and
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intercategory differences are accentuated (e.g. Tajfel & Wilkes, 1963;
Tajfel, 1969; Allen & Wilder, 1979; Doise, Deschamps & Meyer, 1978).
Assimilation effects however, appear not to be equally strong for ingroup
and outgroup. It has been found that the outgroup is seen as more homog-
eneous than the ingroup (Linville & Jones, 1980; Quattrone & Jones, 1980;
Quattrone, 1986). As a consequence, generalization over members of the
outgroup would be easier in comparison to generalization over ingroup
members. An explanation which has been given for this asymmetry is, that
individuals know more ingroup than outgroup members and hence have a
more differentiated view of the ingroup (Linville & Jones, 1980). A final
important finding we mention here is, that mere categorization of individ-
uals on a fully arbitrary basis, results in intergroup discrimination with
respect to the distribution of money and evaluation of members inside and
outside one's category (e.g. Tajfel, Billig, Bundy & Flament, 1971; see also
Par. 2.6): ingroup members are allocated more points and evaluated more
positively than outgroup members. We refer to Wilder (1986) for an elab-
orate discussion on social categorization.

The phenomenon of illusory correlation refers to an erroneous judge-
ment concerning the degree of association between two variables or classes
of events (Chapman, 1967). Tversky & Kahneman (1973) propose that
prior association between variables, their relatedness and their distinc-
tiveness may be responsible for the strength of the illusory correlation.
For instance, in a study by Hamilton & Rose (1980) subjects overesti-
mated the pairings of occupations and stereotypically associated traits in
comparison to stereotypically unrelated traits, although the frequency of
both kinds of pairings was equal (relatedness explanation). Thus, stereo-
typic beliefs can be maintained. Hamilton & Gifford (1976) tested the
distinctiveness explanation. They showed that subjects overestimated the
frequency with which members of a smaller stimulus group performed in-
frequent behaviour. When the infrequent behaviour was undesirable, the
smaller group was unfavourably evaluated, whereas it was desirable, the
minority was evaluated more positively. Hamilton   (198 lb) argues   that
distinctive pairings are more readily available from memory. Note that in
the Hamilton & Gifford study both groups were pure cognitive groups
having no meaning outside the context of the experiment. Therefore, no
prior stereotypic expectancies could have existed. Hence, an illusory
correlation based upon a co-occurrence of distinctive information could
be a (cognitive!) basis for the development of stereotypic beliefs.

Exectancies, due to an individual's direct experience with social
situatiens -and other people, to his/her observation of own behaviour,  to
afquired inftirmation from socialization practices, .to_stertotypes r other
cognitions concerning outgroups, can influence information processing
and become self-fulfilling prophecies. A bias has been shown toward
collecting expectancy-confirming information (Snyder & Swann, 1978;
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Snyder & Cantor, 1979). Stereotypes can create expectancies which can
result in the selective perception of confirming evidence (Taylor, Fiske,
Etcoff & Ruderman, 1978; Duncan, 1976). They may even lead people to
believe that nonpresented but associated information has been perceived
(e.g. Rothbart, Evans & Fulero, 1979). Expectancies also influence
ingroup members to behave in accordance with their expectancies (sug-

gestive evidence coming from studies by Rubovits & Maehr (1973) and
Rosenthal (1973)). Furthermore, ingroup behaviour which is based upon
expectancies, may elicit outgroup behaviour which confirms these expec-
tancies (e.g. Word, Zanna & Cooper, 1974; Snyder, Tanke & Berscheid,
1977). Snyder et at. (1977) showed that males behaved differently towards
attractive and unattractive females. The females' reactions towards the
male behaviour were then judged by independent judges. It appeared that
the females' reactions fulfilled the stereotypes of the males with respect to

attractive and unattractive women (see Stephan (1985) for a further
discussion of the factors which may influence whether outgroup members
will act in accordance with ingroup expectancies). Those who confirm
stereotypes may be liked more by those holding the expectancies in
comparison with individuals who disconfirm stereotypes, as was the case
in a study by Taylor & Gardner (1969). In this study a French Canadian
who disconfirmed the stereotype which English Canadians had of their
French counterparts, was liked less than when the stereotype was
confirmed.

2.2.3. Discussion

The cognitive approach has stimulated a lot of research, especially over
the last years. Some see the approach as very promising for a better
understanding of the field of intergroup relations (Stephan, 1985; Messick
& Mackie, 1989). Indeed, studies inspired by the cognitive approach, of
which some were discussed above, provided important new insights rele-
vant for an individual's representation of in- and outgroup. Also, cog-
nitive researchers use new methodologies which sometimes might seem
bizarre (for instance measuring the reaction time between the presentation
of a category label and its subsequent pairing with a certain trait to
measure the strength of a stereotype (Gaertner & McLaughlin, 1983;
Dovidio, Evans & Tyler, 1986), but, when used in conjunction with other
methodologies, might prove to be fruitful.

However, the cognitive approach is not without serious shortcomings.
Its basic problem is that it focuses upon the individual without taking the
social context into account. Hence, many of the criticisms raised con-
cerning the psychodynamic theories, also apply to the cognitive approach.
Norms and social ideology are ignored in the information processing
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research; the nature of the relationship between groups is not taken into
account; the notion of stereotype is conceptualized as an individual
representation of a social group (McCauley & Stitt, 1978); one could even
say, that there is nothing inherently social to the cognitive approach:
stimuli are presented which happen to have intergroup aspects, but could
as well be of a physical nature. But if intergroup conflict is the ultimate
result of limitations of individuals' information processing systems, how
then does the cognitive approach explain the occurrence of collective
action? We can therefore ask ourselves what exactly is its contribution to
intergroup relations'!

Moreover, it can be questioned whether cognitions are all there is to
stereotyping and prejudice. Studies within the *new look' approach
demonstrated that perception can be influenced by motivation (Bruner &
Goodman, 1947; Tajfel, 1957). Tajfel (1981a) therefore argued that
stereotyping not only serves individual cognitive functions, but also social
value functions (see Chapter 3). Categorization effects seem to have a
basis in motivational factors as well (see Par. 2.6). How does one otherwise
explain the ethnocentric nature of the intergroup bias which is claimed to
be due to mere categorization? Furthermore, it has been argued that
motivational factors play a role in assimilation effects as well, which can
become manifest in perceived ingroup homogeneity instead of the
normally assumed case of outgroup homogeneity (Simon & Brown, 1987)
(see Doise & Lorenzi-Cioldi (1989) for a recent discussion concerning
perceived differentiation of ingroup and outgroup). There is some
evidence that motivational factors can have influence upon the illusory
correlation (Schaller & Maass, 1987, cited by Brown & Smith, 1989).

Finally, methodological and conceptual problems have been raised with
respect to the use of reaction times in the measurement of stereotypes (see
Messick & Mackie (1989) for a short review).

2.3. Extrapolations from interpersonal research and theories

The former two paragraphs dealt with intrapersonal explanations for
intergroup behaviour, evaluations and cognitions. In this paragraph we
will discuss interpersonal theories which have been directly applied to the
area of intergroup relations. They are social exchange theory, belief
congruence theory, and the contact hypothesis.

2.3.1.   Social exchange theory

Social exchange theory (Homans, 1961; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) conceives
-BE -ifit€rpersunal-and intragroup interaction as analogugus to economic
transaction. Human beings are seen as rational creatures, motivated to
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avoid costs or punishment and to maximize profit or gain. Its methodology
has been influenced to a large extent by game theory (Luce & Raiffa,
1957), exemplified by e.g. the Prisoner's Dilemma Game (reviews by
Rapoport & Chammah, 1965; Nemeth, 1972). The ideas of social exchange
theory as well as outcomes of studies on interpersonal behaviour in a
PDG, have been applied to relations between groups and nations (e.g.
Deutsch, 1969). An example of this extrapolation is research on bargaining
and negotiation (Klimoski, 1978; Pruitt & Kimmel, 1977). The_ only
difference between individuals and groups which is emphasized in this
tradition, is that the latter creates role obligations for the representatives,
which might hinder successful outcomes (Druckman, 1978).

The extrapolation made by some social exchange theorists from
interpersonal to intergroup behaviour has been criticized (Tajfel, 1972).
For instance, it has been shown that groups in a PDG behave more com-
petitively than individuals (Wilson & Katayani, 1968). On top of that, a
clear distinction needs to be made between interpersonal and collective
bargaining since the latter involves representatives of groups (McGrath,
1966; Morley & Stephenson, 1977). Stephenson (1981) moreover criticizes
the view that role obligations are detrimental to the outcome of negoti-
ations. He states that intergroup negotiation is a consequence of intergroup
relationsand cannotbe haridILd with independently from these relations.
But_most_ importantl>6 -3#-llis  viey  ®1Iective  b«gaining  involv66 -both  an
intergroup (between the groups in conflict) and an interpersonal relation-
ihip  (between  the  groubi  fespecti-96 -YeD-resentati*al. Thebasic-issue
Stephenson argues, is how these two relationships are integrated (see
further Chapter 8).

2.3.2.      Belief  congruence  theory      ' C-<"sax-r-#31

Belief congruence theory states that the similarity or congruence between
the belief systems of individuals is-a-niaior determinant of their attitudes
towards one another (Rokeach,  1960,  1968).  Anindividual -is attracted  to
others who have similar beliefs, since an individual is in need of valida-
tlon of his own beliefs. Belief congruence is also seen as determining
intergroup attitudes: Rokeach conceives of racial prejudice as the outcome
of perceived or assumed belief incongruence and not as the result of
belongingness to a different race or group. Indeed, some studies seem to
support this view: white subjects feel more attracted to a black person
having similar beliefs than to a white person having different beliefs
(Byrne & Wong, 1968; Hendrick, Bixenstine & Hawkins, 1971; Rokeach &
Mezei, 1966; Rokeach, Smith, & Evans, 1960).

As can be expected, belief congruence theory applied to the field of
intergroup relations is criticized for its interpersonal nature. Brown &
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Turner (1981) convincingly argue that it can as such not account for
intergroup behaviour like racial prejudice (e.g. Brown & Turner, 1981;
Brown, 1984a). Their review of relevant literature lead them to the
following conclusions (conclusions which are supported by e.g. Billig &
Tajfel, 1973; Allen & Wilder, 1975): Interpersonal similarity may be
irrelevant for individuals' attitudes and behaviour once their group
membership becomes salient. Moreover, the effects of intergroup similar-
ity on the one hand and interpersonal similarity on the other, may not be
the same. Finally, the shared perception of similarities and differences
between people, are not the consequence of interpersonal relationships but
of intra- and intergroup relationships.

2.3.3.   Contact hypothesis

The main thrust of the contact hypothesis is that contact between
members 1-efongi« to- different groups leads under certail S.olditions toan impf-Ovempgt of that particular intergroup relationship (Allport,
1954/1979; Cook, -1-9621 -Piettlg w, 1971: for a recent assessment of the
contact hypothesis we refer to Hewstone & Brown, 19863). It is recognized
that mere contact is not sufficient to improve intergroup relationships_and
might_even lead to a deterioration. Therefore, conditions for the success-
fulness fcont ct are specified. The most oftan-Yifaiifioned conditions are,
that the group members in the contact situation enjoy equal status, pursue
-comnion -goals, -ire backed by social and institutional support,  and that. tlle
contact is intimate-rather than casual (e.g. Allport, 1954/1979; Cook, 1978;
Amir, 1969).

A host of studies based on the contact hypothesis have been conducted
(for reviews see e.g. Amir, 1969, 1976; Riordan, 1978; Stephan, 1987;
Pettigrew, 1986; Hewstone & Brown, 19863). The effects of contact upon
intergroup relations are mixed: some studies report improvements, some
report deteriorations. Some researchers argue that the outcome of contact
cannot always be easily attributed to specific aspects of contact itself
(Cook, 1978). For instance, if one establishes equal contact within a
situation, will the outcomes generalize if there exists unequal contact in
the larger societal context? Since groups with equal status can hardly been
found in society, can equal contact Oberhaupt be created? Sometimes it is
even very hard to conclude that contact had any effect at all (Hamilton &
Bishop, 1976).

Hewstone & Brown (1986b) report five fundamental limitations of
research on the contact hypothesis. The first limitation has to do with the
assumption that prejudice is largely caused by ignorance about the out-
group. However, should information about the outgroup focus on similar-
ities or differences (which of course cannot be denied) and how much of
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each? Hewstone & Brown question the assumed importance of knowledge
altogether (see e.g. Realistic Conflict Theory and Social Identity Theory).
Moreover, the consequence of contact often is, that differences are
revealed which in turn should lead to less liking. Second, the direction of

causality is unclear. Does contact lead to positive attitudes or do positive
attitudes lead to contact? The third limitation deals with the neglect of
differences_betweep interpersonal and intergroup b6haviour, that is,
whether the contact s iation ls-156rceiveif-as -ail  iteraction beiween  two
individuals or-beiweeii-i#0 -*rouFrii*-iiiliE §:Ttiis-reaE[s He-*istofie -&7Brown
to the fourth limitation concerning generalization of attitude change. Only
when the contact situation is perceived by the participants as an inter-
action between group members, and not between two individuals, can
possible positive outcomes generalize to the group and its members and
hence affect intergroup relations. Their final point is that contact has to
be considered against a wider social context of racism and seen in relation
to policies of assimilation versus pluralism.

2.3.4. Discussion

We already pointed to the limitations of each (basically interpersonal)
theory in the respective sections. Here we want to stress that all these
theories share one major limitation: they ignore the distinction between
interpersonal and intergroup behaviour. We will now turn to truly inter-
group theories Of intergroup relations. The first of these. the theory of
relative deprivation, has been accused of reductionism. Indeed, its focus
was initially on the individual and his/her relationship to others. However,
a real intergroup dimension was added  in  1966 by Runciman. The inter-
group dimension is becoming more and more important in the theory. We
therefore decided to categorize this theory as an intergroup theory.

2.4. Relative deprivation theory REd, U.*     adke,5 + AQ..R

The term relative deprivation was first used by Stouffer, Suchman,
DeVinney, Star, & Williams (1949). They found that air force personnel in
the U.S. Army was more dissatisfied with the promotional system than the
military police, despite the fact that promotions were fast in the former
and slow in the latter. Stouffer et al. suggested that this finding may be
due to expectations by air force personnel that they would get a promo-
tion, since that was such a common occurrence. By not getting promoted
they felt dissatisfied. In the military police promotions were rare and
hence were not expected and could not subsequently lead to feelings of
dissatisfaction. Apparently, soldiers belonging to the air force compared
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themselves with colleagues who had already been promoted, and not with
soldiers from another unit where promotions were seldomly made. Since
then a host of studies on relative deprivation were carried out by
psychologists and sociologists (for overviews see Crosby, 1976, 1982;
Cook, Crosby & Hennigan, 1977; Gurney & Tierney, 1982; Olson, Herman
& Zanna, 1986: Walker & Pettigrew, 1984). Theories of relative depriva-
tion are important for the study of intergroup relations, since most
proponents claim that feelings of relative deprivation are closely linked
with collective action.

2.4.1. The theory

Over the years, many different theories and definitions of the concept of
relative deprivation have been developed (see Crosby, 1982 for a compar-
ison of the most influential models of relative deprivation). All theories of
relative deprivatiolkinclude minimally three essential

elemel» see Martin
&  Murray,   1984):  1 1 )i. an objective distribution of outcomes,((2)3 the choice
of a comparative  erent (which excludes the F-A hypotli6sis and its
modifications as theories of relative=deprivation, although they have been
treated as such elsewhere), and 13} feelings of deprivation, which is
defined as a feeling of discontent, dissatisfaction, or perceived injustice.

Davis (1959) distinguishes between ingroup empuons (comparisons
between. se f and-ot-hers- b-eT68-gin1--t-0--th-e-Iiig-iB-up) and outgroup--enpar-
isons (comparisons of self with others belonging to an outgroup). Depriva-
tion is experienced when self doesnot possess whai other ingroup mem-
bers possess yet feels entitled to. Outgroup comparisons with similar
outcomes however, lead to a feeling of social distance.

Runciman (1966) states that "... A is relatively deprived of X when (1)
he does not have X, (2) he sees some other person or persons ... as having
X ..., (3) he wants X, and (4) he sees it as feasible that he should have X"
(1966, p. 11). An important distinction Runciman made is between feel-
ings of egoistical relative deprivation, resulting from interindividual
comparisons, and feelings of fraternal relative deprivation, resulting from
intergroup comparisons. It will be obvious that the type of relative
deprivation we are interested in is fraternal relative deprivation (see
below).

Gurr (1970) defines relative deprivation as the discrepancy between
*ought' and 'is', or, an individual's perception of a discrepancy between
value expectations (the goods to which people feel entitled) and value
capabilities (the goods which people feel they can attain). He identified
three types of relative deprivation: (1) decremental deprivation (stable
value expectations yet declining value capabilities); (2) aspirational
deprivation (stable value capabilities yet increasing value expectations),
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and (3) progressive deprivation (increase of expectations yet deterioration
of capabilities).

According to Crosby's original model (1976), egoistical deprivation is
experienced when people want X, see that another has X, feel entitled to
X, think it feasible to attain X, and not blame themselves for not having
X. Later (1982) she revised her original model into a simpler one, in
which she states that feelings of relative deprivation are the results of a
discrepancy between wanting and deserving.

Martin and Murray (1984) categorize relative deprivation models pre-
tending to predict collective violence, into four classes. The four models
they discuss are (1) the F-A hypothesis and subsequent modifications,
which emphasize the importance of triggering events in the explanation of
acts of violence. (2) The rising expectations model, which can best be
illustrated by quoting Davies: "Revolution is InOSt likely to take place
when a prolonged period of rising expectations and rising gratifications is
followed by a short period of sharp reversal, during which the gap be-
tween expectations and gratifications quickly widens and becomes intol-
erable. The frustration that develops, when it is intense and widespread in
the society, seeks outlet in violent actions" (Davies, 1969, p. 547). (3) An
explanation referring to competition between the disadvantaged people, in
which competition for scarce resources among disadvantaged minorities is
seen as underlying collective violence. (4) Explaining collective violence
through the inequality between the advantaged and the disadvantaged.
From a theoretical analysis as well from their review of empirical evi-
dence they conclude that models (2) and (4) are the most plausible ones.
The fourth explanation is of most interest here, since it deals directly with
fraternal deprivation, which is based on comparison to a dissimilar re-
ferent, usually a more advantaged group. The rising expectations explana-
tion is relevant in this context as well, as long as temporal comparisons are
made within a larger context of intergroup comparisons between a disad-
vantaged and an advantaged group.

Martin & Murray argue that the other models contain valuable ingre-
dients. Also, it has been demonstrated that situational conditions can play
an important role in the start of a riot. The resulting integrated model of
relative deprivation predicting collective violence they propose is as
follows:
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Figure 2.1. An expanded model of relative deprivation theory (Martin & Murray,
1984)

2.4.2.   Empirical evidence

We will confine our selection of empirical evidence mainly to feelings of
fraternal deprivation, resulting from intergroup comparisons, and its value
for predicting group behaviour in terms of collective violence. Fraternal
deprivation, and not egoistical deprivation, has been found to be a predic-
tor of (in)direct attempts to change political or economic systems as re-
flected in e.g. voting or (intention) to participate in protests (Caplan &
Paige, 1968; Caplan, 1970; Sears & McConahey, 1970; Vanneman &
Pettigrew, 1972; Abeles, 1976; Walker & Mann, 1987).

Other studies as well, support the idea that it is fraternal deprivation
rather than egoistical deprivation which is related to intergroup attitudes
and behaviour. Guimond & Dubd-Simard (1983) found that fraternal de-
privation was directly linked to positive attitudes towards Quebec nation-
alism. whereas egoistical deprivation was not. Tripathi & Srivastava (1981)
showed that high relative fraternal deprivation among Muslims was posi-
tively related to negative outgroup attitudes. Finally Crosby (1982),
although not referring to the concept of fraternal deprivation, found that
the working women in her sample were satisfied with their own personal
work situation, but not with the position of the group of working women
in the USA in general. Interestingly, it were the women in high-prestige
jobs who expressed most dissatisfaction on the latter measure.
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2.4.3. Discussion

Walker & Pettigrew (1984) raise six deficiencies in the theory of relative
deprivation. First of all, not all theorists make a distinction between
egoistical and fraternal deprivation (see also Martin & Murray, 1983).
Some theorists (e.g. Crosby, Gurr) specify a relationship between depriva-
tion and collective phenomena, yet measure deprivation in terms of indi-
viduals' perceptions of themselves. Such egoistical feelings of deprivation
are important for the study of intra- and interpersonal behaviour, but its
relevance for (inter)group behaviour must be questioned. In fact, research
cited above underlines the relevance of this distinction. Walker &
Pettigrew point out that the research done sofar, is not exhaustive in
studying the effects of all nine possible comparisons between self, other,
ingroup and outgroup (although not all comparisons are relevant for the
study of intergroup relations). In their view future research should address
this issue. A second problem concerns the level of measurement. Egoistical
deprivation should be measured at the level of individuals' relative
standing qua individual, whereas its fraternal counterpart should measure
perceptions of group standing. Nevertheless quite often objective condi-
tions, mostly aggregated over individuals, are used as an operationalization
of relative deprivation (see also Martin & Murray, 1984). For instance
increase in migrants to the cities, school attendance, economic growth
rates (all used by Gurr, 1970), or other indicators of objective outcome
distributions like indices of food prices, industrial production, etc.
(Davies). A third issue deals with the distinction between cognitive and
affective components of relative deprivation. All the work on relative
deprivation has focused on the cognitive component (that is, a belief
resulting from a comparison). The affective component (centrality of the
belief to the person) is however important, especially in the context of
fraternal deprivation, at least when one deals with emotionally loaded
group membership. Fourthly, Walker & Pettigrew deem it necessary that
the relationship between absolute and relative deprivation is investigated.
Furthermore, relative deprivation theory is not specific in predicting
which referent people will use in their comparisons. Taylor, Moghaddam
& Bellerose (1989) demonstrated that the selection of a comparison group
is dependent upon the needs and purposes of the comparing individual or
group member. Finally, the same can be stated with respect to the
selection of a comparison dimension.

The issue of the relationship between relative deprivation and
behavioural response is problematic. Martin, Brickman & Murray (1984)
showed that larger inequalities led to stronger feelings of relative
deprivation, but not to a greater willingness to engage in collective action.
The latter variable was however influenced by the presence or absence of
mobilization resources (comparable to the situational conditions specified
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by the model of Martin & Murray (see above)). Taylor, Wong-Rieger,
McKirnan & Bercusson (1982) demonstrated that people prefer individual
and not collective coping strategies to collective threats. Tripathi & Ansari
(1980) found that the preference for conflict resolution strategies in an
intergroup context, was not related to feelings of relative deprivation. As
a matter of fact, most of the studies on relative deprivation do not include
overt behavioural measures. They mostly employed "... measures of collec-
tive action which are only supposed to be related to such behaviour and
are more properly called attitudes (such as a tendency to vote for a black
mayor and nationalism in the Vanneman & Pettigrew (1972) study). Or,
the studies employed FRD to explain post hoc collective actions like

participation in riots" (DeRidder, Schruijer & Tripathi, in press, p. 15).
And, none of the studies on FRD conducted included measures of atti-
tudes and attributions and of behaviour. DeRidder, Schruijer & Tripathi
suggest that the effect of FRD on negative intergroup behaviour is not a
direct one, yet mediated by intergroup attitudes and attributions (see Par.
3.2).

2.5. Realistic conflict theory

The work of Sherif on intergroup relations (Sherif & Sherif, 1953; Sherif,
Harvey, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1961; Sherif, 1966) lies at the basis of
what Campbell (1965) referred to as the Realistic Group Conflict Theory.
Sherifs investigations in real-life settings made him a famous pioneer in
intergroup research. His work was aimed at understanding how conflicts
between social groups arise and how they can be solved.

2.5.1.   The theory

Sherif defines a group as "a social unit that consists of a number of
ind v duals-IIrwio,atagieen-tim6Tli i,8- idIe and-status  relationships
with_one angthor, Slapilized in so-m-e_degree and_(2) _who-p--sse-s-s-3-Hr of
values ir-.norms   -regulating the attitude and behaviour of individual
members, at least  in the matters of consequence to  them. Slihied atfit-Edes,
shared sentiments, shared aspirations and goals that charactgrize the
closely identified members- are-relatEd to  fiese 0roperties, especiallx-10_the
common values or norms of the group" (Sherif, 1967, p. 12). Sherif stfesses
the historical aspects of any group: "Grou-ps-with anything resembling the
properties of actual groups are historical affairs. There is no getting
around it. Those investigators who try to do so, by ignoring the organiza-
tional and evaluative properties of actual groups and defining any collec-
tion of individuals as a -group'. may achieve interesting results. These
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results may bear on some significant problem of social interaction; but
they are not studying group interaction by merely calling the collection a
group" (Sherif & Sherif, 1979, p. 10). Intergroup relations in his view
refer to "relations between two or more groups and their respective mem-
bers. Whenever individuals belonging to one group interact, collectively or
individually, with another group or its members in terms of their group
identifications we have an instance of intergroup behaviour" (Sherif, 1967,
p. 12).

The main thrust of Realistic Conflict Theory is that intergroup conflict
is due to an incompatibility of groups' goal attainment. Whenever a nega-
.tive- interdependency Setween groups exists - that is, one group achieves
its goals at the expense of the other group's goal attainment - negative
intergroup behaviour is likely to emerge. Thus.1 interlroup- behaviour is
explained in terms of the functional relations between_groups. The intro-
duction of a superordinate goal, that is a goal which is shared by both

' groups and can only be achieved through the joint efforts of both groups,
is  caDS 6 of-sqtying  In#-e-r o_up_gonflict.

2.5.2.  Empirical evidence

In a series of experiments, set up as boys' camps, Sherif gathered most of
his empirical data (for a description see Sherif, 1966). Most of these boys'
camps studies, consisted of three or four phases. The general set-up was as
follows: In a first phase boys, with the age varying between 10 and 12
years old, were allowed to form spontaneous interpersonal relationships.
(All boys were unaware of the fact that they were participating in a
social-psychological experiment). In a second phase the boys were divided
in two separate groups. Sherif took care in preventing that boys who
became friends in the first phase of the study, were placed in the same
group. In this group formation phase each group engaged in its own
activities and thus a positive interdependence was created between the
boys within each group. A leadership and status structure developed, as
well as group norms, values and a group identity. In the third phase, a
negative interdependence between the two groups was created. Intergroup
competition was introduced by having the groups engage in games and
activities like tug-of-war, baseball, or by organizing a treasure-hunt;
activities in which only one group at the time could be successful. In some
of Sherifs studies the intergroup competition phase was followed by a
fourth phase. Here, Sherif tried to resolve the intergroup conflict by
introducing superordinate goals. These were goals, which could only be
achieved by cooperation between the groups (e.g. fixing the water supply).

On the basis of these and other studies (e.g. Blake & Mouton, 1962), it
was concluded that groups in conflict become more cohesive, task-ori-
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ented and organized. Autocratic leadership emerges and group members
are expected to conform and be loyal. Each group sees the other group as
an enemy and negative stereotypes and attitudes develop. Intergroup
hostility increases while interaction and communication between the
groups decreases. Biases in perception and listening, in favour of the
ingroup, occur. The winning group finally, becomes even more cohesive,
yet loses its task-orientedness and fighting spirit (*fat and happy'). Since
their stereotypes of the outgroup are confirmed, no learning takes place,
such as reconsidering perceptions and strategies. The losing group firstly
will deny or distort the reality of having lost. Initially the situation or an
outsider will be blamed, then scapegoats are being looked for within the
group. Task-orientedness and tension increases (*lean and hungry'),
whereas there is low concern for members' needs. Outgroup stereotypes
are disconfirmed and hence losers are able to learn about the ingroup and
the outgroup and perceive both more realistically. The introduction of
superordinate goals led to a decrease in intergroup hostilities, although not
immediately.

Several studies have provided partial or full support for RCT-predic-
tions (Sussman & Weil, 1960; Diab, 1970; Bass & Dunteman, 1964;
Johnson, 1967; Blake & Mouton, 1962; Rabbie, Benoist, Oosterbaan &
Visser, 1974; Brown, Condor, Mathews, Wade & Williams, 1986; Brown &
Williams, 1984; Ryen & Kahn, 1975). A recent exception is a study by
Tyerman & Spencer (1983). In a comparable setting as has been used by
Sherif (a camp of scouts) they replicated Sherifs study with one important
difference: their subjects were acquainted with one another prior to the
experimental study, whereas Sherifs boys were not. Tyerman & Spencer
were able to show that competition between subgroups which consisted of
individuals who shared an overall group identity (being a scout) and were
familiar with one another, did not result in intergroup hostilities nor in
increasing ingroup solidarity over time. The former is in accordance with
results of Stephenson, Skinner & Brotherton (1976). Rabbie & Wilkens
(1971) found, like Tyerman & Spencer no increase in ingroup solidarity
nor in intergroup conflict. (Note that subjects in the studies by Rabbie &
Wilkens and Stephenson et al. were not acquainted with one another
beforehand).

2.5.3. Application

Sherifs notion of superordinate goals has been widely applied, for
instance, to conflicts between labour and management (Blake & Mouton,
1962: Blake, Shepard & Mouton, 1964), to international conflicts (Frank,
1967), and to the interaction between children of various ethnic back-
grounds in desegregated schools (Aronson, 1984). It has been argued,
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however, that it is very difficult to prevent intergroup conflict, since
society (and organizations) is made up of different groups who compete
for scarce resources and hence are negatively interdependent. Introducing
a superordinate goal might solve a conflict between groups yet at the same
time it most likely creates a new intergroup conflict at a higher level.
Qther strategies which have been proposed as a means of solving inter-
group conflict are: locating a common enemy and bringing leaders or sub-
groups of the competing groups into interaction. Experiential intergroup
training has been used as well in solving intergroup conflict (Blake &
Mouton, 1962).

2.5.4. Discussion

A major contribution of RCT to the field of intergroup relations is that
RCT studies intergroup behaviour at an appropriate level of analysis,
namely at the group level. Its focus on structural determinants further-
more, makes one conscious of the fact that the causes of conflict are not
just psychological and similarly, that psychology cannot solve conflict
between social groups without alterations in the structural relationship
between the groups (nevertheless, it has been tried often to solve conflict
by changing the perceptions of the parties involved e.g. by stressing a
superordinate goal). A further strength is, that RCT clearly acknowledges
the inter-relationship between intragroup and intergroup behaviour.
Finally, the theory is concerned with measuring overt behaviour in its
field experiments on top of assessing psychological processes linked to
intergroup relationships like intergroup attitudes and stereotypes.

However, RCT as well as Sherifs experiments have been criticized.
One of the major criticisms is the methodology used. Rabbie (1982) points
out that it is difficult to ascertain whether his results are due to (i) the
classification of individuals into distinct groups; (ii) the experience of
sharing a common interdependence of fate with other members in the
group; (iii) anticipated or actual intergroup interaction; (iv) the (in)com-
patibility of the group goals, i.e. anticipation of competing or cooperating
with one another; (v) the mutually frustrating intergroup interaction
during the actual intergroup competition; (vi) the anticipated or actual
experience of having won over or lost to the other group, or (vii) to a
combination of these factors. Rabbie and his colleagues, (e.g. Rabbie &
Horwitz, 1969; Rabbie & Wilkens, 1971; see Rabbie, 1982 for an over-
view) as well as other social psychologists (e.g. Ferguson & Kelley, 1964)
have pursued the validity of these explanations. It has been shown indeed,
that Sherifs results are most likely not simply due to goal incompatibility
(see Rabbie, 1982; Turner, 1981; Doise & Lorenzi-Cioldi, 1989). In any
case, a negative interdependence between groups appears to be a suffi-
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cient yet not a necessary condition for negative intergroup behaviour to
occur.

Another important criticism addresses the fact that Sherif has only
studied groups having an equal amount of power over one another. Not
incorporating distinctions between majority and minority positions of
course is a related problem. It is quite surprising that Sherif did not devote
more attention to this issue, since real-life intergroup relationships almost
exclusively involve groups differing in the amount of power each has:

Moreover, sometimes a series of superordinate goals have to be intro-
duced for a reduction of conflict (Sherif et al., 1961; Wilder & Thompson,
1980). Even superordinate goals sometimes fail to reduce intergroup
conflict (Blake, Shepard & Mouton, 1964; Worchel, Andreoli & Folger,
1977; Brown, 1978: Skevington, 1981). Furthermore, there is some
evidence that one way of introducing a superordinate goal is more
effective than another (Deschamps & Brown, 1983; Brown & Wade, 1987):
it seems to be important that a degree of group distinctiveness remains.
Finally the introduction of a superordinate goal can be considered as a
means to dissolve two groups in competition by imposing a positive
interdependence between individuals who previously were members of
two groups: When successful only one ingroup will exist as a consequence
of this manipulation (Turner, 1981).

2.6. Social identity theory

The last decade in the social psychological study of intergroup relations is
characterized by an enormous popularity, mainly within Europe but also
increasingly in the USA, of Social Identity Theory (SIT). Henri Tajfel can
be considered as the founder of the theory, which was originally formu-
lated in a publication by Tajfel & Turner (1979).

2.6.1.     The  theory

Tl e proponents of SIT define a group as "a collection of individuals who
perceive themselves to be members of the same social category, share
some emotional involvement in this common definition of themselves, and
achieve some degree of social consensus about the evaluation of their
group and of their membership of it" (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, p. 40).
Tajf61 and Turner define intergroup behaviour as "any behaviour dis-

1     One can however argue that Sherif contributed to an understanding of how power and
status differences develop due to the process of winning and losing.



27

played by one or more actors toward one or more others that is based on
the actors' identification of themselves and the others as belonging to
different social categories" (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, p. 40). They make a
clear distinction between two types of social behaviour, namely inter-
personal and intergroup behaviour. Intergroup behaviour takes place when
one or_more individuals behave towards (an)other(s) in terms of their
membershipof different social groups or categories; when on the other
hand   individuals act towards  (an)other(s)   in    rms of their personal
relationships and their filitiviadil-characteris-ticsi it Is called infrmrsonal
behaviour. Behaviour which lies more toward the intergroup extreme is
characterized by "the presence of at least a dichotomous social categoriza-
tion so that individuals are identifiable as members of distinct social
categories", "low intersubject variability within each group ... that is,
group members tend to behave in a homogeneous or uniform fashion", and
"low intrasubject variability in the treatment and perception of different
outgroup members ... that is, the same person tends to act uniformly
towards a wide range of different others" (Brown & Turner, 1981, p. 37-
38). Both types of behaviour are two extremes of a continuum; in daily
life social behaviour will mostly be a combination of both types. SIT
stresses the potential importance of a person's identification with his/hor
.Eou-P-membership in determining behaviour. In doing so, the-proponents
of-SIT -cIfim to  be  non-reductionistic  iIi  their  e-xplanations  «f  inter.group

_behaviour. That is, they assertihat SIT does not illegitimately extrapolate
fr-om behaviour at an intra-individual or interindividual level-tg_behav-
jour at an intergroup level.

SIT   originated   largelyfrom a discussion which centered around   the
sufficient and necessary conditions for the development of intergroup
discrimination. While Sherif considered negative interdependence between
groups the basic cause of negative intergroup behaviour, SIT questions its
necessity. A series of experiments have been conducted using a so-called
Minimal Group Paradigm (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy & Flament, 1971; Allen &
Wilder, 1975; Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Doise, Csepeli, Dann, Gouge, Larsen
& Ostell, 1972; for a review see Brewer, 1979), in order to find out the
minimal conditions for the occurrence of discrimination.

Subjects in a Minimal Group Paradigm are arbitrarily divided into two
groups (Billig & Tajfel, 1973) and do not engage in face-to-face inter-
action. Then, they are asked to divide points (which in most cases could
be exchanged for money at the end of the experiment) between two anon-
ymous members of the ingroup, the outgroup or one belonging to the
ingroup and one to the outgroup. The results show that not only do sub-
jects favour ingroup members in awarding points, they try to maximize
the difference between in- and outgroup even though this strategy results
in a lower absolute ingroup gain possible. Apparently, a mere categoriza-
tion of individuals into two *groups' is sufficient to create intergroup
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discrimination in terms of allocation of points. Tajfel (1978) considers
discrimination due to mere categorization in a Minimal Group Paradigm
prelimary evidence. These data are in his view 'data in search of a theory'.
The function of the paradigm is in his view adequate to test and further
develop the theory. Indeed, the Minimal Group Paradigm has been used
extensively -though not exclusively- to test predictions derived from SIT.

At that time, results were already available concerning the effects of
categorization of physical and social stimuli into two clusters upon the
perception of (dis)similarities of these stimuli within and between
categories, which could (partially) explain the data from the minimal
group studies. Experiments on the 'accentuation effect' (Tajfel, 1957)
showed that, both for physical as for social stimuli, intercategory dif-
ferences and intracategory similarities are accentuated (e.g. Tajfel &
Wilkes, 1963; Tajfel, 1969; Allen & Wilder, 1979: Doise, Deschamps &
Meyer, 1978). Others as well argue that the categorization process results
in intergroup differentiation and ingroup bias (e.g. Doise, 1978;
Deschamps, 1984).

But how does one explain the ethnocentric nature of the discrimination
in the minimal group? Similarly, why are outgroup stereotypes generally
negative and ingroup stereotypes generally positive? A purely cognitive
explanation emphasizing the information processing consequences of
categorization does not provide the appropriate answers. SIT introduces
explanatory concepts like social identity and social comparison which
motivate people to engage in intergroup biases and discrimination.

Tajfel & Turner (1979) assert that individuals behave in some
situations in terms of their group membership because the group to which
someone belongs can be important to him/her. Dividing people in groups
not only ordens the social environment; it defines someone's position in
societ:- ds well. Tajfel and Turner assume that individuals strive for a
positive self-image. Such a positive self-image can be obtained via the
group to which one belongs. Individuals define and evaluate themselves,
to a smaller or larger extent, in terms of the group(s) to which they
belong; groups which can be positively or negatively valued. Tajfel and
Turner use within this context the concept of social identity: "that part of
the individuals' self-concept which derives from their knowledge of their
membership of a social group (or groups) together with the value and
emotional significance of that membership" (Tajfel, 1981b, p. 225). When
individuals' social identity is salient, they will strive for a positive social
identity. They try to attain this by comparing their own group with a
relevant other group on a dimension which is important for the comparing
group. It is essential  here, that individuals consider their group
membership as an important part of their self-image, that a comparison
on a relevant dimension is possible in that particular situation, and that
the other group is perceived as a relevant comparison group (often



29

determined by salience, proximity and similarity of that group (Austin,
1977)).

Group members experience a negative social identity if an intergroup
comparison results in a negative distinctiveness of the own group as
compared to the other group, on an important dimension. To change this,
group members can do the following:
a. group members can change of group. This is a purely individual action

and Tajfel and Turner label it therefore individual mobility. Whether
an individual engages in this strategy is related to his perception of
his/her possibilities to change his/her group membership for another
one which does provide the individual with a positive social iden-
tity. Individual mobility can occur at the physical level, that is by
factually changing group membership, or it can be done at a psycho-
logical level. In the latter case, individuals adopt values, attitudes of the
group to which s/he wants to belong and/or imitates its behaviour.

Apart from this individual strategy, the following group strategies exist,
aimed at establishing a positive social identity:
b. group members can choose for another comparison dimension; they can

change their evaluation of the ascertained negative distinctiveness, and
they can change their comparison group. These three behavioural op-
tions are called 'social creativity' by Tajfel and Turner.

c. A third behavioural option is social competition: group members di-
rectly confront the comparison group on that dimension which initially
resulted in a negative distinctiveness. This strategy most likely leads to
intergroup conflict.

Whether a group member will choose for an individual or a group strategy
is largely determined by his/her belief system concerning the permeability
of group boundaries. Here Tajfel (1978) introduces another continuum
ranging from social mobility to social change. Social mobility refers to "an
individual's perception (most often shared by others) that he can improve
in important ways his position to another, as an individual" (Tajfel, 1978,
p. 52). Social change refers to the individual's belief "that he is enclosed
within the walls of the social group of which he is a member; that he can-
not move out of his own into another group in order to improve or change
his position or conditions of life" (Tajfel, 1978, p. 53). The more an
individual adheres to a belief system of social change, the more s/he will
behave in intergroup terms. Thus, those characterized by a belief system
of social mobility will enhance their negative social identity by trying to
pass to the comparison group, or, engage in interindividual comparisons,
whereas those with a belief system of social change will engage in social
creativity or social competition.

Tajfel and Turner point out that conflict between groups is particularly
likely when the group experiencing a negative social identity, can con-
ceive of alternatives for this state of affairs. It can be so that individuals



30

with a negative social identity as compared to a certain outgroup, perceive
this situation as unchangeable: in no way can this negative social identity
be altered into a positive one, at least not with the same comparison
group. These individuals strive for a positive social identity by engaging
in social creativity. Thus, the position  of the ingroup vis-a-vis  the
comparison group is not fundamentally changed this way. A strategy of
social competition is on the other hand more obvious when it is imaginary
for individuals experiencing a negative social identity, that alternatives to
the status quo exist. Whether or not cognitive alternatives are imaginary, is
related to the degree in which the social system and outcomes of inter-
group comparisons within this system are perceived as stable and/or as
legitimate. Legitimacy refers to whether the status difference is or is not
in conflict with a superordinate value of justice; stability refers to
whether or not it is feasible to change the groups' status position vis-a-vis
one another. The likelihood of conflict is quite small when the comparison
outcomes are experienced as stable and legitimate by the inferior group;
sometimes even positive attitudes towards the superior group can
exist. The inferior group will however not acquiesce very easily in the
status quo when it perceives the superior position of the outgroup as
unstable and illegitimate. This perception is subject to change: inferior
groups which tolerated during a longer period of time a negative social
identity, can sometimes quite suddenly strive for a positive social identity
by way of a direct confrontation with the superior group. A commonly
cited illustration of this 'becoming conscious' is the women's liberation
movement.

2.6.2.   Empirical evidence

SIT has stimulated an enormous amount of research. Here we will discuss
studies testing basic relationships specified by SIT and furthermore,
indicate to which intergroup relationships SIT has been (more or less
successfully) applied.

Studies using a Minimal Group Paradigm demonstrating ingroup bias
and intergroup differentiation, have been replicated numerous times
(Billig, 1973; Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Tajfel et al.; 1971; Doise et al., 1972;
Allen & Wilder, 1975; Moghaddam & Stringer, 1986, for a review see
Brewer, 1979). However, Turner's data (1978) indicated that when indi-
viduals are given the possibility to favour themselves as an individual,
they sometimes do.

Several results demonstrated that an increase in the salience of group
membership led to intergroup comparison and enhanced differentiation.
Wilson & Katayani (1968) showed that groups were more competitive in a
game-situation as compared to individuals. Furthermore, representatives
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of groups in negotiation behaved more competitively than individuals
negotiating with one another (see Morley & Stephenson, 1977). Note that
results of Rabbie, Schot & Visser (1989) disconfirmed the alleged greater
competitiveness of groups as compared to individuals: they showed that
groups can be more or less cooperative than individuals depending upon
the interdependence structure present in the experimental situation.

Kelly (1988, 1990) found support for SIT's prediction that there exists
a positive association between the degree of group identification and
intergroup discrimination. Brown, Condor, Mathews, Wade & Williams
(1986) however did not in their field study positive and negative cor-
relations for different groups were obtained.

Being a member of a low status group has a negative effect on a
person's self-esteem (Wagner, Lampen & Syllwasschy, 1986; Brown &
Lohr, 1987). Oakes & Turner (1980) were able to show, as SIT predicts,
that discrimination in a minimal group situation increases self-esteem.
Lemyre & Smith (1985) obtained similar results. However, a study carried
out by Wagner, Lampen & Syllwasschy (1986) failed to find a positive
relationship between intergroup discrimination and self-esteem. Kelly's
(1988) results in this respect were inconsistent. Crocker & Schwartz (1985)
found that subjects high and low in self-esteem did not differ in their
degree of ingroup favouritism (see Abrams & Hogg (1988) for a recent
discussion of the self-esteem hypothesis).

Evidence with respect to SIT's macro-social extensions, incorporating
the concepts of illegitimacy and instability, comes from several sources.
Turner (1978) found that when status was stable, bias was strongest
against similar outgroups. In case of unstable intergroup relations, groups
engaged in an ingroup bias when confronted with a dissimilar outgroup.
Mummendey & Schreiber (1984) however, obtained the latter effect in
case of a comparable outgroup. Turner & Brown (1978) showed that high-
status groups were especially biased when their position was unstable but
legitimate or when their legitimate superiority was threatened, whereas
low-status groups were most biased when their inferior position was both
illegitimate and unstable. Superior groups whose position was illegitimate
and unstable tended to emphasize different comparison dimensions. Re-
sults of studies conducted by Branthwaite & Jones (1975), Van Knippen-
berg (1978), and Bourhis & Hill (1982) have been explained by referring
to the concepts of legitimacy and stability. Caddick (1982) found that both
illegitimate inferior and superior groups demonstrated a stronger ingroup
bias as compared to both groups' responses in case of legitimate status
differentiation. (He proposed an equity explanation for the results con-
cerning the illegitimately superior and inferior groups; see also Par. 2.6.4).
Brewer & Kramer (1985) state that it generally appears that high-status
groups whose position is secure show less ingroup bias in comparison to
low-status groups. When however status differences are threatened, both
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parties are motivated to establish a positive ingroup differentiation (see
also Van Knippenberg, 1989).

Experimental results concerning status and power differences between
groups have led to a further development of SIT. Ng (1981, 1982) points
out that in a Minimal Group Paradigm, an equal and bilateral power
relationship is introduced, which might have important consequences for
behaviour of the category members. Subjects in a Minimal Group
Paradigm know that members of both categories will allocate money and
hence both categories have power over the other. He showed (1982) that
when one category was given absolute control over the other, more points
were allocated to the ingroup than in the case where the other group had a
possibility to retaliate. Paicheler & Darmon (1978) demonstrated that
minorities engaged in outgroup favouritism towards a majority when allo-
cating points in a Minimal Group Paradigm. Sachdev & Bourhis conducted
a series of experiments in which they studied the influence of pure
numbers of individuals (minimal majorities and minorities; Sachdev &
Bourhis, 1984), of power (Sachdev & Bourhis, 1985) and status dif-
ferentials (Sachdev & Bourhis, 1987) on allocations and (inter)group
perceptions in a Minimal Group Paradigm. It appeared that minimal
minorities were less fair than equal groups, whereas majorities were
generally fair. However, the data were quite complex; the majorities also
engaged in ingroup favouritism. High and equal status group members
discriminated more against outgroup members than low status group
members. The latter engaged in relatively more outgroup favouritism.
Finally, (more) powerful group members, having (more or absolute) con-
trot over resources, discriminated more than (more) powerless group
members, a finding consistent with those of Ng (1982). Hence, power is an
important concept which has to be taken into account (see also
Apfelbaum, 1979).

Quite some studies have been carried out now, using existing groups.
SIT has been applied to ethnic groups (Capozza, Bonaldo & DiMaggio,
1982; Jaspars & Warnaen, 1982; Liebkind, 1982), groups in organizations
(Brown, 1978: Skevington, 1981; Van Knippenberg & Van Oers, 1984;
Schruijer, 1986), women (Condor, 1986; Williams & Giles, 1978; Williams,
1984), religious groups (Cairns, 1982; Cairns & Mercer, 1984; Waddell &
Cairns, 1986; Gallagher, 1989), political groups (Kelly, 1988, 1990;
Gallagher, 1989), sports groups (Ng, 1985), teachers (Bourhis & Hill,
1982), student groups (Van Knippenberg, 1978), children (Vaughan,
1978), soccer fans (Breakwell, 1978), language groups (Giles, 1978) and to
groups from other cultures (Wetherell, 1978; Bond & Hewstone, 1988).
Reicher uses SIT to explain rioting behaviour (Reicher, 1984), and Mackie
(1986) attempts to understand the phenomenon of group polarization in
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SIT-terms: In many cases predictions derived from SIT were supported,
in others they were not. Extensions and/or elaborations have been
proposed to account for inconsistent evidence.

Recently, a fair number of studies on intergroup attribution have been
conducted. Hewstone & Jaspars (1984) have formulated so-called 'social
attribution theory', which is largely based on SIT. However, we will not
discuss this aspect of SIT and its corresponding empirical contributions
here, since it will be dealt with elaborately in Chapter 3.

2.6.3. Application

SIT offers several valuable insights for the resolution of intergroup
conflict. For instance, by crossing a particular categorization with another,
intergroup discrimination can be reduced. Deschamps & Doise (1978)
showed that when a group of girls and a group of boys were further
categorized in a 'blue' and a 'green' group, the intergroup discrimination
due to the sex-categorization virtually disappeared. Similar results were
obtained by Vanbeselaere (1987).

Turner (1981) has introduced the concept of  superordinate identities',
which could help to reduce conflict. A superordinate identity results when
group boundaries are eliminated and intergroup relations are thus trans-
formed into intragroup relations. In his view, the perception of belonging
to a superordinate group leads to cooperative behaviour. Brewer & Miller
(1984) argue in favour of decreased social categorization so that interac-
tion becomes more interpersonal. They conceive of cooperative interde-
pendence as the cause of decreased categorization, and hence cooperative
behaviour (contrary to Turner's viewpoint; see Van Oudenhoven (1989)
for a related discussion). Empirical evidence is available which illustrates
the merits of decategorized interaction (Brown, 19843; Kramer & Brewer,
1984).

Another way of reducing or even preventing conflict can be found in a
strategy of social creativity. The strategy of boys, who could not win from
another boys' group with respect to the quality of the hut they built, to
surround their hut with a garden and to convince both the other group
and the adult judges of its merits is meant here (Lemaine & Kaszterstein,
1972). Creating a new comparison dimension which provides a group with
a positive social identity can be a fruitful method for resolving conflict.
Both groups may validate one another's superior position on two different

2    Turner and colleagues elaborated upon SIT and formulated a self<ategorization theory
(Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell, 1987; Hogg & Abrams, 1988) with which they want to
explain (intra)group phenomena (e.g group formation, group polarization, conformity). The main
process involved is an individual's self-categorization as a member of a social group or category.
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dimensions. This phenomenon has been referred to as social validation
(Rijsman, 1978, 1980, 19833,1983b (see also Par. 2.7)), social cooperation
(Van Knippenberg, 1984), or mutual intergroup differentiation (Hewstone
& Brown, 1986b) and has been demonstrated in several studies (Van
Knippenberg, 1978; Van Knippenberg & Van Oers, 1984; Mummendey &
Schreiber, 1983, 1984; Mummendey & Simon, 1989). However, social vali-
dation does not exclude ingroup favouritism as was clearly demonstrated
by Mummendey & Simon (1989): they found that (a) on dimensions im-
portant to both groups, a strong ingroup bias was shown, (b) there was
more ingroup favouritism on ingroup specific dimensions than there was
outgroup favouritism on outgroup specific dimensions, and (c), the in-
group-specific dimensions were rated as more important than the out-
group-specific dimensions.

Recent research has focused upon the importance of group distinctive-
ness as a variable which influences the successfulness of superordinate
goals in the reduction of conflict. A study by Deschamps & Brown (1983)
suggests that intergroup differentiation increases when cooperating groups
have comparable roles, in contrast to non-comparable roles. In their view
the convergence between groups might represent a threat to each group's
distinctiveness and thus to the identities of the individual group members,
which in its turn leads to increased differentiation. A study by Brown &
Wade (1987) lent some support to this idea as well.

2.6.4. Discussion

SIT has been and still is very influential, especially in Europe, and
inspired a great deal of research. Indeed SIT possesses numerous important
strengths. SIT is non-reductionistic in that it tries to explain group
phenomena by studying and conceptualizing behaviour at the (inter)group
level. It stresses the important distinction between interpersonal and
intergroup behaviour and has shown the perils of directly extrapolating
from the intra- or interpersonal to the intergroup level of behaviour. A
further strength is the way SIT combines both cognitive and motivational
principles in explaining (inter)group behaviour (see also Turner, 1981 and
Van Knippenberg, 1984). Its macro-social extension implies that the
larger social context has to be taken into account when studying inter-
group behaviour since social behaviour does not occur and therefore
cannot be studied in a social vacuum. In that sense, a link between
sociology and social psychology has been established.

Apart from these strengths, there are a number of weaknesses inherent
to the SIT approach. Although a host of studies use SIT as a plausible
explanatory model for intergroup relations, there have been few attempts
which test SIT directly (Schiffman & Wicklund, 1988; Messick & Mackie,
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1989). And, in cases where SIT has been tested directly, the results are not
unambiguously supportive of it (see for instance the results pertaining to
the relationship between discrimination and self-esteem).

The use of a Minimal Group Paradigm by many researchers in the SIT-
tradition has stimulated a broad and continuing discussion. Branthwaite,
Doyle & Lightbown (1979) started a methodological discussion and
proposed a mathematical model for dealing with data from minimal group
experiments. Aschenbrenner & Schaefer (1980) were critical of both the
research paradigm and the mathematical model, although Brown, Tajfel &
Turner (1980) attempted to refute most of their arguments. Bornstein,
Crum, Wittebraker, Harring, Insko & Thibaut (1983a, 1983b) think it is
unwise to use Tajfel's matrices. They, as well as others, propose to use
other procedures instead (Brewer, 1979; Locksley, Ortiz & Hepburn, 1980;
Ng, 1981). Gerard & Hoyt (1974) claim that the results from the minimal
group experiments could be due to reactive effects of the experimental
situation. St. Claire & Turner (1982) made it plausible that the minimal
group results were not caused by demand characteristics. We may conclude
that the use of Tajfel's Minimal Group Paradigm is still a controversial
issue.

Some authors argue that results which have been interpreted as sup-
portive of SIT, can be explained alternatively. For instance, Schiffman &
Wicklund (1988) propose Tesser's theory pertaining to self-evaluation
maintenance, as an alternative explanation of discrimination in intergroup
situations (Tesser, 1980). And Rabbie, Schot & Visser (1989) claim that
the allocations made within a Minimal Group Paradigm should be con-
ceived of as instrumental, rational behaviour aimed at a maximization of
economic self-interest and should not be seen as inspired by the striving
for a positive social identity. They showed that the greater the perceived
interdependence on outgroup members in a Minimal Group Paradigm, the
greater the outgroup favouritism. Rabbie et al. prefer to use their own
model, Behaviour Interaction Model (Rabbie & Lodewijkx, 1987), in the
explanation of results in a minimal group situation.

Related are criticisms which have been raised with respect to SIT's
neglect of differences between the concepts of *social group' and *social
category' (Horwitz & Rabbie, 1982; Rabbie & Horwitz, 1988; Rabbie,
Schot & Visser, 1989; Bornewasser & Bober, 1987). Horwitz & Rabbie
wrote: "The view that a social group is a unit capable of acting or being
acted upon, of moving or being moved, toward or away from benefits and
harms should be distinguished from the view that a group is simply a
social category, i.e. a collection of individuals who share at least one
attribute in common that distinguishes them from others" (1982, p. 249;
cited in Rabbie, Schot & Visser, 1989). By equating a social group with a
social category, the importance of perceived interdependence "as a crucial
precondition for the formation of social groups from which other pro-
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cesses may follow such as the emergence of specific group norms, inter-
personal attraction, ingroup-outgroup differentiation, group identification
and shared social identities" (Rabbie, Schot & Visser, 1989, p. 175) is
denied. Bornewasser & Bober (1987) claim that taking only similarity into
account leads to conceptual contaminations of group and class, group and
collective, personal and social identity, and interpersonal and intergroup
behaviour, and that SIT is therefore inadequate as an intergroup theory.

Another problem concerns the link between society and the individual
which SIT-researchers claim to have established. Despite this claim, it
remains unclear how exactly society gets translated into individual per-
ceptions of this society (Schruijer, 1990). Schiffman & Wicklund (1988)
argue that SIT treats the relationship between an existing intergroup
relationship and its representation by (a) group member(s) as a one-to-one
relationship. Thus, the concept of social identity is sociological since it can
be reduced to status relations between groups. Yet, the theory itself
focuses upon the individual and his/her motivations and cognitions as the
unit of explanation!

Although Brown & Turner (1981) point to a number of factors which
presumably enhances the salience of social identity (conflict between
groups, group distinctiveness, an intergroup encounter, number of group
members present, being a group representative, outgroup homogeneity,
similarity, common fate and proximity), SIT has been criticized for being
too vague in its specification under which situations exactly the salience
of social identity is increased (DeRidder, 1988; Schruijer, 1990).

An individual's self-concept comprises both social and personal
identity. Ng concludes on the basis of the results of several of his
experiments, that the SIT-tradition overemphasizes the importance of
social identity, at the expense of the importance of personal identity (Ng,
1984, 1986). In one study he found a relationship between personal in-
group status and intergroup bias (Ng, 1984). In another study Ng (1986)
found the operation of an interpersonal bias, which consisted of under-
rewarding the superior performance of both ingroup and outgroup mem-
bers due to an incongruent status relationship between groups. These
results point quite clearly to the subjects' concern for safeguarding their
personal and not their social identity (Ng, 1986). Thus there is more to
social reality than simply group membership (see also Par. 2.7). Apart
from the balance between personal and social identity, the one between
interpersonal and intergroup behaviour needs reevaluating as well.
Stephenson (1981) shows how both interpersonal and intergroup processes
are involved in negotiations between groups. He proposes that behaviour
varies along two independent dimensions: interpersonal and intergroup.
This point of view is different from the original continuum of Tajfel &
Turner of which the extremes (of one and the same dimension) are inter-
personal on the one hand, and intergroup on the other.
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Finally, some authors claim that equity theory cannot be ignored when
explaining data from intergroup studies (e.g. Caddick, 1981; Caddick,
1982). For instance, in a minimal group situation, the effects of equity
considerations are not taken into account by SIT. Ng (1981) argues that an
equity explanation of the Minimal Group Paradigm-findings cannot be
ruled out, when members of both categories have joint control over the
outcomes. Subjects might expect that members of the other group will
advantage themselves. They will try to counterbalance this tendency by
overrewarding their own category and hence avoid inequity. He (Ng,
1981) demonstrated that sole control led to less ingroup bias than joint
control. Ng furthermore argues that studies within the SIT-tradition
almost never take input performance into account; only status perfor-
mance or non-performance (Ng, 1984). When manipulating input perfor-
mance, he found both categorization and equity effects. In his words,
social categorization and equity effects are confluent. Martinez (1989)
found that persons low in resources (input) do not distinguish between in-
and outgroup members in their reward allocations, whereas high resource
persons do. It seems as if the low resource persons are more influenced by
interpersonal considerations. Syroit (1984) tried to develop a model of
intergroup injustice by considering both his interpersonal model of in-
justice and social identity theory. He proposes that intergroup injustice
occurs, when a group's subjective status (how a group evaluates itself)
does not correspond with a group's accorded status (how an allocator or a
comparison group evaluates the group). Ng (1984) makes the same distinc-
tion and argues that this difference contributes to the experience of an
insecure identity. And, Van Knippenberg's Strategic responses approach
(Van Knippenberg, 1984), developed to explain the results of studies by
Van Knippenberg (1978) and Van Knippenberg & Van Oers (1984), is
firmly based upon equity theory. To make the issue even more complex:
Platow, McClintock & Liebrand (1990) showed that allocations in a
Minimal Group Paradigm were motivated by subjects' social values and
were not consistent with Social Identity Theory predictions, nor with those
of Ng's Fate Control/ Equity Paradigm. Thus, there is more to it than just
social identity concerns (see also Schiffman & Wicklund, 1988).

2.7. General discussion

2.7.1.     Similarities  between  approaches

Different approaches to the study of intergroup relations have been
discussed in the preceding paragraphs. From the literature reviewed it
may become clear that intergroup relations have increasingly become the
focus of interest of social psychologists. Especially some European
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journals (European Journal of Social Psychology; British Journal of Social
Psychology) are overwhelmed nowadays with articles on intergroup be-
haviour, while relatively neglecting work on interpersonal and intragroup
phenomena. The strength of interest in intergroup behaviour and the
degree to which this interest is shared are perhaps the main similarities
characterizing researchers of intergroup relations and the different
theories which they represent.

2.7.2.    Is the label 'intergroup' misleading?

Before commenting on the differences between the theories discussed
thusfar, we want to raise a serious problem which is related to the
overwhelming and almost exclusive interest in everything which is labeled
'intergroup: The risk is namely run that scientific contributions which do
provide a deeper understanding in intergroup relations, yet are not labeled
explicitly as a *theory of intergroup relations', may be overlooked. A
particular theory we bear in mind here is the one on social competition
developed by Rijsman (1978, 1979, 1980, 1983a, 1983b). His theory
provides a general framework which enables one to comprehend both in-
terpersonal and intergroup social competition within the context of one
generaliodeT. Wa -will briefly explain his theory.

Rijsman describes how an individual constructs his/her self-concept
via processes of social attribution, social comparison and social validation.
Social attribution refers to the fact that "an individual attributes certain
things or events which he observes in his environment (and also his in-
ternal environment) to a person" (Rijsman, 1983b, p. 280). Things or
events which are used as cues for a person may be (a) bodily character-
istics, (b) possessions, (c) group memberships, and (d) actions (words and
deeds). Social comparison refers to the fact that "an individual, in order to
conceive of himself as a person, has to see himself as one unique element
in a set of elements which he calls persons. This inherent property of
thinking about the Self as a person manifests itself as a tendency to
discriminate and assimilate the Self and Other at the same time. The point
where the individual reaches a dynamic equilibrium between these two
opposed tendencies is a point of moderate discrepancy between the Self
and the Other" (Rijsman, 1983b, p. 281). According to Rijsman Self aims
at creating a moderate superiority on a valued dimension. Such a posi-
tively valued difference can be achieved by (1) changing the comparison-
dimension (e.g. Lemaine & Kaszterstein, 1972); (2) changing the compar-
ison-other (e.g. work on locus of comparison (Suls & Miller, 1977); (3)
changing the subjective meaning of cues (e.g. studies on self-enhancement
in social attribution (Kelley & Michela, 1980); (4) changing the cues
themselves (e.g. allocations in Minimal Group Paradigms, and the work by
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Rijsman himself (1974; see below)); (5) changing the observation of the
cues (e.g. seeing one's own (group) product better than the other (group)'s
(Blake & Mouton, 1962). Social validation finally, refers to the fact that
"the individual bases the subjective validity of his positive Self-conception
on a coordination with other observers. The individual must have the
feeling that other observers attach essentially the same positive value to
his person as he does, in order to be confident that his own Self-concep-
tion is real or valid" (Rijsman, 1983b, p. 282).

Most of the empirical studies conducted by Rijsman and his colleagues
focused on studying subjects' strategy of changing cues as a result of
social comparison (see Rijsman, 1974; Syroit & Rijsman, 1980; Rijsman,
1983). This was done by making it impossible that subjects would use any
of the other strategies. It appeared that subjects increased performance in
a reaction-time experiment after receiving feedback on either their
inferiority or their equality of their performance in comparison to a
relevant other. When the feedback indicated a subject's superiority,
performance decreased. The theory indeed predicts that motivation to
change performance is highest in the inferior and equal performance
conditions and least in the superior one. However, when subjects were
given categorical feedback, that is, they were informed how people in two
categories performed, one of which was the one to which the individual
was assigned before the experiment started, opposite results were
obtained: a strongest change in performance was found when individuals
learnt that they belonged to a superior category and least in case of their
category's inferior or equal position vis-a-vis the relevant comparison
category. This discrepancy in results, especially with respect to the effects
of the superior performance category, are explained as follows: in the
categorical feedback condition subjects still have to prove that they are
worth belonging to the superior category and hence derive a positive self-
image from it, since the categorization was done beforehand. No relaxa-
tion took place as was the case in the personal feedback condition where
individuals were led to believe that they themselves were responsible for
the kind of feedback (superior, equal or inferior performance) obtained.
Rijsman argues that "in the case of the group as a cue of superiority, the
individual may still want to demonstrate his personal similarity to the
group, whereas in the case of one's own action as cue of superiority,
personal superiority may be taken for granted" (Rijsman, 1983b, p. 287).
This pattern of data on personal versus categorical feedback was repli-
cated manipulating payment as a feedback mode (Syroit & Rijsman, 1980,
and Syroit, 1984). On the basis of the data obtained Syroit states that
"persons tend to confirm the (relative) status of their group in so far this
confirmation contributes to the attainment or maintenance of a positive
self-identity" (Syroit, 1984, p. 167). For other empirical work within this
area we refer to Rijsman (1983b).
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The importance of social validation with respect to intergroup discrim-
1  ,  \ ination is made plausible in a study by Marques, Yzerbyt & Rijsman

(1988) in which it was shown that the emergence of ingroup favouritism
was a function of the experimenter's provenance. Only when the experi-

1       menter was an outsider (with whom social coordination is not a matter of
fact yet has to be searched for) did subjects evaluate their ingroup more/ positively (Experiment  1) and favoured the group they identified  with  in
terms of money allocation (Experiment 2).

Rijsman points to what is in his view a basic difference between his
work and that of Tajfel, Rabbie and Doise: in the latter type of research
subjects are given the opportunity to enhance the relative status of the
group to which the subject belongs which thus may serve as a cue to him-
self (e.g. by allocation of resources or by biased perceptions). In the
experiments by Rijsman and his colleagues however, the value of the
category was externally determined and subjects had a choice to become
identical with it or not.

The previous expose on the theory of Rijsman as a possible encom-
passing theory on social competition may have illustrated that the creation
of different theories dealing with interpersonal on the one hand and inter-
group behaviour on the other may not be warranted nor useful3. We have
already referred to authors which have tried to compensate for the neglect
of interpersonal aspects in intergroup negotiations (Stephenson) and to the

I exclusive focus on social identity at the expense of personal identity (Ng,
1 see Par. 2.6).

2.7.3.     Differences  between intergroup theories

In the remainder of this paragraph we will focus on the main differences
of the intergroup theories discussed in Paragraphs 2.1 to 2.6. These
theories differ in more than one respect. Obviously they differ with
respect to content: they use different concepts and deal with different
processes and mechanisms. Apart from content however, there are several
issues with respect to which these theories and approaches have differing
points of view. Here we will briefly discuss four basic issues which
distinguish between the different approaches and theories4. They are (a)
how to conceive of a group, (b) which level of explanation is chosen, (c)

3      This of course docs not mean that we havc to return to theories which directly extrapolate
from interpersonal to intergroup behaviour as is in no way indicated by Rijsman!

4      TaY|Or & Moghaddam (198D compared six theories of intcrgroup behaviour. They however
highlighted mostly different themes than we do here, perhaps due to the fact that of these six theories
only three overlap with those discussed in the present chapter (Relative Deprivation Theory, Realistic
Conflict Theory and Social Identity Theory).
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whether cognitive and/or motivational factors are seen to underly interf
group behaviour, and (d) whether interest lies predominantly in psychoff
logical processes involved and/or in overt intergroup behaviour.

With respect to the first issue, we have encountered very dissimilar
definitions of the term *group: These definitions range from conceiving
of groups as consisting of individuals who share a common definition of
themselves (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), to groups consisting of individuals
who stand in certain role and structural relationships to one another and
share a history and norms (Sherif & Sherif, 1969). Clearly, the domain of
intergroup relations can mean something completely different, depending
upon the kind of definition adopted. For example, relations between
minimal groups, or relations between large-scale social categories would
fall beyond the scope of those employing a Sherifian definition of a
group, whereas such relationships would belong to the realm of interest of
social identity theorists, as long as there exists some form of identification
with the minimal group or social category. Thus, in the best case both
lines of thinking may complement one another or even overlap, in the
worst case they address totally different domains of behaviour.

The second issue deals with the level at which intergroup relations are
studied. The levels which can be distinguished are intrapersonal, inter-
personal, intergroup, organizational and societal (Rabbie, 1979; Doise, 1
1986). Doise articulates four levels of explanation which can be invoked
when investigating interactions between parties, and categorizes theories
of intergroup relations accordingly. Level I deals with processes occurring
.at the intra-individual level; level II deals with interindividual processes;
level III introduces differences in social position of the parties involved
(like power and status); level IV finally refers to the role ideology, which
manifests itself in systems of belief, representations, values and norms,
plays in social interactions. The theories discussed above can all be
classified according to the level(s) at which they locate the analysis of
intergroup phenomena: psychodynamic theories for example clearly be-
long to level I, whereas the interpersonal theories obviously belong to level
II. Doise categorizes Sherifs RCT at level II, since it deal with interactions
between individuals belonging to different groups being hierarchically
comparable. Other theories are not so easy to classify unambiguously,
since some operate at different levels simultaneously. For instance SIT can
be classified at level I (categorization), yet also at level III since SIT deals
with groups which occupy different hierarchical positions, and even at
level IV. The same can be said about the cognitive approach which
likewise can be categorized as level I, III, or IV. Doise (1986) as well as
Rabbie (1979) raise the important point that one level of explanation is
not necessarily better or more appropriate than the other. All are needed
to gain a proper understanding of intergroup relations and they should be
seen as complementary.
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Whether cognitive or motivational factors are stressed in the explana-
tion of intergroup phenomena is the third issue which differentiates the
different theories and approaches. Again some are easy to classify with
respect to this issue, others not since they rely on both types of factors.
The cognitive approach, as its name implies, invokes cognitive mecha-
nisms in the explanation of intergroup phenomena or indeed intergroup
cognitions. The psychodynamic approach on the other hand, is clearly
motivational in nature. The interpersonal approach, since it extrapolates
from cognitive and motivational interpersonal theories, is both. SIT
originated as a cognitive theory, yet became more motivational over the
years. Considering the evidence for both type of mechanisms, it would
seem to be unwise to prefer one type over the other; cognitive and
motivational factors are most likely to complement one another.

The fourth issue deals with the kind of intergroup behaviour studied. Is
one focusing on overt behaviour, or on psychological processes like ste-
reotyping, attributions and evaluations? When comparing the theories one
can reach the unfortunate conclusion that most research deals with pro-
cesses and only a few with overt behaviour. Sherif is exceptional in
measuring overt behaviour in conflict situations. Relative deprivation
theory claims to relate feelings of relative deprivation to the manifestation
of collective violence but is in its research not able to do so. The best
behavioural measure SIT produces is the allocation of points (mostly in
minimal group situations). The cognitive approach predominantly employs
process measures. The deplorable picture which emerges is that social
psychology claims to study intergroup relations and intergroup conflict
but hardly surpasses the evaluative and attitudinal level of conflict. Thus,
social inequalities and conflict are explained by social psychological
theories which almost solely draw upon perceptions and evaluations. This
issue is of course related to the methodology used, namely predominantly
questionnaires. One may question whether social psychology indeed
studies intergroup conflict or that it should be more modest, namely by
describing its endeavour mainly in terms of studying processes accom-
panying intergroup relations and conflict. In any case, the present cri-
ticism would call for a wider range of dependent variables and research
methodologies to be employed.

How the theories of intergroup relations discussed above relate to these
four issues, is depicted in the following scheme (Figure 2.1). The catego-
rization of theories is necessarily oversimplified; some theories can be
classified in more than one way, and within each approach issues have
undoubtedly been raised and studies have been done which make that an
absolute classification is impossible. Nevertheless, we tried to categorize
them, albeit grossly, so that each theory's main perspective can be ap-
preciated.
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Issue

Group or Level Mechanism Main

category?   of involved dependent
analysis variable

Theory/approach

Psychodynamic group          I          mot.            ---

Cognitive category I II III cogn. process
Interpersonal             ---           11 both process
Relative deprivation category III  IV mot. process
RCT group          II mot. behaviour

SIT category I lII  IV mot. process

Figure 2.2.  Differences  and  similarities  between  main  social  psychological
theories of intergroup relations with respect to four basic issues

2 J A.     Towards  an  integration

In the introduction to this chapter we already stated that the different
theories of and approaches to intergroup relations complement one
another. A brief discussion of the four issues above also indicated that the
study of intergroup relations will benefit from a combination of ap-
proaches, concepts and methodologies. A multifaceted domain like inter-
group relations calls for a multifaceted and integrated approach. The
necessity of a stronger integration of different theories than has been
achieved thusfar, can be illustrated by pointing to the growing interre-
latedness and interdependence of theories, concepts, levels and research
methodologies within the intergroup domain. Take for example the popu-
tar SIT. In its present elaboration, 'alien' concepts like equity and social
values are introduced. Moreover, SIT is more and more in need of further
change and refinement due to the importance of personal identity next to
social identity; a personal identity which somehow got neglected in the 1
overwhelming interest in group identifications. Finally, much less reliance
is placed on the Minimal Group Paradigm as a research methodology, al-
though evaluations, or allocations which are confined to the laboratory,
still seem to be the main dependent variables. Nevertheless, the attention
is shifted more and more to natural and/or existing groups.

The shift towards the study of existing groups and categories seems to
be a general one. This calls in our view for a strongly integrated approach
with respect to concepts used as with respect to the level of analysis, re-
search methodology used and the kind of dependent variables focused
upon. When studying existing groups, the social context has to be taken
into account. Concepts like norms, representations and power differences,
referring to Doise's level III and IV, need to be incorporated in such an
approach. In the next chapter an integrated approach to intergroup reta-
tions, which explicitly focuses on norms and norm violations, will be
presented.



44

Chapter 3.

Norm violation, social attribution and
intergroup attitudes

The aim of this chapter is to present the research questions which were
pursued within the context of this book, and to provide the theoretical
background which led to their formulation. To this end we will first
elaborate upon the importance of norm violation for a proper under-
standing of intergroup relations (Par. 3.1). Then, Par. 3.2 presents a new
approach to the study of intergroup relations, Norm Violation Theory,
which is based upon the role norm violations play in intergroup rela-
tionships. In Par. 3.3 we will present a simplified model of intergroup
relations, based on NVT, which has been the main focus of our research.
Par. 3.4 focuses upon social attribution, whereas Par. 3.5 deals with
intergroup attitudes. Relevant theories developed within each domain are
discussed and the outcomes of main studies briefly described. This chapter
concludes with a formulation of the basic research questions which will be
addressed in the subsequent empirical chapters (Par. 3.6).

3.1. Norm violation in intergroup relations

Norm violations and their potential influence on the process and outcome
of intergroup relationships, have been largely neglected in the social
psychology of intergroup relations. This state of affairs may be due to the
fact that norms themselves have not played a major role in social psychol-
ogy, certainly not during the years that social psychology expanded
theoretically and empirically. In this paragraph we will point to the kind
of attention paid to norms in social psychology in general. Approaches
which explicitly deal with norms and norm violations in an intergroup
context will be discussed more elaborately.

3.1.1.      Norms    and     norm     violations     in    interpersonal     and     intragroup
relations

Among the early social psychologists who studied norms are Homans
(1950), Lewin (1948), Newcomb (1950), Asch (1951, 1952), Thibaut &
Kelley (1959), and Sherif & Sherif (1953). In the thirties, Sherif (1935)
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showed how shared frames of reference can be formed in the laboratory.
Asch's studies (1951) on conformity dealt with how and under what
conditions individuals were or were not able to resist group pressure.
Thibaut & Kelley (1959) discussed normative processes within the context
of their exchange theory of dyadic interaction. In the sixties and seventies
the work on conformity was continuing. Other group influences upon the
individual, like compliance, persuasion and obedience were studied as
well. Furthermore, attention was devoted to normative influences in group
phenomena (e.g. Janis, 1972). A new line of research within the domain of
social influence was initiated by Moscovici & Faucheux (1972) and
Moscovici (1976) who demonstrated that minorities are also able -under
certain conditions - to influence a majority. Nevertheless, Pepitone (1976)
exclaimed that on the whole too little attention has been devoted to the
study of norms within social psychology. This is undoubtedly related to its
focus on the individual during that time, while neglecting the group
(Steiner, 1974, 1986). Recently however, the interest in norms seems to be
revived (McKirnan, 1980; DeRidder, 1980, 1983; Mummendey, Linnewe-
ber & LBschper, 1984).

Over the years, social psychologists have formulated a host of
definitions of the concept of norm. Rommetveit (1955) distinguished
between three different meanings of the concept. The first uses the term
6norm'to refer to uniformities in behaviour in a descriptive and statistical
way, that is, modal behaviour (Zajonc, 1966). The second reserves the
concept to refer to the presence of a social obligation or social pressure
(Lautmann, 1971). Finally, the term is used to indicate a certain shared
frame of reference (Sherif & Sherif, 1969). It is the second meaning which
is of interest here.

Several researchers have studied norms and norm violations within the
context of interpersonal aggression. DeRidder (1980, 1983) and
Mummendey et al. (1984) conceive of aggressive behaviour as an interac-
tional phenomenon, in which the perspectives of actor and victim should
explicitly be taken into account. They assert that norm violation is a
crucial element in the study of aggression. DeRidder (1980, 1983) studied
the consequences of norm violation in interpersonal interactions. The main
conclusions of his research are that (1) an observer will label norm
violating behaviour as aggressive and inspired by malevolent intent
towards the victim, (2) a victim of norm violation will react with a norm
violation towards the actor, and (3) the more the victim attributes the
actor's norm violation to malevolent intent, the more likely it becomes that
the victim will react with a norm violation.

Some of the relevant findings of Mummendey, Linneweber & Loschper
(1984) are that norm violation, intent to harm and actual injury are
important in defining actions and situations as aggressive. Norm violation
and intent to harm are both necessary and sufficient conditions for
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labeling behaviour aggressive and eligible for punishment. Furthermore,
actor and victim adopt divergent perspectives in an aggressive interaction:
they differ in their evaluation of the actor's behaviour in terms of its
appropriateness and aggressiveness. Moreover, one's own behaviour is
judged to be less inappropriate and aggressive than the other person's
behaviour. In a recent article Mummendey & Otten (1989) it was shown
that subjects who were asked to identify with the initiator of a norm
violating event, tended to blame the opponent for its beginning. Also,
from the actor's point of view, norm violating behaviour was evaluated
less negatively than from the recipient's point of view.

3.1.2.      Norms  and  norm  violations  in  intergroup  relations

The concept of norm was important in the early study of intergroup con-
flict. Prejudice and hostile outgroup attitudes can be explained by
referring to social or cultural norms (e.g. Pettigrew, 1958,1964). Prejudice
can be intensified or lessened in strength through the operation of person-
ality variables, e.g. authoritarianism, although these variables are of lesser
importance (cf. Newcomb, Turner & Converse, 1965). In their chapter on
intergroup conflict, Newcomb, Turner & Converse (1965) attribute a cen-
tral role to ingroup norms with respect to hostile intergroup attitudes,
hostile intergroup behaviour and reduction of intergroup conflict. Their
discussion of the topic illustrates how the concept of norms influenced the
thinking of social psychologists at the time. An explicit investigation of
the role of norms and their violations in intergroup relations however, was
attempted only much later.

Tajfel initially accounted for his results of minimal group experiments
by invoking the concept of 'generic norm' (Tajfel et al., 1971). This con-
cept refers to the presence of a social norm in the minimal group situation
which dictates that one ought to discriminate against an outgroup. How-
ever, not only have studies been conducted which disconfirmed this
explanation (e.g. Billig, 1973), the explanation becomes untenable when
other forms behaviour, that is other strategies than maximizing difference,
are demonstrated. The 'generic norm' hypothesis therefore, was aban-
doned quite soon in favour of Social Identity Theory outlined in Par. 2.6.

Recently, Mummendey applied her theoretical ideas to the intergroup
level. We know of one empirical study which she has carried out to
investigate aggressive interaction between group members (Mummendey,
undated). She found that (a) in an interpersonal aggressive interaction,
actors evaluated their own actions more favourably than victims did, (b)
this divergence was stronger when actor and victim belonged to two
different groups, but (c) when the interaction took place between two
ingroup members, actors evaluated their behaviour much more negatively.



47

Victims in the latter case seemed to evaluate the actor's behaviour as less
negative compared to the other type of interactions. Mummendey ex-
plained the latter unexpected result in terms of the evaluations' com-
municative value for the continuity of the ingroup: actors thus indicated
that his behaviour was highly antinormative and not routine. The mild
judgement by the victims could be interpreted similarly.

Rabbie & Horwitz (1982; cited in Rabbie & Lodewijkx, 1983)
demonstrated that individuals and dyads react with anger and aggression
to the breach of an opponent's promise. Moreover, dyads reacted with
more aggression than individuals. These results confirm those by Jaffe &
Yinon (1979) who also found that groups were more aggressive than indi-
viduals. Rabbie & Horwitz (1982) found evidence that it is the annoyance
with the norm violation rather than a financial loss due to the norm
violation, which is responsible for the higher aggression of the dyads.

They have offered a dominant norm explanation for these results (Rabbie
& Visser, 1983); based on the emergent norm theory of Turner & Killian
(1972)): i.e. through intragroup interaction some norms become more
dominant than others.

Rabbie & Lodewijkx (1983) elaborated upon the Rabbie & Horwitz
experiments. The main conclusion they reached on the basis of their
ingenious experiment using a modified Prisoner's Dilemma Game is, that
groups react with more aggression than individuals. Their data suggested
that groups were less willing to restrain their aggression in an attempt not
to antagonize their opponent (although inconsistent results were obtained
with respect to different measures of aggression). Rabbie & Lodewijkx
attribute an important role to intragroup interaction as a way how the
incentive motivation of the group members in their experiment can be
enhanced. A frustration of this enhanced motivation leads to increased
aggression. Lodewijkx (1989) asserts that groups are more aggressive than
individuals, only if cognitive, emotional, normative and motivational
orientations of the individual group members are enhanced. His results
showed that intragroup interaction which is responsible for enhancement,
was a determining factor in the increased aggression of groups as com-
pared to individuals (However only for instrumentally and not relationally
oriented parties, see Lodewijkx, 1989).

Summarizing, in early theorizing on intergroup relations, ingroup
norms played an important role. It was only much later that the concept of
norm violation in intergroup behaviour was introduced. Although the
sparse number of studies on norm violation conducted were within the
context of aggression, we think that their results have much broader
relevance. They indicate that the study of norm violations in intergroup
relations might be promising and important.
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3.2. Norm violation theory

Recently an integrative approach has been formulated, which tries to
understand intergroup relations and (de)escalation of conflicts within
these relations, by studying norms and norm violations (DeRidder,
Tripathi, Sinha, Poortinga, Schruijer, Ghosh, Kumar & Sinha, 1985;
Schruijer, DeRidder, Poortinga & Tripathi, 1986; DeRidder, Schruijer &
Tripathi, in press; Poortinga, Schruijer, DeRidder, & Jansen, 1990). At-
tribution processes play a central role in this approach, so-called Norm
Violation Theory (DeRidder et al., in press). DeRidder's (1980, 1983)
model on norm violation in interpersonal contexts constituted a major
input for the development of Norm Violation Theory.

3.2.1.   The theory

Norm Violation Theory focuses especially on the second aspect of Sherifs
definition of a group, which stresses the importance of values, norms,
shared attitudes and goals.

Norm Violation Theory studies the role which norm violations and
subsequent attributions play in the process of intergroup conflicts. It
conceives of norms as opinions or beliefs of individual members of a
group about how they should or ought to behave in a specific situation.
"Group norms can be described as if, then statements: If a certain situa-
tion is present for a member of the ingroup or outgroup, then this group
member is obliged (should, ought to) perform a certain behaviour or ab-
stain from a certain behaviour. If a group member is not behaving in
accordance with a norm, that norm is being violated" (DeRidder, Schruijer
& Tripathi, in press)1. Groups which have been living together for some
time, have developed norms which specify how its members ought to be-
have towards members of other groups. "Group norms (cf. Shaffer, 1983)
1. do not describe behaviour of group members, they prescribe or

proscribe it;
2. they are opinions or beliefs of individual group members which they

assume are shared (i.e. known and accepted) by members of their own
group (ingroup norms), members of the outgroup (outgroup norms) or
by both;

3. norms vary in importance and generality. They can range from very
important to trivial and from fairly general to very specific;

Cf. Hcider, 1958; Homans, 1961; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959; sce Lautmann (1971) and
DeRidder (1980) for a detailed discussion on the definition of norms and how they differ from values
and expectations.
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4. norms are conceived to set latitudes of acceptable or objectionable
behaviour. These latitudes will be smaller the more important the
norms are;

5. members of a group must either be able to articulate which norms exist
or be aware when a norm violation occurs;

6. sanctions to norm violations range from unspecified (non)verbal signs
revealing disappointment or uneasiness to precise rewards and
punishments" (DeRidder, Schruijer & Tripathi, in press, p. 27).

In an interaction between two groups particularly those norms are
primarily relevant which group members apply to members of the other
group (similar or different to those applicable to ingroup members). It is
not necessarily so that the norms groups subscribe to are known and/or
accepted in reality, to all parties involved. According to DeRidder et at.,
"members of a group need only assume that members of the other group

know and accept the norms they apply to them" (p. 26). Norms govern the
behaviour of group members and provide the basis for coordination and
communication within and between groups. Group members expect other
groups to respect the norms they assume to be operating. Therefore, the
occurrence of a norm violation by members of one of the groups will have
important consequences. Norm violation is considered to be a potent
triggering factor of negative intergroup behaviour, within an already

existing intergroup relationship.
The theoretical framework Norm Violation Theory proposes, is partly

based upon a theory of interpersonal aggression developed by DeRidder
(1980, 1983). Starting point for a sequence of negative intergroup
behaviour is a norm violation on the part of one group (e.g. group A)
towards another group (group B). It has been demonstrated that people are
likely to engage in attributional activity when confronted with unexpected

behaviour, negative behaviour or when an event takes place which is
stressful, unknown, or important (Wong & Weiner, 1981). Since it is
expected that norm violation falls within one of these categories, it
induces an attribution process on the part of group B. The explanations
group B gives, will generally be negatively biased (Pettigrew, 1979): The
explanation members of group B arrive at, will determine their reaction
towards members of group A. Attributions to internal factors (malevolent
intentions or negative dispositions) will result in negative behaviour by
group B. When the reaction of members of group B constitutes a norm

2     We refer here to the concept of 'ultimate attribution error' (Pettigrew, 1979), for which

'intergroup attributional bias' or 'group-serving attributions' is perhaps a better term (Hewstone,

1989a, 1990). In general, the concept refers to the fact that 'attributions made for the behaviour of

ingroup and outgroup members are ... often cthnocentric, in the scnsc that members of a particular
group favour members of their own group, rather than members of outgroup' (Hewstone, 1990, p.
311). Wc refer to Par. 3.4.2 and 9.2.3 for an elaborate discussion on intergroup attributional bias.
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violation in the eyes of group A, members of group A in their turn will
try to explain it and thus the sequence continues. Schematically, this
course of events can be depicted as follows:

norm attribution reaction attribution reaction
-3, violation   -4 of group A's ->by group   of  group  B's -)by group >

by group A behaviour by B behaviour by      A
group B group A

Figure 3.1.  An  elementary  framework  of  nori  violation,  attribution  and
intergroup behaviour

Within this elementary framework a deescalation of negative behaviour
will occur if:
a. group B does not perceive group A's behaviour as norm violating. In

this case no attributions are made and no reaction is given;
b. group B does not attribute group A's norm violating behaviour to A's

bad character or negative motives but to environmental factors. In this
case it is unlikely that group B will give a negative (norm violating)
reaction;

c.  group B's reaction is not perceived as a norm violation by group A.
If none of these conditions holds an escalation of negative intergroup
behaviour is likely to occur.

In the case of co-existing groups, the sequence of events depicted above
becomes considerably more complex. It is quite likely that co-existing
groups have developed norms and/or procedures to prevent an escalation
of negative intergroup behaviour (DeRidder, Kumar & Schruijer, in
press), since escalations can be costly to the own group as well. Moreover,
it is in the interest of society at large to control conflict between groups
which belong to society. Only when no such norms exist and/or when the
larger society will not intervene, conflict might escalate when none of the
conditions specified above apply.

But even then, reality is more complex. Norm Violation Theory
addresses four factors which influence the elementary sequence depicted
above: ingroup identification, intergroup attitudes, perceived power, and
fraternal relative deprivation.

Ingroup identification refers to the degree to which individuals identify
themselves with the group to which they belong. It is assumed that in-
group identification of members of group B affects the likelihood that
behaviour of members of group A is (a) perceived as a norm violation, (b)
attributed to internal factors, and (c) retaliated against.
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Intergroup attitudes refer to the total of positive and negative opinions
members of each of the two groups have of members of the outgroup.
These attitudes are expected to influence the kind of explanation given of
the outgroup's norm violation. Negative attitudes toward the outgroup will
make an attribution to internal factors likely, whereas positive attitudes
will make external attributions likely.

Perceived power refers to the capacity each group perceives to have to
exert influence over the other group or the control over the other group's
outcomes. Two types of power are distinguished: (a) resource power,
which refers to the social, economic and political means or resources each
group perceives to possess, and (b) retaliation power, which refers to a
group's perceived means to become militant and organize themselves in
order to (non)violently resist the other group's influence attempts. Both
types of power are expected to predominantly affect the occurrence of an
initial norm violation, as well as subsequent reactions.

Fraternal relative deprivation refers to a sense of injustice and
accompanying feelings of dissatisfaction and/or resentment group
members experience due to the position of their group in comparison with
a relevant outgroup (see Par. 2.4). Feelings of fraternal relative
deprivation are expected to influence attributions and reactions.

In Figure 3.2. these four factors are incorporated in the elementary
framework.

power differences

relative relative

deprivation deprivation
group B - group A

\/                                                                  '       V                                   V                      ,i v

norm attribution reaction attribution reaction

-  violation  4 of group A's -*by group -) of group B's--3' by group -
by group A behaviour by B behaviour by         A

group B                       group A              

t /\ R\ /\ f
ingroup attitudes   ingroup attitudes ,,  ingroup
identi- 8 to A

 
identi- A to B

  identi-
fication fication fication

of group of group of group
A                                   B                                A

Figure 3.2. An elaborated framework  of  norm violation, attribution  and

intergroup behaviour
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Summarizing the effects Of the factors mentioned on the elements of the
elementary sequence, the following can be stated. Once one group starts
with a norm violation, an escalation of negative intergroup behaviour is
likely, when
1. members of both groups strongly identify with their own group; and
2. negative intergroup attitudes exist; and
3. the perceived amount of resource and retaliation power of the two

groups is large and the differences between the groups are small; and
4. members of the victim group feel their group suffers seriously from

fraternal relative deprivation.
Such an escalation can be prevented, attenuated or turned into a
deescalation of negative intergroup behaviour more easily, when
1. the identification of members of the two groups with their ingroup is

weak; and
2. positive intergroup attitudes exist; and
3. the perceived amount of resource and retaliation power of the two

groups is small or the differences between the groups are large; and
4. members of the victim group do not feel to suffer from relative

deprivation.
Apart from these direct effects of the four factors mentioned on the
elementary sequence, many indirect or long-term effects of these factors
can be imagined, e.g. the effect of power on attributions, on ingroup
identification and on intergroup attitudes. These kinds of effects,
although not specified in the elaborated framework, are deemed relevant
yet are not the main focus of NVT.

3.2.2.   Empirical evidence

This heuristic model of intergroup relations is a very recent one.
Therefore, direct empirical evidence for relationships outlined by the
model is scarce. Nevertheless, some existing evidence can be cited.

That norm violation can be a potent triggering factor of negative
intergroup behaviour within an already existing intergroup relationship, is
demonstrated in certain riots between the black and white population in
the United States (Lieberson & Silverman, 1965; Sears & McConahey,
1970)

It has been shown that norm violating behaviour by the outgroup is
more likely to be attributed to internal factors than norm violating
ingroup behaviour (Taylor & Jaggi, 1974; Duncan, 1976). Furthermore,
Bornewasser (1985) showed that subjects wanted to punish actors for
antisocial behaviour which was attributed internally. Relationships
between attributions and sanctions have also been obtained by Howard &
Pike (1986). Suggestive evidence for the relationship between attributions
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and  reactions  at an interpersonal level was found by DeRidder  (1980).
However, with respect to attribution processes in intergroup relationships
opposite results have also been obtained. In some cases minority or lower
status groups gave more positive explanations for behaviour by a majority
or the group with higher status in comparison to ingroup behaviour
(Deaux & Emswiller, 1974); sometimes the majority or higher status group
explained behaviour by a minority or lower status group more favourably
(Bornewasser, 1985; Howard & Pike, 1986). It appears that power is an
important variable influencing attributions (for further empirical results

see Par. 3.4.2).
Greenberg & Rosenfield (1979) provided support for the relationship

between intergroup attitudes and attributions. They showed that ethno-
centric individuals were more negatively biased in their explanations of
outgroup behaviour than individuals who were not ethnocentric. Kersse-
makers & DeRidder (1989) found that more blame was attributed to a
norm violating group in case of negative attitudes towards that group in
comparison to existing positive attitudes (for further evidence concerning
the relationship between attitudes and attributions, see Par. 3.4.2). Naqvi
(1980) demonstrated that Muslims characterized by strong feelings of
fraternal deprivation, attributed greater blame to Hindus for communal
riots, in comparison to Muslims with weak feelings of fraternal depriva-
tion. In general however, evidence with respect to the relationship
between fraternal deprivation and behaviour is small and the relationship
between fraternal relative deprivation and attributions and attitudes is
well-documented neither.

3.2.3. Discussion

One of the strengths of NVT is that it combines several notions which
have proved to be relevant for the study of intergroup relations, for
instance ingroup identification, power, relative deprivation and attitudes.
Moreover, NVT stresses the importance of attributions, which have been
shown to play an important role in intergroup behaviour. It can therefore
be called an integrative approach. Its focus upon norms and norm viola-
tions fills a gap in social psychology (cf. Pepitone, 1976). The focus on
norm violations and reactions to norm violations implies that the dynamics
of an intergroup relationship are taken into account, whereas its history -
predominantly reflected in the four factors - is incorporated.

However, these alleged strengths for the study of intergroup relations
still have to be proven. The evidence available just now is meager,

although results directly pertaining to the framework have been presented
at conferences (Schruijer, DeRidder & Poortinga, 1986; Poortinga,
Schruijer & DeRidder, 1987; Tripathi, Ghosh & Kumar, 1987). Moreover
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a book on studies done within the framework carried out in India and The
Netherlands is in press (DeRidder & Tripathi, in press).

With respect to the issues and controversies identified in the intergroup
literature (par. 2.7), NVT can be characterized as follows: Norm Violation
Theory adopts a Sherifian conceptualization of the term social group
(DeRidder, Schruijer & Tripathi, in press) and therefore attempts to deal
with structural aspects of groups and intergroup relations. However, in its
research thusfar, as well as in its research proposals, it strictly speaking
has been studying social categories. Full intragroup interaction with a
resulting group structure is not characteristic of a social category and
NVT therefore seems to put too much emphasis on Sherifs definition of a
group. However, NVT is interested in structural aspects of groups and
their relationships as Sherif has put forward. It focuses on two structural
aspects, namely (a) differences in power between groups and (b) norms,
especially the violation of norms. Since NVT aims at studying existing
groups, awareness of norms and power differences have developed over a
period of socialization into the group's or category's culture. When
confronted with a norm violation by an ingroup or an outgroup member,
individuals are most likely to rely on social representations which have
formed through this socialization process. Nevertheless, from NVT's
emphasis on norms, shared attitudes and other group characteristics (e.g.
power) one might have expected that the link between ingroup and inter-
group processes is explicitly studied, as is done for instance by Rabbie and
his colleagues (see Rabbie, 1982). This however, is not the case, at least
not in the research done sofar, nor is this link directly incorporated in the
model.

NVT does not take a clear stand in the cognitive-motivation contro-
versy. It acknowledges on the one hand the possibility of their joint
operation, as might be the case in intergroup attribution, yet on the other
focuses more on motivational factors as reflected in the concepts of in-
group identification, relative deprivation, power differences and inter-
group attitudes.

NVT basically operates at two levels of explanation. Through its focus
on norms and social representations, it can be characterized as adopting a
level IV analysis. Level III is most clearly invoked by its focus on power
differences and fraternal relative deprivation. Ingroup identification can
be treated as both a level II and a level III concept. Since however the
theory behind the concept of ingroup identification emphasizes the im-
portance of positional differences, it should perhaps be seen as level III.
Intergroup attitudes as a concept, strictly speaking, can be both level II
and III. Yet again, we are dealing with attitudes between existing groups.
Since no two groups in real-life are equal in position, their attitudes are
likely to be related to these positional differences.
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Finally, NVT's interest lies in both psychological processes and overt
intergroup behaviour, and intends to study them using a variety of
methodologies (DeRidder, Tripathi, Sinha, Poortinga, Schruijer, Ghosh,
Kumar & Sinha, 1985), although no publications as yet can be put forward
which reflect this double-sided interest.

3.3. A simplified model on norm violations, attributions and attitudes

In line with NVT, we will address the issue of norm violation, and the
influence of perceived power differences, feelings of fraternal relative
deprivation, outgroup attitudes and ingroup identification on reactions in
an intergroup relationship, in one study explicitly. Thus we hope to
provide some empirical evidence which is relevant for NVT. Note that the
model formulated within NVT serves as a heuristic framework in this
endeavour. That is, we conceive of the model as pointing out important
research questions and not as a model to be tested in itself. This particular
study and the results concerning all four factors and intergroup reactions,
is also conceived of as providing insight into the context in which the
intergroup relationship (in our case a relationship between two ethnic
groups; namely Turks and Dutch (see Chapter    1)), is embedded.   This
context can be helpful in interpreting the results of our other studies
which deal with the same intergroup relationship, since the four factors
inform us on the perceived societal position of the two groups vis-6-vis
one another.

However, although NVT points to important research questions, our
subsequent research efforts have not addressed all variables and rela-
tionships which are specified by NVT's heuristic model consistently. Main
attention has been devoted to the evaluation and explanation of intergroup
norm violations, anticipated reactions to these norm violations, and, how
these processes are influenced by intergroup attitudes. This restriction had
to be made because a full study of the complete model would be far
beyond the scope of one book. We chose for a more detailed investigation
of (1) intergroup causal attributions, in line of recent interest in the
phenomenon and the promise social attribution holds for a better under-
standing of intergroup behaviour, and of (2) intergroup attitudes, since
the concept of attitude has always been central both in social psychology
and in the study of intergroup relations. The simplified framework which
guided our research endeavours looks as follows:
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nonm violation explanation of reaction to
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Figure 3.3. A representation  of the framework which guided the research
described in this book.

This simplified heuristic framework will be the main focus of our empir-
ical studies.

3.4. Causal attribution in intergroup relations

In this paragraph we will discuss the importance of causal attribution
processes for an understanding of intergroup relations. Empirical research
which explicitly dealt with causal attribution in intergroup relations will
be reviewed. Theoretical approaches emphasizing cognitive and/or moti-
vational factors in explaining intergroup attribution processes are
described. Although we expect the reader to be fairly familiar with
traditional attribution theory, we will first very briefly introduce the
theory and its basic principles.

3.4.1.   Attribution theory

"Attribution theory is the name given to the set of theoretical principles
proposed to account for how people draw causal inferences about one
another's behaviour" (Eiser, 1987). Three underlying principles govern
attribution theory (cf. DeRidder, 1980): (1) a human being is an active
information processor and tries to impute meaning to events s/he ob-
serves, in order to anticipate and control future events, (2) meaning is
imputed by attributing the events to stable characteristics of the
environment or self, and (3) an attribution influences the emotional
experience and behaviour of the person making the attribution. A distinc-
tion has been made between attribution theories and attributional theories
(Harvey, Ickes & Kidd, 1978; Kelley & Michela, 1980). The former refers
to theories which focus on the effect of various factors on the perceived
causation, whereas the latter theories study the consequences of attribu-
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tions. Some authors however prefer to deemphasize this distinction
(DeRidder, 1980; Harvey & Weary, 1984). The most influential theories
have been (a) Heider's (1958) theory on phenomenal causality, (b) Jones
and Davis' (1965) theory of correspondent inferences, and (c) Kelley's
(1967, 1971) cube theory. For recent reviews of attribution theory we
refer to Kelley & Michela (1980), Shaver (1983), Harvey & Weary (1984)
and Harvey & Weary (1985).

3.4.2.  Social attribution

Despite the popularity and pervasiveness of attribution theory, it has been
criticized  for its individualistic focus (Apfelbaum  &  Herzlich,   1970- 1971)
and its neglect of social and sociological aspects of attributions
(Deschamps, 1973-1974, 1977, 1978, 1982; Hamilton, 1978; Hewstone &
Jaspars, 1982a, 1984; Crittenden, 1983). Attribution theory has pre-
dominantly focused on causal explanations of individual behaviour,
outside its social contexf. However, several authors stress the importance
of attribution processes for understanding intergroup relations and con-
flict (Horai, 1977; Cooper & Fazio, 1979). Apfelbaum & Herzlich (1970-
1971), when criticizing traditional attribution theory, wrote: "Pour le
sujet, attribuer, rechercher le vrai, s'identifie a registrer passivement
l'environnement. Passif dans sa recherche d'objectivite,  'individu ne peut
dtre que neutre vis-8-vis de l'objet, et non implique dans sa propre
action" (p. 973). And Deschamps (1973-1974): "Cette theorie de l'attribu-
tion semble s'appliquer A un sujet isold, ddtachd de tout contexte social,
passif vis-a-vis du monde qui l'entoure. La dimension sociale de t'attri-
bution n'est pas envisag6e" (p. 713). Intra- and intergroup relations have
to be considered when one wants to understand an individual's attribu-
tions (e.g. Deschamps, 1982).

More specifically, four a-social aspects of traditional attribution
research have been pointed to (Hewstone & Jaspars, 1984): (a) it is
individualistic in the sense that it explains behaviour of individuals, and
does not address attributions at the intergroup level; (b) it ignores the
social context of attribution judgements, i.e. in experiments the subjects
give their explanations alone, whereas outside experimental situations
individuals are subject to social influence since they discuss their
attributions with others; (c) it neglects the likelihood that social
attributions are influenced by social representations. These refer to
socially shared systems of belief with respect to (in this case) intergroup

3   An exception may be Jones & McGillis' (1976) concept of category-based behavioral
probabilities which refers to a perceiver's expectancies (stcreotypcs) based on the class- category- or

group-membership of a target person.
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relations (Moscovici, 1984). And (d) hardly ever have subjects been asked
to provide explanations of real social phenomena. The stimulus material
mostly is artificial and of no social relevance.

The social nature of attribution processes becomes apparent when
considering some older studies and is quite clearly illustrated by research
since the seventies. In a study by Hastorf & Cantril (1954), students from
Dartmouth and Princeton were asked to evaluate a football match between
both colleges. Students from the two colleges had a totally different
perspective on the game. This was reflected in their judgements con-
cerning its roughness, which team was to blame for the negative events,
and the number and severity of infractions attributed to the own team and
the other team. Their evaluations were such that they put the ingroup in a
relatively positive light vis-a-vis the outgroup. Thibaut & Riecken (1955)
showed that compliance by a high-status person was attributed internally
and was hence seen as less susceptible to influence, whereas compliant
behaviour by a low-status person was attributed externally. A very influ-
ential study in the area of social attribution has been the one by Taylor &
Jaggi (1974). They showed that Hindu subjects attributed the causes of
socially desirable behaviour by ingroup actors to internal factors and
socially undesirable behaviour by ingroup members to external factors,
whereas the reverse held true for outgroup (Muslim) actors; that is,
socially desirable behaviour by a Muslim was explained by referring to
external factors, and socially undesirable behaviour by a Muslim was
attributed to internal factors.

The work on social attribution since, can be divided in the following
broadly defined categories: (1) explanations for achievement of in- and
outgroup members, (2) attributions of blame and responsibility for social
and economical inequalities between groups, (3) group-serving biases in
the explanation of accepted group differences ('social facts'), (4)
attributions of blame and responsibility for an individual's behaviour or
outcomes, (5) causal explanations of negative and positive behaviour of an
in- and outgroup member, and, (6) studies on the predominance of group-
serving biases over self-serving biases and vice versa. This distinction is
partly based on Hewstone (19893) and Hewstone (1990). Newly included
categories here are attributions of blame and responsibility for inequalities
between groups (2) (which has been categorized as societal attribution by
Hewstone (19893)), blame and responsibility for an individual's behaviour
or outcomes (4) and group-serving versus self-serving biases (6). Although
not every category is equally relevant for our empirical research, we will
try to give a representative review of the main studies done within each,
since our concern here is the underlying patterns of attribution which are
found in each or most of the categories. Note that by the terms ingroup
(attributional) bias and group-serving bias we refer to the fact that
ingroup members generally opt for those explanations which put the in-
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group in a relatively positive light vis-S-vis the outgroup (see Par. 3.4.3
and Par. 9.2.4).

Explanations for achievement.
Deaux & Emswiller ( 1974) were among the first to study explanations for
achievement by males and females, using Weiner's (1974) model: Weiner
proposes that the distinction between unstable vs. stable causes, as well as
internal vs. external causes underly individuals' explanations of achieve-
ment. Four causal categories result ability, luck, effort and task dif-
ficulty. Deaux & Emswiller found that male success on male and female
tasks wais explained by both males and females by referring to skill,
whereas female success on the same tasks was attributed to luck, again by
both sexes. Females were found to attribute greater motivation than males
(Feldman-Summers & Kiesler, 1974). The latter researchers also demon-
strated that whereas mates perceived a female physician as having less
ability and to have an easier job as compared to male physicians, females
perceived the female physician to have a more difficult job. Feather &
Simon (1975) manipulated outcome (success or failure), the actor's sex
(male or female) and occupation for which the actor's were doing an
examination, varying in masculine dominance (medicine, teaching and
nursing), using females as subjects. It appeared that females saw ability as
a more important cause of male success than of female success. Lack of
ability however, was perceived as more important in explaining female
than male failure, especially in medicine. Furthermore, a female actor's
success in medicine was more explained in terms of ease of study in
comparison to a male actor's success. Yet task difficulty was perceived as
slightly more important for male failure than for female failure in
medicine. Finally, cheating was seen as less important in explaining male
success as compared to female success. Stephan, Rosenfield & Stephan
(1976) studied the attributions of males and females for success and
failure at a competitive game. Males who competed against other males or
females, as well as females competing against other females, all took more
credit for their success and blamed themselves less for failure than they
gave credit or blame to their opponents. However, females competing
against males did not engage in these egotistical attributions.

It has been shown that intergroup attitudes influence the pattern of
  achievement attributions. Garland & Price (1977) found that the more

positive the attitudes of male subjects towards women in management
(Women as Manager Scale (Peters, Terborg & Taynor, 1974)), the more

4   S0usa & Leyens (1987) demonstrated that Weiner's two-dimensional attribution model,
consisting of a priori categories, results in different conclusions than when subjects' free responses are
analyzed using Benzecri's factorial correspondence analysis. We refer to Sousa and kyens (1987) for
a further discussion of this issue.
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they explained female success in terms of ability and effort and the less in
terms of luck and ease of job. Womens' sex role identity also is related to
the explanation of achievement, as was demonstrated by Lee (1987). She
found a less self-enhancing pattern of attributions for feminine sex-typed
women as compared to nontraditional women (as determined by Bem's
(1974) Sex Role Identity Scale): feminine sex-typed women referred more
to the ease of task when explaining their success than nontraditional
Women.

Some studies focused on the achievement attributions of ethnic
minorities. Yarkin, Town & Wallston (1982) showed that male and female
subjects attributed the success of white males more to ability and less to
effort and luck, than they did when explaining the success of white
females, black males, and black females. The same year a study was
reported by Whitehead, Smith & Eichhorn (1982) in which both black and
white subjects engaged in an ingroup bias when explaining failure of in-
and outgroup actors. The failure of outgroup actors on two tasks - of
which it was known via a pretest that both blacks and whites perceived
blacks to be superior on one (athletics) and whites to be superior on the
other (academic task) - was more attributed to a lack of ability as
compared to a failure by ingroup actors (the results pertaining to the other
three categories were more complex; see Whitehead et al., 1982).

Hewstone, Wagner & Machleit (1989) had Turkish and German pupils
explain success and failure of Turks, Germans and of self. It appeared
that German subjects explained ingroup and own failure more to luck
than outgroup failure (ingroup bias). Turkish subjects attributed ingroup
success more to good luck as compared to outgroup success (seemingly
favouring the outgroup).

As was the case with respect to intersex attributions, attitudes are
important in understanding interethnic attributions, as has been suggested
by a study by Greenberg & Rosenfield (1979). (White) subjects high in
ethnocentrism attributed success by blacks less to ability and more to luck
in comparison to success by whites. The reverse pattern was found for
low-ethnocentrism subjects. Black failure was explained by high-ethno-
centrism subjects more in terms of lack of ability than failure by a white
actor. Again, the pattern shown by low-ethnocentrism subjects was just
the opposite. Lack of ability was more referred to as an explanation of
black failure by high- as compared to low ethnocentrism subjects. Note
that prejudice did not have any effect on the attributions tapped by
Hewstone et al. (1989) although it should be mentioned that their measure
of prejudice was rather weak. Winkel (1990) obtained a main effect for
attitude and not an interaction between attitude and actor's group
membership yet his measure of attitude was very unclear and dubious.

A somewhat different study by Garcia, Erskine, Hawn, & Casmay
(1981) is worth mentioning. They investigated whether the ethnicity of an
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applicant for graduate school, in combination with acceptance or rejection
of the applicant and with information about whether the school had an
affirmative action policy, influenced subjects' ratings of the applicant's
qualifications. Garcia et al. chose not to tap the standard achievement
attributions (luck, ability, effort, task difficulty) but asked for
comparable yet more realistic judgments of qualifications. Their main
result was that minority applicants were rated as less qualified as
compared to non-minority applicants when they apply for entrance at a
school having an affirmative action policy.

Linville & Jones (1980) demonstrated that an outgroup (black or
opposite-sex) law school applicant was rated more able as compared to an
ingroup (white or same-sex) applicant when they had strong credentials,
whereas the outgroup applicant was judged less favourable in comparison
with an ingroup applicant, i.e. less able, when the applicants had weak
credentials. (Jackson, Hymes & Sullivan (1987) found that black law
school applicants were rated more favourably by black as compared to
white subjects. The whites were more influenced by the applicant's
gender, favouring males over females. From their study it is not clear
however, whether ability was one of the evaluations rated).

Hewstone, Jaspars & Lalljee (1982) studied causal attributions for
success and failure by boys attending a public or a comprehensive school.
The explanations for success and failure of in- and outgroup members
given by public and comprehensive schoolboys clearly differed. Both
groups engaged in an ingroup bias, at least on some variables. In order to
understand the exact way in which this bias was expressed in their study,
the social context of the study has to be taken into account. We refer to
Hewstone et al. (1982) for further details.

Augoustinos (1990) likewise studied attributions for success or failure.
Students from a lower- and from a higher class school explained the
success or failure of actors belonging  to 12 different social groups  in
Australia. Hardly any effects were obtained for the type of school (higher
or lower class). However, success and failure was attributed to internal
factors for actors belonging to groups at the higher end of the social
structure, whereas external explanations were provided for actors
belonging to groups at the lower end. Overall internal explanations were
preferred over external ones. This tendency increased with subjects' age.

From the results described above, we may tentatively conclude that
with respect to explanations for achievements, dominant groups in society
appear to engage in a consistent ingroup bias (males, whites), whereas
those *being number two' (Yarkin et al.; females and blacks) sometimes
derogate their ingroup yet on other occasions demonstrate ingroup
favouritism. The results of Augoustinos did not reveal a difference for
numbers 'one and two'. The results of Linville & Jones also are somewhat
at odds with this conclusion. Attitudes appear to play an important role in
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the pattern of attributions. In any case, the social context definitely has to
be considered when trying to understand the kind of attributions given for
in- and outgroup achievements.

Attributions of blame and responsibility for social inequalities.
Erskine (1968) and Campbell (1971 ) found that whites in America blamed
the blacks for their inferior position. Blacks explained their poverty by
blaming the system, not themselves (Feagin, 1972). Hewstone & Jaspars
(1982b) demonstrated that black subjects blamed the white system and its
members more for instances of racial discrimination than they blamed
dispositional characteristics of blacks. For white subjects Hewstone &
Jaspars hypothesized just the opposite. However, the white subjects did
not differentiate between the two causes and in some instances even
engaged in a stronger system-blame. It should be noted here that these
white subjects were from a working-class background and might have
experienced discrimination themselves. In a study by Guimond & Simard
(1979), cited in Hewstone & Jaspars (19823), English Canadians were
found to blame the French Canadians themselves for their economical
inequality, whereas the French Canadians blamed the English Canadians
and referred to structural causes in order to explain the inequality.
Finally, females have been found to be aware of the existence of sexual
inequalities, and to blame institutional discrimination rather than internal
factors for their inferior position (Kalmuss, Gurin & Townsend, 1981).

A series of studies have been conducted on how people explain
unemployment and poverty. In general it has been found that the un-
employed blame the system for their situation, more so than the employed
or other observers, who tend to attribute the unemployed status to internal
factors, e.g. lack of motivation (Feather & Davenport, 1981; Feather &
Barber, 1983; Furnham, 19828; Schaufeli, 1988). Thus, Furnham (1982b)
found that the working class and the poor blamed the system for their
poverty, whereas the middle class and the rich held the poor and the
unemployed responsible for their situation. It has furthermore been
demonstrated that explanations for unemployment and poverty are a
function of an individual's attitudes, values and ideology (Feather, 1974,
1983, 1985; Furnham, 1982a, 1982b; Pandey, Sinha, Prakash, & Tripathi,
1982). The results of a study in India by Pandey et al. (1982) showed that
left activists attributed the causes of poverty more to government's
policies and economic dominance of a few in society, as compared to right
activists and neutrals. The latter two groups on the other hand, attributed
the causes of poverty more to self (habits and ability of the poor) and the
poor's fate than did the left activists. Feather (1985) found that conser-
vative subjects were more likely to blame lack of motivation, personal
handicaps (sickness, physical handicap, lack of intelligence, ability,
education), social change (unions as the cause, job competition, tech-
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nological change), and specific competition (jobs taken by married women
and immigrants) for unemployment, while less conservative subjects
blamed unemployment on variables relating to a defective government and
economic recession. Forgas, Furnham & Frey (1989) showed that national
and demographic variables affected subjects' explanations of wealth.
Moreover, the class and ethnicity of the target whose wealth needed
explaining influenced how this was done. Finally, interactions between
subjects' social background and target characteristics were found. Some
studies established a relationship between type of academic training and
causal attribution (e.g. Guimond & Palmer, 1990): with increasing years of
studying, social science students blamed the system more for poverty and
unemployment than commerce or engineering students.

Lastly, it deserves mention that relationships between the kind of
explanation given and behavioural measures have been obtained: Gurin,
Gurin, Lao & Beattie (1969) and Gurin, Miller & Gurin (1980) found a
relationship between system blame and participation in collective action.

On the whole then, inferior groups explain their situation by referring
to the system, whereas the dominant and superior groups in society blame
these groups themselves for their poverty and unemployment. Attitudes,
values and political ideology have been shown to be an important deter-
minant of attributions of blame. And, explanations seem to be related to
participation in collective action.

Explanations for real and accepted group differences ('social facts').
Some studies addressed the issue of whether group-serving biases operate
in the explanation of differences between groups; differences which are
accepted by both groups involved. Hewstone, Bond & Wan (1983) asked
students from two universities from Hong Kong, one of high and the
other of lower status, to provide explanations for socially accepted facts
which distinguished one university from the other. Half of these social
facts favoured one university, the second half the other university.
Students of both universities gave explanations of these social facts which
favoured their own ingroup. This tendency to favour the ingroup was not
more pronounced for those facts which reflected positive upon own uni-
versity. The group-serving bias was stronger for students of the lower-
status university. Bond, Hewstone, Wan & Chiu (1985) examined whether
cross-cultural differences exist in the explanation of social facts. Indeed,
men and women in the United States engaged in stronger group-serving
biases when explaining sex-typed behaviours as compared to men and
women in Hong Kong.

Thus, even when differences between groups are accepted, they can
still be explained in a way which serves the ingroup. Differences in the
strength of group-serving biases are likely to exist across cultures.



64

Attributions of blame and responsibility for an individual's behaviour or
outcomes.
Wang & McKillip (1978) asked Chinese and American students, as well as
American town residents, to assign fines (as an operationalization of
responsibility) to a Chinese or American car driver who was involved in a
car accident which caused harm to a victim of the opposite ethnic group.
Chinese students fined the American victim when the car driver was
Chinese, yet fined the American car driver who was involved with a
Chinese victim. The pattern for the American town residents was
reversed. No effect was found for the American students, who appeared
to be much less ethnocentric than their Chinese counterparts and the town
residents.

Bornewasser (1985) found that Yugoslavian guestworkers in Germany
attributed less blame for aggressive behaviour by an ingroup actor towards
a German victim, and were less prepared to punish him, as compared to
identical aggressive behaviour enacted by a German worker towards a
Yugoslavian victim. No differences were found between in- and outgroup
with respect to what extent honour was due to actors engaging in prosocial
behaviour and the extent to which they were deserving of reward. The
German workers did not differentiate between in- and outgroup with
respect to their attributions of blame. However, they were prepared to
sanction German aggressors more than Yugoslavian aggressors. Fur-
thermore, in their view more honour was due for the prosocial Yugo-
slavian than for the prosocial German and they were willing to reward
him accordingly. In other words, the Germans seemed to favour the
outgroup in the way they explained and punished/ rewarded behaviour.

Howard & Pike (1986) studied the impact of an actor's race and socio-
economic status on the attributions and evaluations in two different
situations. One situation involved an actor's arrest, the other an actor
applying for unemployment benefits. The subjects were all white,
predominantly middle class. In the arrest situation white actors were
blamed more than black actors. A black actor's arrest was furthermore
blamed on society, more than in case of a white actor's arrest. Socio-
economic status did exert influence on evaluations and sanctions in this
situation: working-class actors were evaluated more negatively and were
given more severe sanctions in comparison to middle-class actors. In the
unemployment situation working class actors were blamed more than
middle class actors, and, middle class actors were evaluated more posi-
tively than working class actors. Finally, blame was more attributed to
society in case of a black as compared to a white actor. In sum, Howard &
Pike demonstrated the co-existence of class ethnocentrism on the one
hand and a pro-minority bias on the other.

The main conclusions reached by Howard on the basis of her research
on victimization (Howard, 1984a, 1984b), in which male and female sub-

-
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jects read transcripts of interviews ostensibly between a police detective
and an assault victim or saw a videotape of the interview, were that (a)
more blame was attributed to female victims than to male victims, in
sexual and nonsexual assaults, (b) more blame was attributed to the
character of female victims as compared to male victims, (c) male victims
received more blame in terms of their behaviour, and (d) subjects with
traditional gender role attitudes blamed female victims and their character
more than male victims, as compared with subjects who had more egali-
tarian attitudes. These findings were in accordance with societal
stereotypes about men and women (Howard, 19842,1984b).

Summarizing, dominant groups in society in some situations tend to
favour their ingroup when asked to attribute blame for negative behaviour
(Wang & McKillip, 1978; Howard, 19843,1984b; Howard & Pike, 1986 (in
case of socio-economic status)), yet they sometimes seem to favour the
inferior outgroup (Bornewasser, 1985; Howard & Pike, 1986 (in case of
race)). For groups of lower status and power, mixed results have been
obtained as well: Wang & McKillip (1978) and Bornewasser (1985) found
an ingroup bias, whereas Howard (19843,1984b) showed that females vic-
timize their ingroup more than the male outgroup. But again, attitudes
play an important role in the ultimate pattern of blame attributions (Wang
& McKillip, 1978; Howard, 19843,1984b).

Causal explanations for an in- or outgroup actor's negative and/or positive
behaviour.
We already discussed Taylor & Jaggi's study (1974) above. Mann & Taylor
(1974) asked English and French Canadian students to judge the degree to
which positive or negative behaviour by an actor (English or French
Canadian, middle or lower class, or a combination of both) was caused by
internal dispositions or by external factors. On the whole, both the French
and English Canadian subjects attributed the positive behaviour of the
French Canadian actor internally and his negative behaviour externally.
Apart from ethnocentrism as a possible causal factor, this pattern may
have reflected existing stereotypes of French Canadians (see Mann &
Taylor, 1974; Jaspars & Hewstone, 1982 for a discussion). Furthermore,
the French Canadians were more favourable in their explanations for a
middle class actor as compared to a lower class actor, whereas the reverse
pattern existed for the English Canadians.

In a study by Stephan (1977), fifth and sixth grade students from three
ethnic groups -Blacks, Chicanos and Anglos- had to choose a dispositional
or a situational cause for positive or negative behaviour by an actor
belonging to each of these three ethnic groups. Stephan predicted that
ingroup members would make more dispositional attributions with respect
to positive behaviour and less with respect to negative behaviours as
compared to outgroup members. The hypothesis was confirmed for the
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Chicanos and marginally so for the Anglos. The results of the Black
students did not confirm Stephan's hypothesis (but see Jaspars &
Hewstone (1982) for a reinterpretation). Stephan discusses his results in
terms of the larger social structure and the position of groups vis-a-vis
one another.

Duncan (1976) was interested in whether race of an actor (black or
white) in combination with that of a victim (black or white), would
produce different lower limits for labeling ambiguous behaviour as
violent. His results showed that when a victim received an ambiguously
violent shove by a black actor, it was labeled by white subjects as being
definitely violent. An identical ambiguous shove by a white actor how-
ever, was not labeled as being violent behaviour at all (again by white
subjects). Moreover, the black actor's shove was attributed to internal
factors, whereas the white actor's shove was attributed to external factors.

Bodenhausen & Wyer (1985) asked students (among other questions) to
estimate the likelihood that certain offenses which were either stereo-
typical or non-stereotypical of a cultural group would recur. Bodenhausen
& Wyer treated this higher likelihood of recurrence as reflecting an
internal and stable characteristic which brings about the recurrence. It
appeared that an Arab employee's laziness (a behaviour perceived as
stereotypical of Arab employees) and an American employee's lack of
cooperation with management (perceived as stereotypical of American
employees) were estimated as more likely to be repeated than laziness by
an  American or uncooperativeness  by  an Arab employee (Experiment  1).
Furthermore, an assault by a Hispanic and embezzlement through forgery
by an upper-class white Anglo-Saxon Protestant (crimes which were both
seen as stereotypically consistent with these groups) were judged to be
more stable behaviours than stereotypically inconsistent behaviour (an
embezzling Hispanic and an assaulting WASP) (Experiment 2). Macrae &
Shepherd (1989) carried out a comparable study, using occupational
stimulus groups, and tapping causal attributions more directly. They asked
students to explain an assault event or embezzlement by either an
accountant or a labourer. Pilot studies showed that assault was considered
to be typical for labourers yet atypical for accountants, and that
embezzlement was seen as typical for accountants yet atypical for
labourers. It appeared that an accountant's assault was attributed less
externally than when committed by a labourer whereas no differences
between labourer and accountant were found in case of embezzlement.
Gordon (1990) finally, who conducted a study along a similar line of
interest, presented a description of a burglary and of an embezzlement
enacted by either a black or white actor, to black and white subjects. A
black burglar's behaviour was attributed more internally than a black
actor's embezzlement. Subjects' group membership did not have any
effects. Burglary was seen as more typical of blacks than embezzlement.
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Black burglars were seen as more likely to commit a similar crime again as
compared to black embezzlers.

Hewstone & Ward (1985) replicated the Taylor & Jaggi-study in South-
east Asia. They demonstrated that the ethnocentric attribution found by
Taylor & Jaggi is not a universal phenomenon. In Malaysia the Malays'
indeed gave more internal explanations for positive than for negative
ingroup behaviour, and for negative behaviour more internal explanations
for an outgroup as compared to an ingroup actor. The Chinese in Malaysia
however, favoured the outgroup in their explanations. A second study in
Singapore revealed that the Malays' still made group-serving explanations
(although only for positive behaviours), whereas the Chinese showed
neither an ingroup nor an outgroup bias. Hewstone & Ward explained
these results in terms of wider sociostructural and cultural factors.

Vala, Monteiro & Leyens (1988) studied the influence of an observer's
ideology and actor's group membership upon the explanation and
perception of violence. Conservative and radical students were asked to
select five out of 30 causes in order to explain aggressive behaviour by
policemen or delinquents. As hypothesized, the radical students explained
the delinquent's behaviour externally and the policemen's behaviour
internally. For conservative subjects no significant differences were
found. Moreover, an interaction effect between ideology and actor's group
membership was obtained on variables measuring perceived violence,
agent's responsibility and severity of punishment. On the whole, the
radicals were more tolerant with respect to the delinquent actors as
compared to the policemen, whereas an opposite pattern was found for the
conservatives.

Schruijer, Blanz, Mummendey, Tedeschi, Banfai, Dittmar, Kleibaum-
hiiter, Mahjoub, Mandrosz-Wroblewska, Molinari & Petillon (1989) asked
members of the Italian Communist Party to judge and explain harm-doing
behaviour by an ingroup (communist) or outgroup (fascist) actor towards
an ingroup or outgroup victim. Outgroup actors were evaluated as more
aggressive and intentional in their actions as compared to ingroup actors.
Outgroup victims were seen as more likely to retaliate than ingroup actors.
The actor's group membership was rated as a more likely cause in case of
an outgroup actor harming an ingroup victim in comparison to any of the
other possible altercations. On the whole, group-based explanations were
used more often when the group identities of actor and victim were dif-
ferent than when they were the same.

In sum, apart from the results of studies by Mann & Taylor (1974) and
Stephan (1977) (studies which had some shortcomings, see Jaspars & Hew-
stone, 1982), a similar pattern emerges as in the preceding sections.
Dominant groups opt for explanations which pose the ingroup in a posi-
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tive light, whereas the results for subordinate groups are mixed: The
larger social structure as well, has been pointed to as a major explanatory
factor. Stereotypes which have been measured in some of the studies, are
in line with the explanations given for in- and outgroup behaviour (Taylor
& Jaggi, 1974; Hewstone & Ward, 1985). The same is true for evaluations
of the act and actor (Duncan, 1976; Vala et al., 1988, Schruijer et al.,
1989).

Group-serving vs. self-serving biases.
Studies done within this category investigated the occurrence of self-
serving and group-serving biases in the explanation of success and failure,
the relationship between these two types of biases, and the consequences
of these biases. Self-serving bias within this tradition refers to the

phenomenon that individuals take credit for success yet deny responsibil-
ity for failure (Bradley, 1978; Miller & Ross, 1975). The counterpart of
this phenomenon at the group-level is referred to as a group-serving bias:
individuals give their own ingroup more credit for success than they give
themselves, and blame their group less for failure as compared to them-
selves. This pattern of results has indeed been found by Taylor & Doria
(1981), despite earlier failures to demonstrate the existence of a group-
serving bias predominating over a self-serving bias (Schlenker & Miller,
1977). Taylor & Doria attributed this failure to the fact that laboratory
groups were used which lacked any sense of group history or anticipated
long-term affiliation. Therefore, the studies in which Taylor and col-
leagues demonstrated the group-serving bias (Taylor & Doria, 1981;
Taylor, Doria & Tyler, 1983), sports teams were used which had a history,
expected future interaction, and whose members knew each other well. In
line with Taylor & Doria's argument, Zaccaro, Peterson & Walker (1987)
found that in case of high task interdependence within teams, the team
was credited more for success than was the group member himself,
whereas success of teams consisting of independently playing team
members was explained in a self-serving way (the degree of interdepen-
dence however did not affect the attributions of failure). However Van
Knippenberg (1986) argued that group-serving biases do occur not so
much because of intragroup factors, but mainly because of strong group
identification. Identification is not the result of personal intragroup
relations, yet more likely due to e.g. intragroup similarity and intergroup
competition (see also SIT, Par. 2.6). Indeed, Van Knippenberg (Experi-
ment 1) demonstrated that group-serving biases can be stronger  than self-
serving biases in laboratory groups, when group identification is en-

S    Note that Bodenhausen & Wyer (1985) and Macrae & Sheperd (1989) used students as
subjects in their experiments.
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hanced. His data also suggested that self-serving and group-serving biases
are positively related phenomena.

The kind of explanations given for group success or failure by a group
member, has consequences for how fellow group members respond to him
or her. Bond, Chiu & Wan (1984) showed that partners in a dyad who
made group(dyad)-serving attributions, were liked more as compared to
partners who made group(dyad)-effacing attributions. Taylor & Tyler
(1987) found that hockey players who made group-serving attributions
were perceived by other hockey players as contributing more to the group
cohesion, than those who made self-serving attributions. Furthermore, the
group-serving hockeyers were seen as more desirable in terms of popular-
ity and leadership, and as more skillful.

In sum, group-serving biases have been found to exist, both in
Sherifian groups, and in groups whose members have a strong group iden-
tification. Important is the distinction made between explanations
referring to self, to self as a group member, to other ingroup members, to
the other group, or to the situation (e.g. Zaccaro et al., 1987). Group
members who make group-serving attributions are evaluated more posi-
tively than non-group-serving members.

3.4.3.  Theoretical explanations

Both cognitive and motivational explanations have been given in order to
account for the findings presented above. We will first present cognitive-
oriented explanations and then proceed with explanations which are partly
cognitive, partly motivational.

Kelley's (1971) principles of augmenting and discounting have been
applied to the evaluation of ability in an intergroup context (Garcia et al.,
1981; Linville & Jones, 1980). According to Kelley (1971), when several
plausible causes are present which can account for a certain effect, the
role of one particular cause will be discounted (discounting principle). On
the other hand, a particular cause will be more likely chosen as the cause
of a certain effect, when other causal factors are present as well, which
normally would inhibit the effect (augmenting principle). Garcia et al.'s
results support such a line of reasoning: affirmative action discounted the
role of minority members' ability.

The complexity-extremity hypothesis of Linville & Jones (1980) how-
ever, offers a different cognitive explanation for this effect. In their first
experiment (1980, Experiment   1) they found   that a black applicant   for
law school having strong credentials, was judged to be more able, moti-
vated, likeable, and active as compared to a white candidate with equally
strong credentials. This effect can be accounted for by Kelley's aug-
menting principle. However, their subsequent data support another
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explanation, given by Linville & Jones. They assume that people have a
more complex cognitive schema for the ingroup as compared to the
outgroup. Schema complexity results in evaluative moderation due to the
fact that judgements based on a larger number of evaluative considera-
tions are more likely to be mixed. Mixing is less likely with less evaluative
considerations and thus extremity will be found as a result. Thus, evalua-
tions of outgroup members are polarized. Furthermore, new information
has more impact on a simple as compared to a complex schema, since
complex schematas are already rich and differentiated and hence resistant
to change. In their second experiment they manipulated the strength of
the credentials. Indeed, it appeared that outgroup applicants (black or
opposite-sex) with strong credentials were evaluated more positively as
compared to ingroup applicants, whereas subjects tended to rate outgroup
applicants with weak credentials more negatively than ingroup applicants.
Although more support has been found for their complexity-extremity
hypothesis (e.g. Whitehead, Smith & Eichhorn, 1982), it is not quite clear
how this hypothesis can account for e.g. male explanations of female
success.

Deaux (1976) and Hamilton ( 1979) provide a cognitive-oriented expla-
nation for achievement attributions as well as attributions for positive and
negative in- and outgroup behaviour. They emphasize the crucial role of
expectancies in the explanation of attribution patterns: when an expec-
tancy concerning the behaviour and/or its outcome is confirmed, it will be
attributed internally, whereas when it gets disconfirmed it will be
explained by referring to external causes. Take for example the explana-
tions of male and female achievement: when individuals expect males to
be more successful and this expectation gets confirmed, a stable and
internal explanation is provided for the male success. If one assumes or
expects that females are less competent, a consequent disconfirmation (the
female succeeds) will be attributed to temporal and unstable causes
whereas a confirmation (she fails) is explained by referring to stable
internal causes (this pattern is reversed for male failures, provided that the
expectancy is that males are competent). These expectancies are deter-
mined by stereotypes one holds about males and females: competence is a
central trait in the stereotype of men. These principles hold for any
stereotyped group, e.g. ethnic minorities. Thus, the negative stereotype
Duncan's (1976) subjects may have had of blacks, would make aggressive-
ness (disposition) a likely explanation for the black actor's ambiguous
shove. Similar explanations were offered by Bodenhausen & Wyer (1985),
Macrae & Sheperd (1989) and Gordon (1990), who predicted stereotypical
behaviour to be attributed more internally than nonstereotypical behav-
iour. Hamilton (1979) also suggests how whites' explanation for the low
socio-economic status of blacks may have shifted over the years from the
blacks' intellectual inferiority (which is hardly subscribed anymore) to a
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lack of effort and/or motivation as a new explanation (this in line with the
assertion that modern prejudice is subtle and indirect (Pettigrew &
Martin, 1989). Such dispositional attributions may result in the confirma-
tion and maintenance of stereotypes which led to dispositional attributions
in the first place. On the other hand, when behaviour is shown which dis-
confirms expectancies, the resulting external attributions likewise lead to a
confirmation and maintenance of stereotypes.

How causal attributions of positive and negative in- and outgroup
behaviour may serve to maintain stereotypes is well illustrated by
Pettigrew (1979) , whose concept of *ultimate attribution error' refers to
both cognitive and motivational processes. The 'ultimate attribution error'
is an extension of the fundamental attribution error (Heider, 1958; Ross,
1977) which refers to observers' underestimations of the influence of
situational factors and overestimations of the influence of dispositions on
behaviour. Likewise, negative behaviour of an outgroup member is ex-
plained by referring to dispositional factors; an attribution which
according to Pettigrew serves to protect the stereotyped view of the
outgroup from a positive evaluation. Yet how to explain behaviour which
is clearly inconsistent with a negative view of the outgroup? Pettigrew
suggests four possibilities for 'explaining away' positive behaviour
by/outcomes of a member of a disliked outgroup: (1) the member exhib-
iting the positive behaviour may be an exceptional case, (2) it may be seen
as due to luck or special advantages (e.g. affirmative action programs), (3)
it may be explained by referring to high motivation and effort, which
*proves' that discrimination does not hinder the outgroup and that there is
something wrong with the rest of the outgroup members, and (4) situa-
tional factors may be held responsible e.g. role demands. To this,
Pettigrew adds three more points: (1) the ultimate attribution error is
likely to be exhibited by most human beings, yet most sharply by pre-
judiced individuals, (2) the more perceivers are conscious of their own
and the actor's group memberships, the more likely it is that the ultimate
attribution error occurs, and (3) the ultimate attribution error is largest
when the groups involved have a history of intense conflict and have neg-
ative stereotypes of one another, and, when racial and ethnic differences
covary with national and socio-economic differences.

Pettigrew's analysis can be characterized as both cognitive and
motivational. The theoretical approach of Deschamps (1982) also empha-
sizes both cognitive and motivational factors. Deschamps conceives of
attribution as a process of putting representations into operation.
Representations follow certain cognitive laws, particularly the categoriza-
tion process. Hence, social categorization lies at the core of social
attribution and social attribution is closely connected to social representa-
tions, which should be understood as shared belief systems that individ-
uals of social groups hold about their own and other groups (Hewstone &
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Jaspars, 1982a). It is important to recognize that the nature of intergroup
relations determines the content of social representations, yet that social
representations by themselves may also influence the development of these
relations (Doise, 1978). According to Hewstone & Jaspars (1982a), social
representations provide a priori causal schemata which thus influence
information processing. Their content makes some causes more 'accessible'
than others and this way causal attributions become more simple and
predictable. Deschamps' main predictions concerning social attribution
are, that (a) attributions will tend to be sociocentric (or ethnocentric) that
is, discrimination in favour of the ingroup vis-A-vis the outgroup, yet
that (b) this sociocentric dimension will not manifest itself in case of
dominated groups since their devalued image, reflected by society and/or
the dominant group involved, creates a tendency to diminish the distance
to the outgroup.

Hewstone & Jaspars (1982a) add three points to Deschamps' theory of
social attribution. First of all, they explain why a direct extrapolation
from the notion of actor-observer differences at the interpersonal (Jones
& Nisbett, 1971; Monson & Snyder, 1977) to the level of intergroup per-
ception (Stephan, 1977) cannot be the basis for a theory of social attribu-
tion since it is not capable of making differential predictions for different
outgroups. The importance of socio-structural aspects in intergroup attri-
bution (see above) will make clear that it is quite unlikely that identical
patterns of attribution will be found across outgroups. However the actor-
observer, ingroup-outgroup analogy points to the possibility that observers
provide reason explanations for the behaviour of ingroup members, yet
causal explanations for outgroup members (see Buss, 1978 for the distinc-
tion between reasons and causes in attribution theory). Finally Hewstone
& Jaspars point to the fact that observers' group memberships may also
influence self-attributions.

In 1984 Hewstone & Jaspars present 'a tentative theory of social
attribution' which intends to integrate the contributions discussed above,
yet also incorporates views derived from Social Identity Theory. Because
of its integrative character as well as their valuable insights based on SIT,
we present their hypotheses, derivations and corollaries in full. " ...

Hypothesis 1:
Social attribution is concerned with the everyday (or common-sense)
causal explanations of human social behaviour; and with the outcomes of
behaviour, specifically the social conditions in which people live.

Hypothesis 2'.
Social attributions will tend to be based on social categorizations.

Corollary 2a. The behaviour of a member of another group will be at-
tributed not simply to individual characteristics or intentions, but to



73

characteristics and intentions associated with the group to which the
actor belongs.
Corollary 2b: The explanation of the behaviour of an individual
categorized as a member of a social group will vary as a function of the
social group membership of the perceiver.
Corollary 20. An individual may also explain his own behaviour, or the
behaviour of others towards him, in terms of the social category to
which he belongs.

Hypothesis 3:
Social attributions will tend to serve functions for the perceiver's social
group.

Corollary 3<c Explanations will tend to be made in such a way that a
positive social identity for the perceiver's ingroup is created, main-
tained or enhanced.
Derivation A (from  1, 2, 3): Positive behaviour of ingroup members and
negative behaviour of outgroup members will be internally attributed.
Derivation B (from   1,  2,  3):  Negative  behaviour  of  ingroup  members
and positive behaviour of outgroup members will be externally at-
tributed.
Corollary 3b: Under certain conditions social attributions will not
function to provide a positive ingroup identity, e.g. certain minor-
ity-majority group relations (where the members of the minority group
perceive no alternatives to the existing system). In this case, members
of the *objectively' inferior group will make attributions which tend to
devalue the ingroup and favour the outgroup.

Hypothesis 4:
Social attributions need not always be based on coherent and socially
shared representations or stereotypes: they can arise from 'pure' ethno-
centrism.

Corollary 4(£ Where such beliefs exist, their contents will offer
'accessible' traits, motives, etc. for the causal explanation of behaviour.
Derivation C (from Corollary 4a): Behaviours which are consistent with
stereotypes will tend to be attributed to internal and/or stable causes.
Derivation D (from Corollary 42): Behaviours which are inconsistent
with stereotypes will tend to be attributed to external and/or variable
causes.
Derivation E (from 2, Corollary 42): Social attributions by members of
the same group will tend to be similar, based on their shared social
beliefs.
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Hypothesis 5:
Social attributions may be created by, or strenghtened through, social
interaction with other group members.

Derivation F (from 5): Social attributions made following discussion
between ingroup members will be more extreme, but in the same di-
rection, as attributions made by solitary members of the same group.

Hypothesis 6:
Social attributions may be difficult to understand unless they are
considered within the wider social context (e.g. historical, economic
and/or political aspects of intergroup relations)." (Hewstone & Jaspars,
1984, p. 397-399).

Hewstone & Jaspars' final hypothesis makes very clear what has been
pointed to by several researchers throughout our discussion on social
attribution: in order to be able to explain and predict attributional patterns
within a relationship between two existing groups, the specific social con-
text of a particular intergroup relationship should be taken into account.

In recent publications Hewstone (1988, 19898, 1989b) also tries to
integrate the cognitive and motivational factors involved in intergroup
attribution, into one model. The main implication of this model is that
behaviour of an outgroup member which is disconfirming negative ex-
pectancies has a chance to alter stereotypes only if the individual is seen as
a typical outgroup member (see also Hewstone & Brown, 19863).

The model developed by Taylor & McKirnan (1984) relates intergroup
attributions explicitly to the larger social context. They propose five
developmental stages to intergroup relations. Their model is based upon
SIT and focuses mainly upon the behaviour of disadvantaged groups in an
unequal intergroup relationship, as it is assumed that groups almost never
have an equal amount of power.

In Stage 1 clearly stratified intergroup relations exist, based upon
inherent (race or sex) or ascribed characteristics (religion, role). A clear
example is the caste system in India. Social comparisons are only made
inter-individually or within groups, since the outgroup is too dissimilar.
Disadvantaged groups blame themselves for their inferior position.

In Stage 2 an individualistic social ideology emerges. In this stage,
stratification is based on achieved characteristics. Groups, in contrast to
Stage  1, are seen as open.  An ideology of individual mobility is promoted.
However, although individual achievement is perceived to be the deter-
mining factor in an individual's group membership, the actual basis for
this   could   still   be the ascribed characteristics of Stage 1. Individuals
attribute their status to person characteristics, e.g. ability and effort.
Social comparisons therefore occur at the interindividual level.
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Stage 3 is characterized by social mobility. The persons who are most
likely to engage in upward social mobility are the most talented of the
disadvantaged group, the  potential elite', since social comparisons are
made in Stage 2 on the basis of ability and effort which makes them most
qualified for entry in the advantaged group.

In Stage 4 the consciousness of the disadvantaged group is raised. Those
talented disadvantaged group members who are successful in their attempt
of social mobility strengthen the social system by reaffirming its justice,
and by relatively weakening the disadvantaged group which lost a talented
member. However not all talented disadvantaged group members are suc-
cessful. Those who fail to enter the advantaged group will not attribute
this failure to their personal characteristics, yet are most likely to blame
the advantaged group. Comparisons are made at the intergroup level.
Their task now is to make the disadvantaged group members aware of the
fact that it is not their personal characteristics which are to be blamed for
their inferior position, but rather the ascribed characteristics.

In Stage 5 the disadvantaged group members engage in collective action
to improve their position in relation to the advantaged group. The stra-
tegies are those suggested by Tajfel & Turner (1979): social competition
and social creativity. The advantaged group still promotes an ideology of
individual mobility, whereas the disadvantaged will try to show that
mobility is impossible. The disadvantaged group attributes its past
insubordination to the advantaged group, yet what position it achieves in
the future is attributed to internal group characteristics.

From Stage 5, the cycle can return to Stage 1 when power positions
have not changed; to Stage 2 but now with reversed group positions; or
reach a situation of *healthy state of competition' in which both groups
have more or less equal power.

The five-stage model of Taylor & McKirnan is still a fairly recent one.
We only know of two studies which provided partial support for predic-
tions derived from it (Taylor, Moghaddam, Gamble, & Zellerer, 1987;
Wright, Taylor & Moghaddam, 1990).

We can summarize our discussion on social attribution as follows. The
empirical studies generally show that groups engage in ingroup favouring
biases in their explanations. However, socio-structural characteristics and
the position of groups vis-a-vis one another play an important role.
Dominant groups favoured their ingroup in most of the studies reviewed
above, whereas subordinate groups are found to sometimes demonstrate an
ingroup bias, yet on other occasions an outgroup bias, favouring the
outgroup. Both cognitive and motivational explanations have been offered
for attributional behaviour in intergroup relationships. It would seem that
some pure cognitive explanations can account for ingroup favouring ex-
planations (e.g. complexity-extremity hypothesis), but not so easily for
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outgroup favouring attributions as sometimes displayed by subordinate
groups. The cognitive explanation which casts intergroup attributions in
terms of schemata and expectancies may do so, but it then still has to
show and explain why dominant groups have positive expectancies con-
cerning their ingroup and negative expectancies concerning the sub-
ordinate group, whereas the latter has opposite expectancies concerning
in- and outgroup behaviour. It thus seems that an analysis of the larger
social context needs to be incorporated, as has been done by authors
offering a combined cognitive and motivational explanation (Deschamps,
Pettigrew, Hewstone & Jaspars). Deschamps suggests that members of a
dominated group may not favour the ingroup as they may reflect society's
and/or the dominant group's negative perception of them. Hewstone &
Jaspars point to the importance of majority/minority status of groups in
understanding intergroup attributions, especially whether the minority
perceives alternatives to the existing state of affairs. Taylor & McKirnan
explicitly incorporate the social context by relating the different
attributions advantaged and disadvantaged groups make to the various
stages in their intergroup relationship. Pettigrew finally as well points to
the importance of the larger social context. The finding that subordinate
groups sometimes favour the ingroup yet sometimes favour the outgroup
then, may be related to whether they internalized the negative image they
have as a group in society or not, whether they perceive alternatives to the
status quo or not, and in which stage of development vis-6-vis the
advantaged group they are in. The conclusion seems to be warranted that
in order to make specific predictions concerning the explanations which
members of natural groups give of in- and outgroup behaviour, the actual
socio-structural context needs to be taken into account (see also Hypoth-
esis 6 of Hewstone & Jaspars, 1984). Intergroup attitudes as well seem to
exert a strong influence on the attributions given. Stereotypes and evalua-
tions of the act and the actor are in line with attributions.

3.5. Intergroup attitudes

In this paragraph we will first discuss how the concept of intergroup
attitudes and related concepts have been used in the study of intergroup
relations. We will try to clarify the distinctions between several concepts
(stereotypes, prejudice, trait attribution, discrimination, evaluations).
Then we present the way we conceive of intergroup attitudes with respect
to definition of the concept, and, its role in intergroup research as accrued
by us.
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3.5.1.   Intergroup attitudes and related concepts in intergroup research

The theories discussed in Chapter 2 predominantly deal with psychological
processes accompanying intergroup relations. The most popular and fre-
quently used dependent variable in the study of intergroup relations is
attitudes towards the in- and outgroup, or is related to attitude, or has
been called attitude (see Brewer & Kramer, 1985). The phenomena which
have been or can be referred to as attitudes are: stereotyping, prejudice,
ethnocentrism, racism, discrimination, trait attribution. Studies conducted
within the tradition of Social Identity Theory for instance, not only
measured allocations of points in the Minimal Group Paradigm, yet asked
subjects to evaluate the in- and outgroup on a number of traits as well.
The same reliance on trait attributions, prejudice and/or attitudes as
dependent variables can be found in the other theoretical approaches.
Attitudes, stereotypes and prejudices are generally more positive in case
of the ingroup as compared to the outgroup. In other words, biases are
normally in favour of the ingroup. (Quite often the discrepance between
ingroup ratings and outgroup ratings is due to the enhancement of the
ingroup and not so much to the derogation of the outgroup, see e.g.
Brewer, 1979). However biases in favour of the outgroup, like was found
for attributions, have been found with respect to these dependent
variables under some conditions as well. Again, socio-structural aspects
are related to in- or outgroup biases in attitudes, stereotypes, prejudice.
For instance, Sagar & Schofield (1980) extended Duncan's study by using
not only white but also black subjects: they found that both groups

engaged in an anti-black bias in their trait attributions. Jaspars & Warnaen
(1982) similarly demonstrated how in Indonesia the socio-structural
positions of groups vis-6-vis one another influenced their intergroup
attitudes. Results of field studies on language and intergroup behaviour
(Giles & Powesland, 1975) and on racial identification of black children
(Milner, 1975) also point to outgroup favouritism.

It is impossible to review here all studies on attitudes and related
concepts. After more then fifty years of research on stereotyping since
Katz & Braly's famous study (1933), we would need another book to dis-
cuss this field. We therefore partly refer to Chapter 2, partly to other
sources (McGuire, 1985 for attitudes; Brewer & Kramer, 1985 for inter-
group 'attitudes'; Brigham, 1971, Ashmore & DelBoca, 1981 for stereo-
typing).

We want to address two problems in the way attitudes and related
concepts have been used in intergroup research. The first problem is the
lack of a clear demarcation between these concepts. The second problem
deals with the fact that attitudes and/or related concepts have predom-
inantly been used as dependent variables only.
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3.5.2.   Definition of attitudes and related concepts in intergroup research

Over the years, researchers have given different definitions of concepts
like prejudice, stereotype, attitude, racism. This is mainly due to the
different theoretical stands of the researchers in question. The result is in
our view total chaos. Sometimes the term intergroup attitudes has been
interchanged with trait attributions; in other instances what is labeled as
prejudice by one psychologist, has been termed stereotypes by another. We
are of course not the first to point to this problem (see e.g. Ashmore &
DelBoca, 1981; Hagendoorn, 1986a). Instead of discussing the way these
concepts have been described and the pros and cons of the various con-
ceptualizations, we will solely present our characterization of those
concepts which we deem relevant for our research, namely attitude,
stereotype and prejudice.

We conceive of a stereotype as a combination of traits or behaviours
ascribed to (most or all) members of a certain group. Only when such
ascriptions are shared by a certain number of people, is the concept of
stereotype appropriate. Prejudice refers to an evaluation of an individual
based on his/her group membership (and thus its ascribed traits or behav-
iours). Whereas stereotypes can, in principle, be value-free, prejudice is
evaluative. We conceive of intergroup attitudes, conform the general defi-
nition of attitude, as consisting of a cognitive component, an affective
component, and a behavioural tendency component. The cognitive compo-
nent in this context refers to beliefs or opinions about the other group; the
evaluative component to feelings of like and dislike, and the behavioural
component to a tendency to behave in a certain way towards members of
the outgroup. In recent work on attitudes, the first two components are
emphasized (cf. Petty & Cacioppo, 1981). We define intergroup attitudes
as the sum of beliefs members hold about the other group, multiplied by
the evaluation of each belief (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Although the
concept of attitude is usually employed as pertaining to individuals, we
conceive of it here as largely shared by a number of group members. This
is in line with the original meaning attached to the concept of attitude
(e.g. Thomas & Znaniecki, 1918-1920 cited in Jaspars & Fraser, 1984).

We are aware of the fact that by using these definitions, the
demarcation problem has not been resolved, since the concepts are not
mutually exclusive. For instance, by omitting the behavioural tendency
component from the attitude definition, the result closely resembles the
definition of prejudice. And, the social desirability of traits attributed are
often consensually agreed upon by individuals, so that explicit evaluation
ratings of traits are not necessary. Thus, attitudes - under some conditions
- can be substituted by stereotypes. Although the construct attitude is not
without problems (McGuire, 1986), we nevertheless preferred attitudes
above the other concepts, because (1) we conceive of it as a superordinate
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construct, which can be operationalized in different ways and to which
the concepts of stereotypes and prejudice finally belong, (2) its assumed
link to behaviour (although behavioural tendency is not part of Fishbein &
Ajzen's definition; see following section), and (3) we feel that the terms
stereotype and prejudice are mainly used in reference to people or groups,
whereas attitudes can be held towards people but also objects or issues.

3.5.3.   The role of attitudes in our intergroup research

As mentioned above, attitudes have mainly been the dependent variables
in intergroup research. Taylor & Moghaddam (1987) point to the unfortu-
nate fact that attitudes have hardly been used as an independent variable
in intergroup research. DeRidder et al. (in press) as well argue for the use
of attitudes as an independent variable. In line with these arguments, we
will confine ourselves to studying the concept of intergroup attitudes in
relation to intergroup behaviour and attributions. More specifically, we
conceive of intergroup attitudes as an explanatory variable, having pre-
dictive value.

In the preceding paragraph it has already been demonstrated how atti-
tudes can influence explanations in intergroup contexts. Tajfel (1981 a) has
argued that causal explanations can serve to justify stereotypes and
ideologies. In case of shared negative attitudes towards an outgroup,
explanations may fulfill a similar function. Recall furthermore one of
Pettigrew's assertions: the ultimate attribution error will be found with
categorized individuals, but more strongly for those individuals who are
prejudiced.

The relationship between attitudes and overt behaviour is a complex
one. In a classic study, LaPiere (1934) showed that a Chinese couple was
served in motels and restaurants in practically all establishments they
visited, whereas when subsequently asked  in a letter 92 percent  of  the  128
proprietors who responded said they would not do so. Thus, the propri-
etors behaved in a tolerant way, while expressing an intolerant attitude. A
similar inconsistency was found by Kutner, Wilkins & Yarrow (1952).
Crosby, Bromley & Saxe (1980) reached an opposite conclusion on the
basis of a comparison of survey data concerning prejudice towards blacks
with studies using unobtrusive measures to tap discrimination: in the latter
studies more discrimination was shown than would have been expected on
the basis of the survey data. It has been argued that modern prejudice is
not openly expressed (e.g. in surveys) yet is more subtle and indirect
(Pettigrew & Martin, 1989).

In social psychology a debate is still continuing concerning the question
whether attitudes are good predictors of overt behaviour. Wicker (1969)
was very pessimistic about the existence of a relationship, yet others have
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argued that most attitude-behaviour studies do provide positive results
(Schuman & Johnson, 1976). We refer to Fishbein & Ajzen (1975) and
McGuire (1985) for reviews. See also Stephan (1985) for a cognitive
approach to the attitude-behaviour relationship (e.g. self-fulfilling
prophecies and the influence of expectancies).

Thus, the concept of attitudes, defined broadly, is important for inter-
group research. In our view its merit is mainly its potential explanatory
and predictive value for intergroup behaviour and attributions.

3.6. Norm violation, attribution and attitudes in intergroup relations:
research questions

Above we have discussed empirical evidence with respect to the three
main ingredients of our simplified version of the heuristic model for-
mulated by Norm Violation Theory, namely norm violation, social attri-
bution and intergroup attitudes, and their interrelationships. As far as
intergroup norm violations are concerned, little attention has been
directed explicitly to the role these violations play in intergroup relations,
although preliminary work in the field is promising (Mummendey, un-
dated; Rabbie & Lodewijkx, 1983).

As said before, we will address the issue of norm violation, and study
some of the relationships specified by the norm violation model. In our
first study we will assess anticipated reactions to norm violations enacted
in an intergroup context and investigate how perceived power differences,
feelings of fraternal relative deprivation, outgroup attitudes and ingroup
identification influence these reactions. This study is intended to see
whether relationships specified by NVT are indeed empirically supported,
but also to provide a context in which the intergroup relationship in
question (between the Dutch autochthones and the Turkish allochthones;
see   Chapter   1) is embedded.   Such a context sketch might   help   us   in
interpreting the results of our subsequent studies. At this stage, causal
attributions are not measured.

It should be mentioned here that we will deviate from the original
model of NVT in one important way. In practically all studies reviewed in
the previous paragraphs, subjects' attributions, attitudes or evaluations of
outgroup members' behaviour were pitted against identical behaviour by
ingroup members. NVT focuses predominantly on the ingroup's reaction
to an outgroup norm violation, and on the predictive value of attitudes
towards the outgroup. In line of most research described in this chapter
however, we will measure both ingroup and outgroup reactions as anti-
cipated by our subjects. More specifically, we want to study how subjects
expect ingroup members to react to norm violations which are enacted by
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outgroup members, and how they expect outgroup members to react to
ingroup norm violations. In this way, several interesting comparisons
between anticipated reactions by ingroup and outgroup victims as
predicted by Turkish and Dutch subjects, can be made (see Chapter 4 for
all comparisons possible). For similar comparison reasons we will assess

outgroup as well as ingroup attitudes. Only when trying to predict anti-

cipated ingroup reactions, will we limit ourselves to those variables
outlined by NVT, which in the case of attitudes are attitudes towards the

outgroup and not the ingroup.
Furthermore, we want to study how interpersonal or intragroup norm

violations are perceived within the two cultural groups studied. And, what
are appropriate reactions to interpersonal or intragroup norm violations
from the perspective of members of these two cultural groups?

Three general research questions then, we want to address are:
1.  How do people expect in- and outgroup members to react to intergroup

norm violations? And, will norm violation be the most chosen reaction
to a norm violation, as can be expected -under certain conditions-
from DeRidder's work on reactions to norm violations in interpersonal
relations (DeRidder, 1980,1983)?

2. What influence do perceived power differences, feelings of fraternal
relative deprivation, ingroup identification and outgroup attitudes
exert on the anticipated reactions by in- and outgroup members?

3. How are interpersonal or intragroup norm violations evaluated by
members of two ethnic groups and, what are appropriate reactions to
these interpersonal or intragroup norm violations according to members
of the two cultural groups?

Thus, the main relationship studied is between norm violation and
reaction. Possible influences by the four factors (with outgroup attitudes
as one of these) specified by NVT are also examined. In terms of our
simplified model, this focus can be illustrated as follows (power dif-
ferences, relative deprivation and ingroup identification are left out):

\/

norm violation explanation of reaction to

by group A   group A's behaviour  3 group A's behaviour
by group B by group B

e                   /i
attitudes of group B
towards group A

Figure 3.4.  Relationships addressed: nona violation - reaction. and, attitude
s -

reaction (a double line indicates that the relationship will be
investigated mpirically).
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Above we have briefly described the work on social attribution, which we
have divided in six separate categories. On the whole, dominant groups
tend to engage in ingroup-favouring biases (although exceptions have
been found), whereas the results for subordinate groups are mixed. They
sometimes favour the ingroup yet sometimes the ingroup is derogated.
Most of the work done in this area deals with explanations for achieve-
ment, and attributions of blame and responsibility. Relatively little
attention has been devoted to the study of causal explanations of negative
or norm violating in- and outgroup behaviour, despite the original and
quite influential study of Taylor & Jaggi (1974). The studies within this
category as well found ingroup favouring biases by dominant groups and
both in- and outgroup biases by subordinate groups. Only a few of the
studies done within this category measured reciprocal attributions.
Moreover,   the only recent studies  are by Hewstone   &   Ward  ( 1985),   Vala,
Monteiro & Leyens (1987), Schruijer et al. (1989), Macrae & Sheperd
(1989) and Gordon (1990). Unfortunately, Vala et al. were only interested
in the locus of explanations (external-internal) given by subjects with
different political ideologies for norm violating behaviour and did not
measure explanations for norm violating behaviour directly by in-and
outgroup members. Hewstone & Ward as well focused on the external-in-
ternal dimension (their intention was to replicate the study of Taylor &
Jaggi), although they did tap attributions of all groups involved. Schruijer
et al. (1989) and Macrae & Sheperd (1989) did not measure reciprocal
attributions; the former study moreover suffered from some other meth-
odological shortcomings (small sample). Gordon (190) finally did not focus
on interaction between in- and outgroup members which Schruijer et al.
(1989) however explicitly did. The category of social attribution dealing
with positive and negative intergroup behaviour is most closely related to
NVT. NVT emphasizes the role of explanations for outgroup norm viola-
tions in the (de)escalation of intergroup conflict. In line with the work
done on explanations for positive and negative behaviour by in- and out-
group members, we want to investigate how norm violations engaged in
by in- and outgroup members are explained by members of both groups;
groups which differ in their socio-structural position. Conducting a new
study in this area is worthwhile in itself, because the pattern of
explanations for negative and positive behaviour by in- or outgroup
members found thusfar, is not unambiguous (specifically the case for the
minority group's attributions which seem to vary between ingroup
derogation and ingroup favouritism). In doing so, we want to elaborate
upon the number of possible dimensions underlying explanations. That is,
more causal categories will be presented than internal locus or external
locus of causation. Furthermore, as was done by Schruijer et al. (1989), we
will measure the likelihood of several causes at an (inter)personal level and
at an (inter)group level. Suggestions in this direction are found as well in
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studies pitting self-serving and group-serving biases ,against one another
(e.g. Zaccaro et al., 1987). Also we want to measure subjects' evaluations
of the actor and of the norm violating behaviour, especially those
evaluations of which was demonstrated that they are important in inter-
personal and in intergroup norm violating interactions (intent, blame,
aggressiveness, see DeRidder, 1980, 1983; Mummendey, Linneweber &
LBschper & Linneweber, 1984; Schruijer et al; 1989). And, we intend to
assess the amount of punishment subjects perceive the norm violating
actor entitled to (cf. Wang & McKillip, 1978; Bornewasser, 1985; Howard
& Pike, 1986; Vala, Monteiro & Leyens, 1988).

Moreover, little is known about how reactions to norm violations are
dependent upon the kind of explanation given. As mentioned before,
DeRidder (1980) obtained suggestive evidence for a relationship between
attributions and reactions in interpersonal interactions, although the data
of a study by Schruijer (1982) seemed to question the interrelatedness
between attributions and subsequent reactions. Nevertheless, some studies
did show the existence of a relationship between kind of blame attribution
and collective action (Gurin et al., 1969; Gurin et al., 1980). Also, blame
attributions have been shown to bear a relationship with sanctions
(Bornewasser, 1985; Howard & Pike, 1986). However, studies directly ex-
amining the relationship between kind of attribution given and responses
as a consequence are rare (apart from two studies on the relationship be-
tween a group-serving attributor and the consequences in terms of his/her
likeability by fellow group members; see Par. 3.4.2). Therefore, as a pre-
liminary step in the pursuit of this issue, we propose to investigate how
observers expect a victim of a norm violation to react, as a function of the
victim's explanations of the norm violating behaviour. This will be studied
in an intergroup context.

In other words, the main research questions are:
4. How are in- and outgroup norm violations explained by members of

both groups involved; groups which differ in their socio-structural
position?

5. Which evaluations are given of the actor and the norm violating behav-
iour, how much are actors deserving of punishment according to the
subjects, and are evaluations and proposed sanctions in line with the
attributions made?

6. How are victims of a norm violation expected to react as a function of
the kind of explanation the victim gives of the norm violating behav-
iour?

Thus, in this set of research questions the relationship between intergroup
norm violations and the explanations of these norm violations is of central
importance, as well as the relationship between the explanation given and
subsequent reactions. Schematically:
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/\                       /\

attitudes of group B
towards group A

Figure 3.5. Relationships addressed= nor·m violation - attribution,   and,
attribution - reaction  (a double line indicates that the

relationship will be investigated empirically).

The important role we attach to attitudes in intergroup research is its
potential predictive value for behaviour: or directly, or indirectly via
influencing attributions. Par. 3.4.2 discussed some studies where attitudes
have been found to influence the explanations given in intergroup reta-
tions. This influence is in line with what NVT predicts. The relationship
between intergroup attitudes and behaviour however, is still very equiv-
ocal. The issue of the relationship of outgroup attitudes with attributions
and reactions will be taken up further in this book. We already mentioned
that we want to study the influence of outgroup attitudes on anticipated
reactions to norm violations (Research question 2). The problem here is
that we study anticipated reactions and not overt behaviour. Thus, it
might be that these expectancies will form a consistent and coherent whole
in line with general attitudes (affect-cognition consistency (Rosenberg,
1960), balance theory (Heider, 1958)). How different intergroup attitudes
actually cause differential behaviour and evaluations in an intergroup

context, is a major research question in one of our studies. Furthermore,
we will touch upon the relationship between outgroup attitudes on the one
hand, and attributions and evaluations on the other (although this has not
been a main focus).

In short, the research questions are:
7. How do intergroup attitudes influence anticipated reactions to norm

violations (see also Research question 2)?
8. Are intergroup attitudes a causal factor in intergroup behaviour and

evaluations?
9. Are intergroup attitudes related to the explanations and evaluations of

norm violating in- and outgroup behaviour?
The central role of intergroup attitudes in the above research questions
can be depicted as follows:
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Figure 3.6.  Relationships addressed: attitudes - attribution, and attitudes -
reaction (a double line indicates that the relationship will be
investigated empirically).

In the following chapters empirical studies are reported which address the
research questions formulated above. The study described in Chapter 4
deals with anticipated reactions to in- and outgroup norm violations and
the influence of perceived power differences, feelings of fraternal relative
deprivation, ingroup identification and outgroup attitudes (Research ques-
tions  1,2  and  7). In Chapter  5 the issue is addressed  how norm violations,
which are enacted in interpersonal or intragroup interactions, are evalu-
ated by members of two ethnic groups and what are considered appropri-
ate reactions to these norm violations (Research question 3). A study
which investigated reciprocal explanations and evaluations of in-and
outgroup norm violations, is reported in Chapter 6 (Research questions 4
and 5). The latter study also briefly addresses the relationship between
outgroup attitudes and attributions (Research question 9). Chapter 7
describes a study which tries to relate the kind of explanation for norm
violating behaviour a victim arrives at, with the type of reaction the
victim is expected to engage in (Research question 6). Finally, Chapter 8
discusses a study in which intergroup attitudes are manipulated experi-
mentally in order to determine the kind of influence intergroup attitudes
exert on intergroup behaviour and evaluations (Research question 8).

It should be mentioned that only in Chapters 4 and 5 is norm violation
itself and reactions to norm violation the major issue; in Chapters 6 and
7 - where the main focus is on attributions - norm violation is treated as a
stimulus, and in Chapter 8 norm violation is not touched upon; this chap-
ter only deals with attitudes.
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Chapter 4.

The relationship between autochthonous Dutch and
allochthonous Turks in The Netherlands and their
reactions to norm violations

4.1 Introduction

The Netherlands is inhabited by many ethnic minorities (Schumacher,
1987). The biggest group of non-Dutch allochthones is the Turks: their
number is 156.395 (Centraal Bureau  voor de Statistiek, 1986), which  is
slightly more than 1% of the Dutch population. The present chapter
reports a study investigating the relationship between these Turks and
autochthonous Dutch: Before reporting the study, which is conducted
within the framework of Norm Violation Theoryz (see Chapter 3), a
historical and sociological context of the relationship between Turks and
Dutch in The Netherlands is presented3.

4.1.1.   Turkish immigration: a historical overview

Turks, like many others from the Meditterranean countries, came to The
Netherlands in the sixties mostly for economic reasons. The Dutch
economy needed unskilled labourers, whereas unemployment existed in
the Meditterranean countries. Moreover, the education level of the Dutch
had risen making them unwilling to do unskilled, unpleasant work. In
1964 a contract was signed by Turkey and The Netherlands, which re-
sulted in the recruitment of Turkish men between the age of 25 and 30,
mainly coming from rural areas (66% as compared to 33% from urbanized
areas (Wentholt, 1982)). The intention of the Turkish men was to work for
a few years, earn money and subsequently return to their families in

1       Sec Chapter 1 for the rationale of choosing these groups.
2    The present chapter is largely based on a chapter written by Schruijer in DeRidder &

Tripathi (Eds.), Norm vio/ation and intergroup relations (in press). The study described was carried out
within a cross-cultural project on intergroup relations (see Chapter 1).

3    Much of what is said about the Turks in this paragraph, also applies to gucstworkers
coming from Morocco, and (to a lesser extent) from Italy, Spain and Portugal. Furthermore, it mostly
applies to Surinamese and Moluccan immigrants.
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Turkey. It became however clear that the presence of the migrants was
permanent. They had no money to return and settle in their country. This
was due to large-scale unemployment and less than expected savings,
caused by the economic recession. Recruitment of the Turks stopped in
1975. The population of migrants however still grew, because of family
reunion in The Netherlands and also because of a relatively high birth
rate. The growth in population has now more or less stabilized.

34% of the Turks live in the four biggest cities of The Netherlands
(Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Utrecht and The Hague), as compared to only
14% of the Dutch (Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 1982). Their living
conditions are poor (Van Praag, 1981). They inhabit the old neighbour-
hoods near the centre, where housing is bad and relatively small. Several
families generally live together. This situation is mainly due to their low
income, as well as to their motive to save as much as possible for their
families back home.

4.1.2.     Education,  (un)employment, and  family  life  of Turkish  immigrants

The level of education of the Turkish immigrants is low: 63% has obtained
a maximum of 5 years of formal education (Wentholt, 1982) and only 75%
received primary school education (Woonsituatie, 1982). This low level of
education decreases their chances on the labour market. Moreover, lan-
guage is a big problem. Their mastery of Dutch is generally poor. Several
factors are responsible for this state of affairs: (a) the low level of
education, (b) illiteracy, (c) their jobs, which require little com-
munication, (d) social isolation, (e) lack of motivation, and (f) difficulty
of the Dutch language. The second generation Turks have a much better
mastery of the Dutch language.

Related to their level of education is the employment situation of the
Turks. The unemployment among the Turkish immigrants is high: 24.970
of Turks are unemployed which is approximately 40% of the Turkish
working population (Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken, 1987), as com-
pared to 14% (n=605 .940) of the autochthonous Dutch working population.
Turkish entrepreneurship is emerging (butchers, tea- and coffeehouses,
small companies), although still not very flourishing (Schumacher, 1987).
85% of the employed Turks does unskilled or semi-skilled work (Penninx,
1988) in industry. Their formal position is lower in comparison with
autochthones, mainly due to level of education, age and years of service
(Brasse, Sikking & Bakker, 1986). The latter authors report problems in
the interaction between allochthones and autochthones at the workplace.
The Turks are strongly underrepresented in governmental jobs. If they are
to be found, they belong to the lower levels of organizations (Penninx,
1988).
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Turks and Moroccans depending upon social security benefits, do not
differ from the Dutch with respect to age and education (Ipso Facto,
1986). Their financial position is however worse, due to larger households
and sending money to family back home.

Apart from the problems mentioned above, the Turks experience

family-problems due to the different norms and values of Dutch society.
Turkish women who keep on living according to Turkish cultural norms
find themselves in a very isolated position. However, if they take over a
Western attitude they come into conflict with their husbands. The second
generation Turks as well are in a problematic situation (Eppink, 1981).
While at school and with friends they are expected to and reinforced to
behave in a Dutch way, at home they are raised according to Turkish
norms and traditions.

4.1.3.     Turks  and  Dutch:  discrimination and  integration

In the sixties the Turks were generally welcomed by the Dutch. They were

needed by the Dutch economy to do work which the Dutch did not want
to do themselves. More than minimally required interaction between the
Turks and the Dutch hardly ever existed. The Turks remained socially
isolated from the Dutch. Furthermore, the number of Turks was then
relatively small. The recession caused a larger interdependence between
the groups, albeit a negative one. Competition was perceived to exist on
the labour and housing market and within education. The initially tolerant
and desinterested attitude of the Dutch changed into a rejecting and
negative one. Several sources report that discrimination against Turks and
other ethnic minorities increased (Bovenkerk, 1980a; Dubbelman, 1984;
Schumacher, 1987; Gruisen, Janssen & Van der Vorst, 1987; Walraff,
1985). Although Lucassen & Penninx (1985) assert that, apart from some
incidents, the discrimination is hardly expressed by verbal or physical
aggression, newspapers as well as other sources regularly do report
occurrences of verbal and physical violence. The political climate for
foreigners seems to be deteriorating, as indicated by the recent popularity
of extreme right-wing political parties.

Because of the many problems mentioned above, it appears that

integration will not be achieved soon. The economic development plays a
critical role in whether and how soon integration is realized. As yet, the
labour market perspectives are grim, and the educational level of the
Turks is low. Moreover, many still express the wish to remigrate although
a very low percentage of Turks is actually doing so (Penninx, 1985). Until
1979 no explicit policy had been formulated concerning the Meditterra-
nean immigrants, because it was assumed that their stay was temporary
and therefore only limited facilities for receiving and supporting them
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were needed. Since 1979 more fundamental attention has been devoted to
problems related to immigration, reflected in explicit governmental policy
with respect to immigration (for a discussion see Penninx, 1983;
Entzinger, 1984).

4.1.4.      Studies  on  discrimination  and  negative  attitudes

Some studies show that discrimination and negative attitudes towards
immigrants exist in The Netherlands. In a field experiment, Bovenkerk &
Beuning-Van Leeuwen (1980) demonstrated that Surinamese and Spanish
job applicants were discriminated against in favour of Dutch applicants,
much more than the other way round (it should be noted that in many
instances no discrimination occurred). Bolle, Van Dijk & Hetebrij (1980)
found that foreign guestworkers were discriminated against when trying
to rent a room. The police in Amsterdam has also been found to be
prejudiced, but not more so than a non-police control group (Esmeijer &
Luning, 1980). Furthermore, Bovenkerk found that some Dutch newspa-
pers paid extra attention to crimes in which ethnic minorities were
involved (Bovenkerk, 1980b).

Hagendoorn & Janssen (1983) conducted a study aimed at assessing
ethnocentrism among high school students (HAVO and VWO). It appeared
that 27% of these students had a negative attitude towards guestworkers
and immigrants. The percentage reported by Raaymakers (1986), based on
the responses of students attending a lower level of high school education
(LBO and MAVO), was even higher, namely 46%. Meertens (1985) found
negative attitudes towards guestworkers (Turks and Moroccans) among
42% of high school students from Amsterdam, yet in a follow-up only
21% students possessed negative attitudes towards Moroccans and 72% had
positive attitudes towards them. Moroccan and Turkish students expressed
in 10% of the cases a negative, and in 85% of the cases a positive attitude
towards people from Amsterdam. Dijker (1987) found that attitudes of
people living in Amsterdam towards Turks and Moroccans were more
negative than towards Surinamese, which in turn were more negative than
towards fellow residents in Amsterdam. Furthermore, Dijker showed that
four basic emotional reactions could be discerned both towards
Surinamese and towards Turks/Moroccans (positive mood, anxiety,
irritation, concern). However, close contact with Surinamese resulted in
more positive emotions, whereas close contact with Turks/Moroccans
seemed to predominantly lead to more negative emotions. On the other
hand, reported positive mood but also irritation and anxiety was higher
for Surinamese than for Turks/Moroccans. Hagendoorn (19863, 1986b)
reported on the existence of an ethnic hierarchy: preferences among
youngsters for social distance with ethnic groups were hierarchically
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ordened. Distance was most desired with respect to Turks, then Moroc-
cans, followed by Surinamese, etc. A similar hierarchy was found for both
ethnocentric and non-ethnocentric respondents, although the latter were
on the whole much less reserved than the former. Eisinga & Scheepers
(1989) finally, conducted research on ethnocentric attitudes and their
correlates in The Netherlands. Among many other findings, they found
that a negative attitude towards ethnic minorities were more obtained
among older people, less well-educated people, people from lower class
and among those with a right-wing political preference, as compared to
those being older, better educated, having a left-wing ideology or being
from higher class. However, also the small tradesmen attracted the
attention because of their negative attitudes. Complementary, they found
positive attitudes towards the ingroup especially among the elderly, the
less well-educated, those from lower class, the small tradesmen and the
adherents of a right-wing political ideology.

4.1.5.   Application of NVT: An example

An example based on a pilot-study (Schruijer, 1985) and taken from
Schruijer, DeRidder, Poortinga & Tripathi (1986), illustrates how the
model of Norm Violation Theory can be applied to the relationship
between the Dutch autochthones and the Turkish allochthones in The
Netherlands: "... The Dutch apply the norms to the allochthones that they
should learn to speak Dutch. Many allochthones do not do so very well.
Thus, it could be argued that this norm gets violated from the autoch-
thones' perspective. (According to the allochthones this state of affairs
should mainly be attributed to external factors; lack of time and lack of
education). The Dutch often attribute the inability to speak Dutch well to
internal factors, namely the allochthones' unwillingness to integrate. As a
reaction, the autochthones' behaviour may then become more discrimi-
nating, a reaction the allochthones will take as an instance of the
unwillingness on the part of the autochthones to have the allochthones
integrated, or, as an effort to exercise power over them, etc. In such cases,
conflicts are likely to escalate. Would the inability to speak Dutch not be
seen as norm violating, or, would both groups agree on the determinants
of this inability, or, would the autochthones' discriminatory behaviour be
seen as justified and norm respecting, then the language issue would less
easily lead to an escalation of negative intergroup behaviour.

The importance of power differences is illustrated by the fact that
several companies force allochthones to learn Dutch with a threat of
dismissal. How the allochthones will respond to such situations and
whether they will do this individually or collectively, depends (among
other factors) on their social identity. ... Relative deprivation is a factor



91

which might influence the allochthones' response to an increase in dis-
criminatory behaviour. The presently existing negative intergroup at-
titudes influence the attributions made. Neither party seems to be
searching hard for the determinants of the allochthones' inability to speak
Dutch. Moreover, some causes are more salient than others, and only those
causes are accepted which justify or confirm the negative attitudes
towards the outgroup ..." (Schruijer et al., 1986, p. 74-75).

4.1.6.   Predictions

Although attributions play an important role in NVT, attributions are not
measured in the present study. These will be addressed in Chapters 6 and
7. Here, the main focus is on anticipated reactions to norm violations and
how these are influenced by perceived power differences, intergroup at-
titudes, ingroup identification and feelings of relative deprivation. We
tried to keep the variable  attributions' constant in the sequence norm
violation - attribution - reaction, by ascertaining that internal explana-
tions were the most likely explanation for the stimulus behaviour used (see
method).

In line with the overall predictions of Norm Violation Theory, we
expect that Turks will generally react negatively to Dutch norm violating
behaviour. These reactions will be more negative, the more power they
feel they have over the Dutch, the more negative their attitude towards
the Dutch, the stronger the identification with their ingroup and the more
they feel relatively deprived. The overview of the Turkish-Dutch rela-
tionship given above shows that Turks most probably will experience a
lack of power and will feel relatively deprived. From several sources one
can infer that their identity, at least for some subgroups, is quite strong
(Vermeulen, 1985), strengthened by a gain in political influence (which is
still very small indeed and only at a municipal level) and by an increasing
organization of the Turks (e.g. Topragin & Van Baardewijk, 1987). Very
little is known concerning the Turkish attitude towards the Dutch. So, two
factors clearly contribute to a prediction of negative reactions (relative
deprivation, ingroup identification), yet one factor would predict an
inhibition of norm violating reactions (lack of power). Since we have little
information concerning the relative importance of the four factors, we
cannot give precise hypotheses on this issue.

The Dutch will in general engage in negative reactions towards Turkish
norm violating behaviour. And as our model predicts, they will more
strongly do so, the more power they perceive they have over the Turks,
the more they experience feelings of relative deprivation, the more
negative the outgroup attitude, and the stronger their ingroup identifica-
tion. We expect the Dutch to feel powerful over the Turks and to have a
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negative attitude towards them. On the other hand, the Dutch will feel
non-deprived or relatively gratified. It is to be explored how strongly the
Dutch identify with their ingroup. It is therefore not possible to predict
precisely how negative the Dutch' reactions to Turkish norm violating
behaviour will be.

4.2. Method

4.2.1.       Instruments

Norm Violation Inventory.
The NVI consisted of 36 descriptions of hypothetical situations. These
situations were selected from an initial pool of 69 situations (DeRidder &
Schruijer, 1986). The selection was based on the judgments of 14 Turkish
informants (persons who, because of their profession, status, knowledge,
activities or otherwise, have insight in the culture of their ingroup) and 29
Dutch informants who evaluated items, in which an outgroup actor vio-
lated a norm towards an ingroup victim, on a number of characteristics.
They judged which percentage of their group would consider the behav-
iour depicted as norm infringing; to what extent the actor would be
considered as being aware of the fact that he had violated a norm; whether
the actor's behaviour would be interpreted as having been caused inter-
nally or externally. Moreover, the informants indicated how they thought
members of their ingroup would react. Each situation was evaluated by at
least three Turkish informants and three Dutch informants. The following
situations were excluded from the final questionnaire:
- situations which were considered as implausible or unrealistic by the

Turkish and/or Dutch respondents;
-  situations in which the actor's norm violating behaviour was attributed

to external factors by both the Turkish and Dutch respondents;
- situations which were not considered to be norm violating.
The 36 remaining situations were equally sampled from three behavioural
domains involving Social Contacts, Institutional Contacts and Social
Responsibility. This was done in an effort to obtain a more or less
representative sample over all norm violations possible in daily life. The
domain of social contact refers to interactions between members of dif-
ferent groups while the actors engage in a private capacity; the domain of
institutional contact refers to interactions which take place between
members of different groups in institutional settings or otherwise where
actors behave out of certain role obligations and expectations. The domain
of social responsibility is based on a notion of concern for all members of
a society; it refers to interests not only superordinate to the individual, but
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also to ingroup interests. The 36 selected situations werel

Social contact situations:
-  A Dutchman ridiculizes the Islam.
-  At a party a Dutchman obtrudes upon a married Turkish woman.
-  A Turkish girl is pestered by a Dutchman who lives in the same street

as she does.
A Dutchman does not show any sign of appreciation for a present
which he has been given by his Turkish neighbour.

- A Dutch car driver causes through his own fault an accident with
serious damage to a Turkish person's car.

- A Dutch girl of age tells her parents that she is going to marry a
Turkish man.
A Dutchman refuses to accept a typical Turkish dish, specially made
for him by his Turkish neighbour.

-  A Dutchman regularly parks his car on the spot of his Turkish neigh-
bour. A complaint did not help.

-  A Dutchman plays loud music in the middle of the night.
- A Dutchman does not respond to the greeting of his Turkish neigh-

bour, yet ignores him completely.
-  In the canteen, a Dutchman takes the regular seat of his Turkish col-

league.
- During their first acquaintance, a Dutch newcomer in the street ignores

a hand held out by a Turkish neighbour for a handshake.

Institutional contact situations:
-  A Dutch personnel manager unjustly favours unemployed Dutch people

over unemployed Turkish people.
- A Dutch football-player continuously tackles a Turkish opponent by

playing the man instead of the ball.
-  A Dutch market trader regularly shortchanges Turkish customers.
-  A Dutch shopkeeper refuses to sell to Turkish clients.

A Dutch bus driver does not want to respond to the question of a
Turkish passenger which bus he should take to reach his destination.

-  A Dutch teacher gives higher marks to Dutch as compared to Turkish
children, although their performance is equally well.

- A Dutch physician refuses the request of a Turkish patient, who is
unable to go to the physician himself, to make a house-call that day.

-  In a factory there are a light and a heavy task. An informal agreement
exists that everyone regularly should change tasks. A Dutch worker
repeatedly refuses to change his light task for the heavy task of a
Turkish colleague.

4      Only one version is included here, namely Dutch actor and Turkish victim; sec below.
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-  A Dutch police-officer refuses to register a complaint of rape reported
by a Turkish girl.

- Two Dutch shop attendants continue to chat among themselves some
time, while a Turkish customer is waiting.

-  A Dutch employee refuses to work with a Turkish colleague. He says: 'I
do not work with lazy Turks".

-  A Dutch butcher sells meat of lower quality to Turkish customers.

Social responsibility situations:
-  A Dutchman in the neighbourhood deals in heroin.
- A Dutchman smokes a cigarette in a train-wagon where this is pro-

hibited and ignores the sign  no smoking'.
-  An unemployed Dutchman receives unemployment benefits, yet at the

same time earns money from moonlighting.
-  In the supermarket a Dutchman jumps into a queue of waiting people.
-  A Dutch train-passenger travels without a ticket.
-  A Dutch worker steals tools from the workshop.
-  A Dutchman reports to be ill, yet takes a holiday.
-  A Dutchman almost always comes late at meetings of the neighbour-

hood society.
-  In the bus a Dutchman refuses to yield his seat over to a handicapped

Turk.
-  A Turk has a heart attack on the street. A Dutch passer-by ignores him

completely and quietly walks on.
- A leader of a Dutch political organization insists that intergroup

marriages between the Turks and the Dutch should be discouraged.
- A Dutchman swindles an insurance company by claiming money for

goods which in fact are not stolen as he reports they are.

Each of the 36 situations belonging to the NVI was presented in two
versions: in one version an outgroup actor violated a norm towards an
ingroup victim, in the other version an ingroup actor violated the same
norm to the same extent, in identical circumstances, towards an outgroup
victim. For each situation five response alternatives were provided,
describing possible actions of a member of the victim group. These five
response alternatives formed a scale:
1. Positive action (e.g. conciliatory actions, talk it out, negotiating in

order to improve the situation: R+);
2.  no action (e.g. ignoring the situation; leaving the field: RO).
3.  retribution of a lesser intensity than the original norm violation (R<);
4. retribution at the same level (an eye for an eye: R=);
5. retribution at a higher intensity (R>).
A second pilot-study showed that these 5 response alternatives could be
treated as forming a five-point scale ranging from very appropriate (R+)
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to very inappropriate (R>) (see Schruijer & DeRidder, 1988; as well as
Chapter 5).

The same response alternatives were used in both versions; only the
group membership of actor and victim was changed. For example:

A Dutch shopkeeper refuses to sell to Turkish clients.
How does a Turk react?

a. Invite the Dutch shopkeeper to a Turkish cultural event in order to get
better acquainted.

b. Go shopping elsewhere.
c. Stand in front of the shop with a banner stating that this shop discrim-

inates.
d. Smash the windows of the shop.
e.  Organize a boycott of the shop so that sales are nil.

A Turkish shopkeeper refuses to sell to Dutch clients.
How does a Dutchman react?

a. Invite the Turkish shopkeeper to a Dutch cultural event in order to get
better acquainted.

b. Go shopping elsewhere.
c. Stand in front of the shop with a banner stating that this shop discrim-

inates.
d. Smash the windows of the shop.
e. Organize a boycott of the shop so that sales are nil.

Both versions appeared on the same page of the NVI. Which version had
to be responded to first was determined by chance. Also, the order of
reaction alternatives to be presented, was randomly determined. The same
order was used for both the versions. Eight different versions of the NVI
were created, each containing the 36 items in a different, randomly deter-
mined order. All situations were formulated such that one group member
violated a norm towards one outgroup victim (in some of the social
responsibility items, society at large was the victim).

These 36 situations were the input for computing an overall ingroup
reaction and an overall anticipated outgroup reaction. The alpha for
ingroup reaction of the Turks was 0.70 (n=97), and of the Dutch 0.83
(n=118)5. The alphas for anticipated outgroup reaction were 0.77 for the
Turks (n=96) and 0.84 for the Dutch (n=113). For the Turks the alphas
were acceptable and could be considered good in case of the Dutch.

5      See p. 98 for a description of the sample.
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Ingroup identification:
A list consisting of 25 adjectives was administered to each subject three
times. During the first administration the subject indicated for each
adjective the extent to which it was applicable to himself as an individual;
the second time the applicability of each adjective to members of the
outgroup was rated. During the third administration, the subject indicated
the applicability of each adjective to members of the ingroup. Five
response alternatives were provided:  not at all applicable', *somewhat',
'quite  a  bit',  'much',  'very  much:  Of  the 25 adjectives presented  15  were
considered to cover the most important dimensions of relations between
people (Wish, Deutsch & Kaplan, 1976). These were: impulsive, helpful,
aggressive, tolerant, intelligent, egoistic, friendly, lazy, authoritarian,
arrogant, honest, polite, quarrelsome, corrupt, narrow-minded. Ten other
items were added being specific for the Dutch, the Turks, and/or for their
relationship. These 10 specific items were provided   by a pilot-study,   in
which Turks (interviewed by a Turkish interviewer) and Dutch (inter-
viewed by a Dutch interviewer) were asked how they would describe their
ingroup; in what way their ingroup was similar to the relevant outgroup;
and in what way the ingroup differed from the outgroup. The 10 adjec-
tives mentioned most frequently, were selected. They were: conservative,
proud, prejudiced, grateful, profiting, social, uncivilized, religious, dirty,
reliable. An ingroup identification score was calculated by adding per
individual the absolute difference between self and ingroup ratings over
the 25 adjectives, and subsequently dividing this sum by 25. The alpha
belonging to 25 difference scores was 0.79 for the Turks and 0.80 for the
Dutch.

Intergroup attitudes.
To assess intergroup attitudes, the adjective checklist was administered a
fourth time. The subject was asked to indicate the desirability of each
adjective. A score for outgroup attitude per individual was computed by
multiplying the applicability of each adjective with its corresponding
desirability, summing the results of these 25 multiplications and finally
dividing it by 25. Before multiplying, each desirability rating was sub-
tracted with 3, so that the resulting scores could vary between -10 (a very
negative outgroup attitude) and +10 (a very positive outgroup attitude). A
similar procedure was followed to assess the ingroup attitude. The latter
measure was computed mainly as a standard of comparison for outgroup
attitude. The corresponding alphas were 0.71 for the ingroup attitude
towards the Turks (n=122), 0.69 for the outgroup attitude towards the
Turks (n=112), 0.72 for the ingroup attitude towards the Dutch (n=120)
and 0.66 for the outgroup attitude towards the Dutch (n=114). These
alphas were all at an acceptable level.
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Power differences.
Subjects were asked to indicate how much power the Turks have over the
Dutch and vice versa. Two domains of power were chosen: (a) Resource
power, consisting of economic power, political power and social power,
and (b) Retaliatory power, consisting of the power to act and to retaliate.
Economic power was described as the power to decide on the distribution
of money and jobs. The item formulated was: "To what extent do the
Turks in The Netherlands have economic power which enables them to
harm the interests of the Dutch" (and a complementary item which
assesses the perceived power of the Dutch over the Turks). Political power
was described as making and implementing rules and decisions. The items
were formulated analoguous to the items concerning economic power.
Social power was described as the possession of social status, authority and
influential relationships. Retaliatory power was operationalized by the
items: "To what extent the Turks in The Netherlands are able -if they
would want to- to embitter the life of the Dutch" (and vice versa); "To
what extent are the Turks in The Netherlands prepared to make sacrifices
for their ideals if these would be threatened by the Dutch" (and vice
versa). The response alternatives for all items were: *very little', *little',
'quite somewhat', *much', 'very much'. We computed one composite score
for Resource power (economical + social + political)/3), for ingroup and
outgroup separately, since Cronbach's alphas were sufficiently high. Their
values were: 0.76 and 0.81 for resource power of ingroup and resource
power of outgroup respectively as judged by the Turks (n=148 in both
cases), and 0.80 and 0.68 for resource power of ingroup and resource
power of outgroup as judged by the Dutch (n=147 in both cases). The two
variables measuring retaliatory power did not intercorrelate highly.
Therefore these scores were not combined.

Fraternalistic relative deprivatiow.
Feelings of fraternalistic relative deprivation were assessed from a social,
an economical and a political point of view. For each domain subjects had
to indicate the height at which the ingroup nowadays is concerning its
present and its future position in comparison with the outgroup; and the
extent to which the subjects were satisfied with progress made thusfar.
The scale of response alternatives consisted of a scale ranging from *much
higher' to *much lower' for the first two questions, and from 'very high' to
'very low' for the last question. For each individual we combined his
feelings with respect to present relative state over domains ((social +
economical + political)/3). The same procedure was followed with respect
to future relative state, and with respect to satisfaction with present
relative state. The alphas for present, future, and satisfaction were for the
Turks (n=148) respectively 0.68,0.70, and 0.78, and for the Dutch (n=142)
0.42, 0.59, and 0.54. The alphas of the Turkish measures attained an
acceptable level, yet those for the Dutch not (see results section).
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Other dependent variables:
At the end of the questionnaire subjects were presented with questions
concerning their age, marital status, (dependable) children, place of birth,
town of residence, education, profession, religion, frequency of contact
with the outgroup, kind of contact with the outgroup (and for the Turks:
the amount of years living in The Netherlands).

4.2.2. Sample

149 male Turks  and   147 male Dutch filled  out the questionnaire.  Both  the
Turkish and the Dutch subjects were living either in Tilburg and sur-
roundings (48 Turks and 47 Dutch), Utrecht and surroundings (51 Turks
and 50 Dutch), or Leiden and surroundings (50 Turks and 50 Dutch). All
Turkish subjects were born in Turkey. The questionnaire was first admin-
istered to the Turks. Dutch subjects were then matched to them, with
respect to age, level of education, profession, and employment status.
Table 4.1 presents the distribution of the Turkish and Dutch subjects on
these criteria.

Table 4.1.Characteristics  of the Turkish  and the Dutch  sample.

Turks Dutch
(n=149) (n=147)

mean age 30.3 years 32.3 years

socio-economic status

unemployed 45.6% 44.9%

employed 50.3% 52.4%
student 4.1% 2.7%

mean duration of stay
in The Netherlands 10.5 years

completed education
no education 7.3% 2.7%

secondary school 34.9% 22.4%
high school 46.3% 63.3%

higher education 8.1% 6.8%

type of work
unskilled 15.4% 12.2%
semi-skilled 22.8% 31.3%
skilled 7.4% 6.8%
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Since the questionnaire was phrased in Dutch, only Turkish subjects who
mastered the Dutch language participated. The data for the Turkish sub-
jects were collected by Turkish research assistants who were fluent in
both the languages: In case of language difficulties, these bilingual
assistents were available for explanation and clarification. Dutch research
assistants collected the questionnaires for the Dutch subjects: It took
subjects 2 to 4 hours to complete the questionnaire. Subjects were given a
small gift for their participation.

4.3. Results

First we present the results concerning reactions to norm violations, and
subsequently the results concerning ingroup identification, intergroup
attitudes, perceived power differences and feelings of fraternalistic
relative deprivation. Finally the relationships between the four group
factors on the one hand and reactions to norm violations on the other will
be presented.

4.3.1.   Reactions to norm violations

We  eliminated 32 Turks  and 15 Dutch  from the analyses,  as  they  gave  on
minimally 8 consequent situations the same prediction for the most likely
reaction of the ingroup as well as for the outgroup member. We consid-
ered this may have been due to fatigue or boredom and decided that such
data had to be discarded. Answers given before the occurrence of eight
identical responses for in- and anticipated outgroup reaction were how-
ever, included in the analyses.

Before presenting the results of the aggregated reactions of in- and
outgroup (see method), we will briefly consider the results for each
situation separately, as well as comment on the percentages with which
R+, RO, R<, R= and R> were chosen. Table 4.2 provides the mean ingroup
and outgroup reactions by the Turks and the Dutch separately, for each
situation individually:

6     We like to thans the following persons for collecting the data: Medeha Akbulak, Ibrahim

Ay, Paul Grocnendijk, Nezihat GOncr, Dirk de Lange, Lex Lemmers, Saniye van Loon-Tecian, Eis
Planje, Peter Rutten, ThdrEse van der Velden, Frank de Vries, YOccl Yildirim, Sengfil Yildirim-
Bastig, Bulent Yildirim-Unal, Ncvriye Yilmaz-Yildirim
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Table 4.2. Anticipated reactions of ingroup and outgroup victiis: Means for
Turks and Dutch per situation. (The situations are represented by a
keyword).

observer Turks Dutch

victim             in           out          in           out

religion 2.00' 2.64"C 2.7Oc 2.3480

obtruding 2.96b 2.55* 3.34C 3.42c

pestering 2.48b 2.15* 3.04C 3.37c

present 2.45* 2.76b 3.12, 2.59*
accident 2.15* 2.50b 2.80c 2.66bc

marriage 3.61b 2.60* 2.77* 3.41b

dish 1.49' 1.83b 1.53* 1.37'

parking 1.99' 2.68C 3.24d 2.38b

music 1.97 2.31b 2.57  1.99*

greeting 2.39' 2.80 3.55c 2.836

seat 1.88* 1.99* 1.83* 2.13b

handshake 2.218 2.31' 3.17' 2.75b

personnel manager 1.89* 2.780 2.89b 2.018

football player 2.89' 3.12*b 3.59C 3.31b

market trader 2.62 2.77 3.14b 3.23b

shopkeeper 2.33* 2.63b 2.65b 2.36*

bus driver 1.79* 2.380 2.82C 2.23b

teacher 1.87 2.33b 2.58b 2.39b

physician 3.34* 4.21b 4.06b 3.30'

factory 2.25' 3.Oob 3.43c 2.438

police-officer 3.22' 3.55b 3.52" 3.26*

shop attendants 2.76' 3.52b 3.75b 2.988

employee 2.54a 3.03b 3.10b 2.47'

butcher 2.09  2.50c 2.33bc 1.93'

heroin 2.42' 2.98b 3.39c 2.51*

smoking 1.86a 2.15b 2.27  2.10 

moonlighting 2.26a 3.13b 3.0 b 2.23a

queue 3.06b 3.29 3.41c 2.79*

ticket 2.10* 2.75C 2.32b 2.19*b

stealing 1.923 2.30 2.55" 2.37"

holiday 2.14' 3.04b 3.17  2.18'

coming late 2.01* 2.64b 2.64b 2.20a

handicapped 1.52* 1.882 2.33C 1.79 b

heart attack 2.40' 2.66  2.69b 2.55 

political leader 2.74be 2.92C 2.38* 2.615
insurance company 2.28' 2.95b 2.86b 2.10*

Note Scale employed for both ingroup and outgroup reaction: 1 = positive, 2 = no
reaction,  3  = mildly negative,  4 = moderately negative,  5  =  strongly
negative.  Row values which  do not  have a  superscript in Con,non differ

significantly (t-test; p < .05).

As can be seen, Dutch were almost always expected to react more nega-
tively than the Turks by both the Turkish and the Dutch respondents. In
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only two situations was the Turkish' ingroup reaction significantly more
negative than the Dutch' ingroup reaction, namely in case of the girl
telling her parents that she is marrying a man from the outgroup, and in
case of a political leader asserting that intergroup marriages should be
discouraged. Also interesting is that in all situations the Turks' anticipated
outgroup reaction was more negative than their ingroup reaction, except
in case of three situations. In these three situations (obtruding upon a
married woman; pestering a girl, and a girl of age who tells her parents
that she is going to marry a man belonging to the outgroup), the Turks'
ingroup reaction was rnore negative than their anticipated outgroup

reaction. In two situations did the Dutch anticipate the outgroup reaction
to be more negative than the ingroup reaction, namely in case of the girl
telling her parents to marry a man from the outgroup and in case a regular
seat was taken by an outgroup member.

Table 4.3 presents the mean percentages (computed over 36 situations)
for each of the five reactions for ingroup reaction and anticipated
outgroup reaction by Turks and Dutch:

Table 4.3. Ingroup and anticipated outgroup reactions: Mean percentages of each
of  the  five  reactions  for  Turks  and Dutch,  cambined over  36
situations.

Respondent Dutch Turks
(n=132) (n=117)

Actor: Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup Outgroup
R+ 17.6 22.9 31.0 23.7
RO 16.7 31.4 31.1 19.7

R< 33.8 23.4 18.3 28.2
R= 21.7 15.3 12.8 18.1

R> 10.3 7.0 6.7 10.3

Note Scale employed: R+ : positive, RO : no reaction, R< : mildly negative, R= :
moderately negative, R> : strongly negative.

From Table 4.3 it can be read that (a) a high comparability existed
between the Dutch' anticipated outgroup reaction and the Turks' ingroup
reaction on the one hand, and the Turks' anticipated outgroup reaction
and the Dutch' ingroup reaction on the other. Both groups apparently had
a fair idea what they can expect from one another and these ideas coin-
cided. (b) Dutch in general were expected to react mildly negatively to a
norm violation; Turks were expected to do nothing or to react positively.

Next we computed the mean ingroup and anticipated outgroup reac-
tion, over 36 norm violating situations, for the Turks and the Dutch
separately (Table 4.4).
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Table 4.4. Ingroup and anticipated outgroup reactions:  ieans for Turks and
Dutch, combined over 36 situations.

Turks Dutch           t

Ingroup Mean 2.32 2.89 -10.54***
reaction SD .33 .40

n                      97              118

Outgroup Mean 2.75 2.51 4.44***
reaction SD .38 .41

n                      96              113

t -9.34*** 8.23***

Note     Scale employed (both for ingroup and outgroup reaction): 1 = positive, 2
= no  reaction,  3 = mildly negative,  4 = moderately negative,  5  =
strongly negative. (*** p < .001).

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) with groups as between-subjects factor
(Turkish group/Dutch group) and ingroup/outgroup distinction as within-
subjects factor, revealed a significant interaction effect for the mean
reaction over 36 situations (F(1,197) = 149.05; p < .001), as well as a
significant main effect for groups (F(1,197) = 17.14; p < .001): Turks
predicted on the whole less negative reactions irrespective of the group
membership of the victim. The Turks' ingroup reaction was less negative
than their anticipated outgroup reaction. The Dutch appeared to agree
with these Turkish expectations: their ingroup reaction was more negative
than their anticipated Turks' reaction. However, intergroup perceptions
did not fully coincide. The Dutch' anticipation of Turks' reaction was
more negative than the Turks' ingroup reaction (t(208) = 3.36; p < .01). On
the other hand, the Turks' anticipated outgroup reaction was less negative
than the Dutch' ingroup reaction (t(212) = 2.50; p < .05). This however,
may of course have been related the main effect for groups (see discussion
and Par. 9.2.4).

4.3.2.   Ingroup identification

The mean ingroup identification for the Turkish subjects was 0.82
(SD=0.35)  and  for the Dutch subjects 1.06 (SD=0.36). This difference  was
statistically significant (t(286) = -5.77; p < .001). The Turks identified
more strongly with their ingroup than the Dutch did with their ingroup.
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4.3.3.   Intergroup attitudes

In Table 4.5 the results for the in- and outgroup attitudes of the Turks
and the Dutch are reflected:

Table 4.5. Ingroup and outgroup attitudes: Means and SDs for Turks and
Dutch.

Turks Dutch            t

Attitude Mean 0.33 -0.48 6.62***

ingroup  SD 1.00 0.89
n 122 120

Attitude Mean -0.04 -0.35 2.57*

outgroup SD 0.93 0.88
n 112 114

t 4.24*** -1.33

Note The attitude score can vary between -10 (very negative) and +10 (very

positive). (* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001).

ANOVA with groups as between- and ingroup/outgroup as within-sub-
jects factor, revealed a main effect for groups (F(1,206) = 25.96; p < .001),
a main effect for ingroup/outgroup (F(1,206) = 4.25; p < .05) which
however was due to a highly significant interaction effect (F(1,206) =
14.72; p < .001). The Dutch attitude scores were significantly more
negative than the Turkish scores. The Dutch did not appear to distinguish
between ingroup and outgroup in this respect. The Turks did think much
more positively of their ingroup than the Dutch did of their ingroup. The
Turks had a neutral attitude towards the Dutch and a positive ingroup
attitude. Finally, the Turks had a less negative view of the Dutch than the
Dutch had of the Turks. Note that the Dutch had a more negative attitude
towards the Turks than the Turks had towards themselves (t(234) = 5.51; p
<.01). The Turks however, had a less negative view of the Dutch than the
Dutch had of themselves (t(230) = 3.67; p < .01).

4.3.4.  Perceived power

The means of the composite resource power variable and the two
retaliatory variables are presented in Table 4.6:
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Table 4.6. Resource and retaliatory power: Means and SDs for Turks and Dutch.

Turks Dutch            t

resource mean 1.82 3.42 -16.68***

power                  SD 0.73 0.90

ingroup               n 148 147

resource mean 3.39 1.78 16.21***

power                  SD 1.02 0.65

outgroup              n 148 147

retaliatory mean 2.01 3.70 -13.71***

power (embitter')     SD 1.08 1.05

ingroup               n 144 146

retaliatory mean 3.63 2.46 8.80***

power ('embitter')    SD 1.19 1.00

outgroup              n 144 146

retaliatory mean 2.60 2.97 -2.67**
power ( sacrifices')   SD 1.16 1.27

ingroup               n 148 146

retaliatory mean 2.85 3.16 -2.52*
power ('sacrifices')   SD 1.03 1.10

outgroup              n 147 146

Note     Scales employed (for both resource and retaliatory power):  1 = very
little, 2 = little, 3 = quite somewhat, 4 = much, 5 = very much. (* p <
.05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001).

For each of the power aspects we performed ANOVA with groups as be-
tween- and the ingroup/outgroup distinction as within-subjects factor. A
significant interaction effect was obtained for resource power (F(1,293) =
412.72; p < .001), and for power to embitter the outgroup's life (F(1,291) =
252.10; p < .001), but not for 'willingness to make sacrifices'. For the
latter two variables we found a main effect for groups (F(1,291) = 9.45; p
< .05) and F(1,291) = 12.03; p = .001 respectively), as well as a small effect
for the ingroup/outgroup distinction (F(1,291) = 4.33; p < .05) and
F(1,291) = 6.50; p < .05). These effects however have to be seen in light of
the highly significant interaction effect.

The perceptions of the Turks and the Dutch concerning their resource
power over each other, and the extent to which they can embitter one an-
other's life each other, were generally in agreement: the Dutch had
resource power over the Turks and could embitter the life of the Turks
more than vice versa.
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4.3.5.   Fraternalistic relative deprivation

The means of the measures of fraternalistic relative deprivation are
presented in Table 4.7:

Table 4.7. Feelings of fraternalistic relative deprivation: Means and SDs
for Turks and Dutch.

Turks Dutch
(n=148) (n=142)         t

FRD

present mean 1.75 4.42 -38.32***
SD 0.64 0.55

FRD
future mean 2.32 4.25 -24.43***

SD 0.72 0.63
satis-
faction mean 2.43 3.09 -8.08***

SD 0.82 0.57

Note Scales employed: FRD present and future: 1 = much lower, 2 = somewhat
lower, 3 = equal, 4 = somewhat higher, 5 = much higher. Satisfaction: 1
= very low, 2 = rather low, 3 = moderate, 4 = rather high, 5 = very
high. (* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001).

ANOVA with groups as between- and the FRD-type (present, future) as
within-subjects factor (satisfaction is analyzed separately) resulted in a
main effect for groups (F(1,288) = 1195.83; p < .001), a main effect for
FRD-type (F(1,288) = 34.85; p < .001), and an interaction (F(1,288) =
117.82; p < .001). The Turks felt more deprived than the Dutch did. This
was so for the present and for what they expected of the future. Their
satisfaction with progress was less than the satisfaction of the Dutch. The
Turks expected a considerable improvement in their conditions in the
future in comparison to the present (2.32 vs. 1.75; t(147) = -10.85; p <
.001); the Dutch however, expected a deterioration  (4.25  vs. 4.42; Y(141)  =
3.94; p < .001).

In the method-section it was noted that the alphas for the combined
scores for the Dutch were rather low (0.42,0.54 and 0.59). We therefore
also computed the differences between the Turks and the Dutch in feel-
ings of fraternal relative deprivation, for each variable separately. On all
variables did the Turks feel significantly more deprived than the Dutch
(t-test; p < .001). Furthermore, the Turks expected a significant improve-
ment in the future in each domain (t-test; p < .001), whereas the Dutch
expected a deterioration in the economical (p < .001) and political domain
(p < .01), yet no change in the social domain.
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4.3.6. Relationship between reactions to norm violations and context
factors

For the Turks and Dutch separately we performed stepwise multiple re-
gression analyses with ingroup reaction and anticipated outgroup reaction
as dependent variables. The following variables were used as predictors:
ingroup identification, outgroup attitude, present feelings of relative
deprivation, ingroup's resource power, outgroup's resource power, in- and
outgroup willingness to make sacrifices, ingroup's capacity to harass the
outgroup (and the outgroup equivalent). The only significant predictor of
ingroup reaction by the Turkish subjects was ingroup's resource power
over the Dutch (B = 0.37, t = 3.31, p < .01, R2 = 0.14). The Dutch'
anticipation of the outgroup reaction was predicted by the Turkish
resource power as well (B = 0.42, t = 4.25, p = .0001, R2 = 0.18). In other
words, in the opinion of both the Turkish and the Dutch subjects, the
greater the resource power of the Turks, the stronger the Turks' reaction
to norm violating behaviour. Outgroup attitude of the Dutch contributed
negatively to their ingroup reaction (B = -0.26, t = -2.39, p < .05, R2 =
0.07). The more negative their attitude towards the Turks, the more
negatively they expected a Dutch victim to react towards the Turkish
actor.

4.4. Discussion

The results can be summarized as follows. Both Turkish and Dutch
subjects expected Turks to react less negatively to norm violating
behaviour than the Dutch. Turks mostly were anticipated, by both
themselves and the Dutch, to do nothing. The Dutch were expected, again
by both groups, to react with a minor norm violation. The Turkish
subjects identified more strongly with their ingroup than the Dutch.
Attitudes of the Dutch were equally negative towards ingroup as towards
outgroup. The Turks did think of themselves in much more positive terms
than the Dutch did, although their view of the Dutch was less negative
than the Dutch' view of themselves. The Dutch subjects' attitude towards
the Turks was more negative than the Turkish subjects' ingroup attitude.
Both Turks and the Dutch agreed that the Dutch have more resource
power over the Turks than vice versa, and can embitter the life of the
Turks more than the Turks can embitter the life of the Dutch. Finally, the
Turks felt more deprived in comparison to the Dutch; now and -as they
expect- in the future. It was found that the Turkish reaction to norm
violations could be predicted by their resource power: both Turks and
Dutch anticipated a Turk to react more negatively the more resource
power the Turks were perceived to have. The Dutch' ingroup reactions
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were predicted by outgroup attitude. It must be noted however, that the
explained variances were quite small.

The Turks' stronger ingroup identification coincides with the results of
other investigators: Lau (1989) showed that objective minorities in society
identified more strongly with their ingroup than objective majorities. On
the other hand one may infer from studies demonstrating the so-called
self-hate phenomenon that minority's ingroup identification is low
(Milner, 1975; Giles & Powesland, 1975). Kelly (1990) in a recent study
obtained no difference in strength of ingroup identification between
minority members and majority members (note that her measure of in-
group identification was quite different from ours). The fact that the
Turks identified more strongly with their ingroup may be the result of
their group being more important to their identity, and/or the greater
salience of their ingroup. The latter may of course be caused by their
minority status in The Netherlands, but also by an increased salience of
their minority status in the study proper: a study executed by a Dutch
university and a Dutch researcher, with the help of a questionnaire
phrased in Dutch (despite the fact that Turkish assistents collected the
data).

The Turkish attitude scores reflect a familiar pattern: it confirms the
finding that differences in ingroup and outgroup attitude is not the result
of outgroup derogation but of ingroup favouritism (see Brewer, 1979).
The Dutch had an equally negative attitude towards themselves as towards
the Turks. Their scores may of course reflect their true attitude, yet also
be the result of self-presentation (see Chapter 9), or of the fact that Turks
do not constitute a relevant comparison group, at least not one which
threatens their (superior) position (see below).

The results concerning relative deprivation and perceived power
differences come as no surprise: Turks, being a minority in The
Netherlands, are judged as having less power than the Dutch, and Turks
feel relatively more deprived than the Dutch.

The extent to which intergroup perceptions with respect to anticipated
reactions and intergroup resource power did coincide, is striking. It seems
that views held of the outgroup were validated by the group viewed upon
and that a perfect match of intergroup perceptions is established.
Differences were however found. The Dutch subjects anticipated Turkish
victims to react nlore negatively than the Turkish subjects predicted

ingroup victims to react. Yet, the Turks expected Dutch victims to react
less negatively as compared to the Dutch' prediction of ingroup reactions.

So, the Dutch had a more negative view of the Turks than the Turks had
of themselves. The Turks had a less negative view of the Dutch than the
Dutch had of themselves. Similarly, although the Dutch had an equally
negative attitude towards in- and outgroup, their attitude was consider-
ably more negative towards the Turks than the Turkish attitude towards
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their ingroup. Yet, the Turkish attitude towards the Dutch was much less
negative than the Dutch ingroup attitude. A correct interpretation of these
patterns is very difficult since main effects were obtained for observer
group (Turks or Dutch) for both anticipated reaction and attitude. The
point however is that intergroup perceptions were not that symmetric as
one might conclude at first glance. A possible interpretation is that at the
surface the Dutch were very lenient towards the Turks in predicting
relatively positive reactions and by not differentiating between them and
themselves with respect to attitudes. Yet they were more negative of
Turks in their evaluations and predictions as compared to what Turks
thought of themselves. Perhaps this is a covert way of differentiating
between themselves and the Turks (cf. Pettigrew & Martin, 1989). Covert
because an overt way of doing so could be perceived as unacceptable due
to the large power and status differences between Turks and Dutch. For
sure it would be considered highly undesirable to derogate a powerless and
nonthreatening outgroup! The Turks, by being more positive of Dutch as
compared to the Dutch' ingroup evaluations, perhaps identified (at least to
some extent) with the powerful Dutch, which in Tajfel & Turner's (1979)
terms, might hinder a strategy of social competition of becoming truly
effective. Again however, we cannot at all be certain that such an
interpretation is correct due to the main effects obtained. This
interpretation then should be taken as highly speculative.

It appeared that the four group factors differentially predicted
reactions to norm violations for the Turks and the Dutch. The single
predictor for Turkish reactions to norm violations was their resource
power. Furthermore, a positive correlation7 between two relative
deprivation indicators (namely present feelings and satisfaction with
progress) and ingroup reaction existed for the Turks (although this
relationship did not emerge from the regression analyses): the stronger
these feelings of relative deprivation, the more negative the ingroup
reaction to norm violations. In contrast, only outgroup attitude was found
to be predictive of Dutch' ingroup reaction to norm violations. Perhaps
power differences and relative deprivation are related to reactions only
when one lacks power or when one indeed does feel deprived, in other
words in case of a minority group. The fact that the Dutch are more
powerful is much less salient to the powerful, the Dutch themselves. For
the Dutch the differences in power as reflected in their perception of
these differences and in feelings of relative deprivation might be so large
that the Turks cannot be treated as a relevant comparison group. The
latter can be illustrated by pointing to the lower correlation coefficient for

       In Appendix 1 intercorrelations (two-tailed) between all relevant variables are presented for
the Turks and the Dutch separately.



109

the Dutch as compared to the Turks, between present and future feelings
of relative deprivation on the one hand and satisfaction on the other (the
correlations of the Dutch' anticipated future deprivation and satisfaction
were even lower). Also, no relationship for the Dutch was obtained
between the relative power measures and satisfaction. Their satisfaction
was apparently less related to their future comparative feelings of
deprivation and not at all to their relative power. A low relevance of
Turks as a comparison group may also explain the low ingroup identifica-
tion and lack of difference between ingroup and outgroup attitude.

The Dutch' ingroup reaction seemed to be determined by the subjects'
outgroup attitude. The more negative the Dutch' attitude towards the
Turks, the more negative the Dutch ingroup reaction to a Turkish norm
violation! The underlying dynamics of this phenomenon is not quite clear.
Do Dutch subjects generalize their own (or subgroup) outgroup attitude to
other Dutchmen (the victims in the NVI)? Or, have people (unconsciously)
predicted how a Dutch victim should react? New studies are needed to
address this issue.

Nonetheless, the explained variances, as mentioned above, were very
small. None of the group factors we incorporated strongly predicted reac-
tions in intergroup relations. This of course may be due to any of the
following reasons or combinations of reasons: (a) we have tapped the
wrong group factors or at least factors which are not informative with
respect to reactions, (b) we have assessed reactions inappropriately; by
asking about anticipated reactions we may have measured more social
desirability than genuine behaviour, (c) no relationship exists between
process measures and behavioural outcomes. In case (c) and to a lesser
extent (a) applies we, and with us most social psychologists, have a serious
problem: our expertise lies in measuring perceptions, evaluations and
attitudes, yet these may be unrelated to overt behaviour. And it is the
latter variable we are (at least we claim to be) ultimately most interested
in! Other studies which have failed to demonstrate a relationship (or at
least a covariation) between allegedly important psychological processes
and ultimate behaviour are for example Sachdev & Bourhis (1985) and
Platow, McClintock & Liebrand (1990). Struch & Schwartz (1989) ob-
tained a covariation between an ingroup favouring bias and aggression
towards the outgroup (an aggregate measure of willingness to have contact
with the outgroup, verbal support for overt aggressive actions towards the
outgroup, and opposing institutions which serve the outgroup's needs), yet
no relationship between them. (Note that the 'strongest' overt behavioural
measure is allocations in a minimal group paradigm (Sachdev & Bourhis,
1985 & Platow et al. (1990); we, like Struch & Schwartz employed only
verbal measures of overt behavioural (re)actions).

In this study we have been concerned with differences between Turks
and Dutch in their evaluations and expectations of in- and outgroup
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members' behaviour. It can be argued that this emphasis on differences is
not fully justified by the pattern of data obtained. As can be read in
Appendix 1, highly positive correlations exist between ingroup  and  anti-
Cipated outgroup reaction (the more negative anticipated outgroup reac-
tion, the more negative ingroup reaction, and vice versa), and between
outgroup and ingroup attitude (the more positive one's attitude towards
ingroup, the more positive one's attitude towards the outgroup, and vice
versa), both for the Turks and for the Dutch. Of course this does not
exclude the possibility that there are mean differences between ingroup
and outgroup ratings, yet it does show that these ratings are positively
interdependent.

Before ending we want to point out some weak aspects of the present
study. First, the alternative reactions embodied different dimensions. Not
only the degree of positive/negative reaction was reflected in the scale,
but degree of assertiveness, verbal or non-verbal reactions, extent to
which third parties were called in, etc. as well. Second, although results of
the second pilot-study (see Chapter 5) revealed that the rankordering of
the reaction alternatives of the 36 norm violating situations was overall
according to our view, for many individual situations we found a dif-
ferent rankordering of the five reaction alternatives than we had pre-
dicted, and moreover, the judgements of the Turks and the Dutch did not
coincide on several situations. Finally, the degree of fluency in the Dutch
language constituted a difference between the Turkish and Dutch sub-
jects. By selecting only those Turks who had a good mastery of Dutch we
tried to reduce this problem; it however meant, that our Turkish sample
was not representative for the total population of Turkish allochthones in
The Netherlands. This should be kept in mind when considering the re-
sults obtained.

Nevertheless we feel it is worth to draw the attention to several
interesting speculations. We have seen that Turks are less likely to react to
norm violations than Dutch. Avoidance behaviour in an intergroup rela-
tionship might imply that conflicts are not likely to escalate. The only
situations in which Turks will react with a norm violation is when a
Turkish girl is pestered or a Turkish woman is obtruded upon by a Dutch
man. This is also likely to happen when a Turkish girl is intending to
marry a Dutchman, although in this particular example the girl itself will
be the one who is the target of reaction. Thus, in these three situations an
escalation of intergroup conflict belongs to the possibilities. However, in
the great majority of cases nothing is likely to happen which would severe
the intergroup relationship.

In Western society people are not expected to avoid or ignore conflict,
or to react positively to it. Instead, we are taught to turn the other cheek
when we are being hit or otherwise are a victim of a norm violation (cf.
Gouldner's concept of 'norm of reciprocity' (1960)). Also, the concept of
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assertiveness might be quite typical for the West. In other words, the
Turkish victims' absence of reactions to norm violations would be consid-
ered 'abnormal' by Westerners. Apart from being abnormal, such behav-
iour is not very beneficial to the Turks themselves. It seems as if they
passively undergo the outgroup's norm violations, yet by doing so the
status quo is very unlikely to be altered: The present study suggests that

only when the Turks gain resource power, will they stand up for them-
selves.

In the case of social responsibility situations the Turks are not inclined
to react either. Whereas passive behaviour in social contact and institu-
tional contact situations has predominantly negative consequences for the
victim itself, and may therefore be tolerated by the Dutch, society at large
suffers when norm violations enacted within the domain of social respon-
sibility are not corrected. Hence, inertia in this type of situations is
undoubtedly considered to be inappropriate in our society. It might, how-
ever, well be the case that the Turks are quite willing to react to these
norm violations, but feel that they lack the power to adequately do so.

8      It should be said here, that these thoughts are highly speculative. It might well be that the
Turks likewise would not react to norm violations, if they werc committed by a Turk. Unfortunately
we have not measured reactions to norm violations by a member of the ingroup.
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Chapter 5.

Evaluation of norm violations and reactions to norm
violations by members of different ccultural' groups

5.1. Introduction'

For several parts of the model formulated by Norm Violation Theory
empirical support is found in the literature, both with respect to the
attribution  part (e.g. Taylor & Jaggi,  1974)  as with respect  to the influence
of group factors on the central sequence of norm violation - attribution -
reaction (e.g. Greenberg & Rosenfield, 1979; Naqvi, 1980; see further
Chapter 3). In the preceding chapter as well, some relationships specified
by NVT were empirically endorsed (e.g. the influence of perceived power
on anticipated in- and outgroup reaction). Elsewhere we argued that the
victim party will match the intensity of the norm violation suffered
(DeRidder & Schruijer, 1986). In that paper we presented evidence that
Turkish and Dutch subjects expected members of their group to apply
such a 'tit for tat' strategy towards members of the outgroup. In the study
presented in the former chapter it was found that, according to Turkish
subjects, victims of their ingroup (Turks) are likely to react differently
when an outgroup (Dutch) violated a norm directed towards them as com-
pared to how an outgroup victim (Dutch) would react when suffering
from a norm violation by a Turk. The Dutch likewise, expected Turkish
and Dutch victims to react differently.

The studies referred to above have two features in common. First, the
behaviour presented is embedded in an intergroup context, that is, actor
and victim belong to different groups, one of them being the subject's
ingroup. This implies that the results of these studies are partly deter-
mined by a group's conception of the outgroup and of their intergroup
relationship. Yet, partly also by a group's conception of appropriate
behaviour and/or norm violations per se. The purpose of the research
described here is to study these group differences in evaluations of norm
violations and of reactions to norm violations unconfounded with dif-
ferences in evaluation due to the actor's group membership and the
existing relationship between the actor's and victim's party. It may be
possible that different groups evaluate norm violations and reactions to

1      This chapter is based on an article by Schruijer & DeRidder (1988).
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these more or less (in)appropriately, irrespective of the group membership
of actor and victim.

A second feature of these studies is that members of one or more
 cultural' or 'ethnic' groups act as subjects, such as Hindus (Taylor &
Jaggi, 1974), 'Blacks' and *Whites' (Duncan, 1976) and in most of our own
intergroup studies autochthonous Dutch and Turkish allochthones in The
Netherlands (e.g. Schruijer, in press; Schruijer & Lemmers, 1988). We
grant that these subjects have a specific cultural or ethnic background
which is likely to affect their judgements of social behaviour. However,
this 'cultural' or  ethnic' factor is too global a characterization of the
groups' differences. Therefore it should be further specified (cf.
Poortinga, Van de Vijver, Joe & Van de Koppel, 1987). Most often groups
of different cultural background differ on a host of historical, economic,
social and social psychological variables. These variables separately or in
combination may account for differences in judgements obtained from
these groups. This feature of research on groups with different cultural
backgrounds explains the quotation marks in the title of the present
chapter. As a minimal requirement it calls for theoretical insight in
important variables on which existing  cultural' groups differ (Lonner &
Berry, 1986).

The present study is relevant for two reasons. First, it is important to
know whether groups with different cultural backgrounds have different
conceptions of norm violations and of appropriate reactions to such norm
violations. Second, if differences do occur, we need to be aware that they
have clear implications for the interpretation of reactions by such groups
to norm violations, as was studied in the preceding chapter.

A study by Rutten (1987) addressed the question whether norms and
norm violations are evaluated differently by a group of Turkish alloch-
thones as compared to a group of Dutch autochthones. Sixty-six male
Turkish allochthones living in The Netherlands and 30 male autoch-
thonous Dutch subjects varying with respect to age (18 to 67 years old)
and occupation were requested to indicate their personal evaluation of the
impact of social norms on their day-to-day life in general, to rate the
importance of a given set of norms and to judge the (in)appropriateness of
violations of those norms.

It was found that both the Turkish and Dutch subjects judged the
impact of social norms on their daily life as 'important' to 'very
important'.  Out  of 18 social norms,   17 were rated as important  to  very
important  by the Turkish and Dutch subjects. The means  were  1.27  and
1.86 respectively on a 5-point scale (1 = very important; 5 = very
unimportant). Violations  of  the  same 17 norms were considered  as  inap-
propriate   to very inappropriate  by  them. The means   were   1.22  for  the
Turkish and  1.67  for the Dutch subjects (1  = very inappropriate;  5 = very
appropriate).
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The results obtained, indicated that in the individuals' view social norms
were an important determinant of their social behaviour. The main dif-
ference between the Turkish allochthones and the autochthonous Dutch
appeared to be a matter of degree and intragroup variance. Overall, the
Dutch individuals considered norms to be *important' and norm violation
'inappropriate', while the Turkish individuals' considered norms *very
important' and norm violation -very inappropriate'. Moreover, in most of
the judgements of norms and of norm violations, the variance of the
group of Turkish subjects appeared to be smaller than that of the Dutch.
The evaluation of the importance of norms correlated highly with that of
the inappropriateness of norm violations.

The present study was guided by the following research questions:
1. Are norm violations evaluated differently by a group of Turkish

allochthones as compared to a group of Dutch autochthones? (see also
Rutten, 1987). Here more norm violations are studied.

2. Are reactions to norm violations judged equally (in)appropriate by
these groups?

3. Is norm violation, both from the Turkish and Dutch individuals'
perspective, an appropriate reaction to being the victim of an initial
norm violation?

5.2. Method

5.2.1. Instrument

The number of norm violations judged, was extended to 36 in order to
cover three behavioural domains: Social Contacts, Institutional Contacts
and Social Responsibility (see Chapter 4 for a description). These norm
violations were the same as those used in the study reported in Chapter 4.
However, in this study, no references were made to the group member-
ships of actor and victim. Subjects were requested to evaluate not only the
36 norm violations presented, but also the (in)appropriateness of 5
reaction alternatives belonging to each norm violation.

The format of the questionnaire was as follows. On top of each of the
36 pages of the questionnaire a norm violation was presented. On a 7-
point scale the subjects had to evaluate the norm violation in terms of
appropriateness (l=inappropriate; 7=appropriate). Following this, five
possible reactions by a victim were listed, labeled a, b, c, d and e. The
content of the reaction alternatives provided were matched to the norm
violation suffered and were the same as those used in the Norm Violation
Inventory discussed in Chapter 4. The more general scale which underlied
the reaction alternatives to all norm violations ranged from a positive
reaction to an extremely negative reaction. The difference with the reac-
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tion alternatives of the NVI was, that no references were made to the
actor's and victim's group membership. The subjects were requested to
indicate their judgement of the (in)appropriateness of each reaction
alternative by placing a tick with a corresponding letter on a 10 centimeter
long line with the endpoints inappropriate' and 'appropriate'. To illustrate
the format, one example of a norm violation and the reaction alternatives
is presented below:

Someone plays loud music in the middle of the night.
a. In a friendly manner, ask this person whether the volume could be

turned down.
b. Ignore the noise and try to fall asleep.
c.  Lodge a complaint with the police.
d. Play loud music as well in the middle of the night.
e. Teach this person some manners in a violent way.

For the 36 norm violations in the questionnaire the alternatives were not
presented according to the a priori underlying scale, but in a random
order (as in Chapter 4). This order was the same for all subjects.

5.2.2. Subjects

Fifteen male Turkish     and     15 male Dutch subjects living    in     The
Netherlands participated in this study. The age of the Turkish subjects
varied from 19 to 49 years (mean age was 30.7); the Dutch subjects were
20 to 59 years (mean age was 28.3). The length of time the Turkish
subjects were living in The Netherlands ranged from 8 to 21 years (mean
length: 14.5 years). Seven  of  the 15 Turkish  and  1  of the Dutch subjects
were unemployed. The remaining 8 Turks worked as a factory-worker or
as a mechanic. Of the Dutch subjects, 8 were students, 2 just finished
their higher education, 2 were supervisors in industry and 1 was a teacher.
Of one Dutch subject the profession was not known.

52.3. Procedure

A Dutch research assistant distributed the questionnaires to the Dutch
subjects and a Turkish research assistant was present when the Turkish
subjects completed the questionnaire:

2       Thanks are due to Ibrahim Ay and Lcx Lcmmers for collecting the data.
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5.3. Results

Subsequently we will report the results of the ratings pertaining to the
norm violations, to the reaction alternatives and to the relationship
between both ratings.

We first computed an overall inappropriateness score over the 36
situations per individual. This was done by adding 36 individual inap-
propriateness scores and consequently dividing it by 36. The difference
between the means of the Turks (M = 1.42) and the Dutch (M = 1.92) was
significant (F (1,23) = 8.68; p=<.01). In other words, the norm violations
were considered to be more inappropriate according to the Turks as com-
pared to the Dutch.

Inspection of the (in)appropriateness ratings per situation (see
Appendix 2) showed that the actor's behaviour in almost all situations was
perceived as being inappropriate by both the Dutch and the Turks. In
fact, in only one situation the actor's behaviour was not seen as norm
infringing, namely the situation in which a girl tells her parents that she is
going to marry a foreigner. Analyses performed on each of the 36 norm
violations separately showed that the Turkish subjects considered them in
a number of cases as more inappropriate than the Dutch subjects. This
difference was significant   for   11   situations   at   a   .05   level   and   for   2
situations at a .10 level (t-test, corrected in case of a significant difference
in variance of the Dutch ratings as compared to the Turkish ratings).

It should be mentioned that, in general, the appropriateness ratings
were characterized by a small variance, which suggests that a high inter-
individual consensus existed about the inappropriateness of the behaviours
included in the questionnaire. However, the variance of the Turkish
subjects' ratings was even considerably smaller than that of the Dutch
subjects  (in  14  out  of 36 situations this difference was significant  (F-
test)).

How (in)appropriate were the reaction alternatives presented in the ques-
tionnaire?

The appropriateness ratings of the reaction alternatives were analyzed
as follows. Per subject, the score for each reaction category (positive,
neutral, less strong norm violation, equal norm violation, stronger norm
violation) was added over 36 situations and divided by 36. This means that
we had five scores for each subject: the overall appropriateness rating of
the positive reaction alternative (R+), the overall appropriateness rating of
the neutral reaction (RO), and the overall appropriateness ratings of the
less, equal and more serious norm violating reactions (labeled respectively
as R<, R= and R>). With the five newly created scores as dependent and
the cultural background (Turkish or Dutch) as independent variable a
multivariate analysis of variance was performed. This resulted in a
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significant effect for cultural background (F(5,16) = 4.82; p < .01). A
subsequent inspection of the univariate analyses of variance showed no
effect for cultural background on R+ and RO, yet they did show an effect
on R= (F(1,20) = 13.74; p = .001), on R> (F(1,20) = 17.35; p < .001), and a
nearly significant effect on R< (F(1,20) = 3.89; p < .10). The Turkish
subjects considered the equally strong reaction alternative and the stronger
reaction alternative (R= and R>) significantly less inappropriate than the
Dutch subjects. The means for the Turkish and Dutch subjects per reac-
tion category are presented in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1. Means per reaction category and cultural background.

Cultural background
Turkish Dutch
(n=15) (n=15)

R+ 6.75, 7.07,
RO 5.97k 6.22„c
R< 6.27  5.81c
R= 5.66. 4.73d
R> 4.47  2.83c

Note Column means with different subscripts differ significantly from one another
(t-test for correlated data; p< .05 ,1= inappropriate; 10 = appropriate).

Analyses of variance of the ratings for each of the 36 norm violations
separately with R= and R> as dependent and the subjects' cultural back-
ground as independent variables,   resulted in significant differences   in   14
out  of 36 situations  for  R=.  In 10 cases the Turks considered this reaction
as less inappropriate than the Dutch, and in one case the reverse was true.
In 21 cases Turks evaluated R> as less inappropriate than the Dutch.

We furthermore analyzed whether, within each of the groups (Turks
and Dutch), the means of the reaction categories scores differed
significantly (t-test for correlated data, see Table 5.1). It appeared that for
both the Turks and the Dutch R+ was always judged as significantly more
appropriate than a reaction with norm violation (R<, R= and R>). Not
showing any reaction (RO) was always seen as less appropriate than R+.
This absence of a reaction (RO) however, was not significantly different
from R< nor from R= in case of the Turkish subjects. Moreover, it may
be noted that the mean range of the ratings of the reaction categories for
the Turkish subjects appeared to be smaller than that for the Dutch.

In sum, these data indicated that given a norm violation by another
party, an attempt to solve the conflict in a positive way (R+) was con-
sidered always as more appropriate than doing nothing or reacting with a
norm violation. However, when members of a victim party would react
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with a 'tit for tat' norm violation (R=) or with one with exceeds the
intensity of the norm violation suffered (R>) Turkish subjects considered
such behaviour as less inappropriate than the Dutch subjects did.

How, in the subjects' view, were reactions to norm violation related to the
original norm violation suffered?

Inspection of the results of two-tailed pearson-correlation analyses
between the appropriateness rating of each individual norm violation on
the one hand and the appropriateness rating of each of the five reaction
alternatives separately on the other (Turkish and Dutch data combined),
showed the following overall pattern. A negative correlation existed
between the appropriateness of the norm violation and the appropriateness
of R> (9 correlations were at a .05 level; 3 at a .10 level; only one positive
correlation was found). That is, the more inappropriate the initial norm
violation, the more appropriate it was to react with a stronger norm
violation. Or, the more appropriate the initial norm violation, the less
appropriate it was to react with a stronger norm violation. Negative
correlations  were also obtained  for  R=.  Here 16 negative correlations  were
significant at .05 level and three at .10 (two positive correlations were
obtained as well). The more inappropriate the initial norm violation, the
more appropriate it was to react with a stit for tat' norm violation. For R<
a similar pattern was found (eleven negative correlations at .05 level and 6
at .10 (no positive correlations)). The correlations of the appropriateness
rating of the norm violation and the appropriateness rating of RO were
positive (8 at .05 level, 3 at .10). The more inappropriate the initial norm
violation, the more inappropriate it was to do nothing. The results with
respect to R+ were inconsistent. Four positive correlations were found
(.05) and two negative (.05).

Correlation analyses for the Turkish (except for those four norm viola-
tions which produced no variance in the appropriateness ratings) and the
Dutch subjects separately, resulted in the same overall pattern of
significant correlations, although less pronounced (which was partly due
to the smaller number of subjects).

Overall, these results suggest that in the minds of Turkish as well as of
Dutch subjects norm violation and reaction were related in terms of ap-
propriateness. More precisely stated, the more they considered a norm
violation on the part of another as being inappropriate the more it
appeared to them as being appropriate to react with norm violation, either
R< , R= or R>. It however appeared more inappropriate in that case to
show no reaction and it seemed sometimes more sometimes less appro-
priate to react positively.

In order to obtain an overall picture of the intercorrelations between
the norm violations and the reaction alternatives, the pearson correlations
were via a Fischer z-transformation combined. This was done for the
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Turks and the Dutch separately, as well as for the total group of subjects.
The resulting correlation tables are presented in Tables 5.23, 5.2b and 5.2c
respectively:

Table 5.2a. Intercorrelations between norm violations and            reaction

alternatives,  combined  over  36  situations,  for  the  Turkish
subjects.

R+       RO           R<           R=           R>

norm violation -.16 .35 -.34 -.26 -.27

R+ -10 .11 -.05 .00

RO -·12 -.08 -.06

R< .35 .35

R=                                                            .51*

Note  * =p< .10.

Table 5.2b. Intercorrelations between norm violations and   reaction

alternatives,  combined  over  36  situations.  for  the  Dutch
subjects.

R+       RO           R<           R=           R>

norm violation .14 .13 -.32 -.28 -.14

R+ .24 -.04 .05 -.26

RO -·20 -.20 -.16

R< .21 .24

R=                                                            .32

Note * =p< .10.

Table 5.2c. Intercorrelations between norm violations and reaction

alternatives, combined over 36 situations, for the Turkish and
Dutch subjects combined.

R+       RO           R<           R=           R>

norm violation .06 .20 :36* -.34* -.28

R+ .18 .00 .11 .19

RO -·19 -.20 -.12

R< .27 .27

R=                                                            .38**

Note * =p< .10: ** =p< .05.

The results of the combined analyses were less pronounced than a consid-
eration of individual correlations as we have done above. When addressing
the relationship between norm violation on the one hand and the reaction
alternatives on the other, only two marginally significant correlations were
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found. Nevertheless, the pattern which resulted from the individual ana-
lyses seemed supported: negative correlations between the initial norm
violation and R<, R= and R>, a positive correlation between norm viola-
tion and RO, and inconsistent findings for the correlation between norm
violation and R+. With respect to the intercorrelations between reaction
alternatives, R<, R= and R> appeared to be positively intercorrelated,
although only once was a correlation found at .05 level and only once at
.10 level.

A replication with a larger sample is called for, both for a better test of
the relationship between norm violation on the one hand and reactions on
the other, as well as for the intercorrelations between reaction alternatives.

5.4. Discussion

The results can be summarized as follows. Violations of norms were per-
ceived as more inappropriate by the Turkish subjects than by the Dutch.
Moreover, although both cultural groups considered a positive reaction as
the most appropriate one, the Turkish subjects considered reciprocation of
norm infringing behaviour with a norm violation of equal or higher inten-
sity as less inappropriate than the Dutch did. The data suggest that both
groups considered a norm infringing reaction as more appropriate the
more they viewed the initial party's behaviour as inappropriate.

In short, the two 'cultural' groups involved in the present study shared
a naive evaluation of the appropriate reactions to norm violation suffered.
The main differences between the two groups were that (i) the variation
of responses of the Turkish subjects was smaller than that of the Dutch,
that (ii) they considered certain norm violations as being more inap-
propriate than the Dutch and (iii) certain norm violating reactions less
inappropriate.

In order to understand these results and be able to outline their
implications for studies on intergroup behaviour, the differences between
the two 'cultural' groups need to be specified. Not only did the groups
employed differ with respect to their ethnic background, they differed on
a host of other variables as well. Turkish allochthones in The Netherlands
enjoy a much lower social and socio-economic status in comparison with
the autochthonous Dutch, have less power (be it social, economical or
political); and constitute in many ways a minority. Furthermore it can be
argued that in the present study the Turkish subjects' social identity was
more salient than that of the Dutch subjects. Although no explicit refer-

ence has been made to the relationship between the Dutch and the Turks
in the questionnaires administered, the Turkish subjects might have been
more aware of their group membership, since the study was carried out
under the responsibility of Dutch researchers. The questionnaire more-
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over, was phrased in Dutch. Other differences worth mentioning are the
following. The Turkish subjects completed the questionnaire  in  the
presence of the research assistant, whereas the Dutch subjects filled it out
alone at their homes. Also, the Turkish subjects were largely unemployed
and their education level was lower.

Each of these differences or combinations of them may account for the
differences in evaluations obtained. It might be for instance, that an
ethnic difference is the cause of differences in appropriateness rat-
ings. Turkey scores high on the dimension of Uncertainty Avoidance
(Hofstede, 1982), higher than The Netherlands. Hofstede argues that
societies scoring high on this dimension are characterized by a need for
written rules and regulations. From this might follow that our Turkish
subjects considered norm violations more inappropriate than the Dutch
subjects. (One should keep in mind, that the Uncertainty Avoidance Index
is a national one and can therefore not be directly applied to individuals!).

The difference in majority/minority status between the two groups
studied, is a factor which may have influenced the results with respect to
the appropriateness ratings of norm violations and reactions as well. First
it might be, that minority members identified the actors in the situation
descriptions as Dutch, since in daily life they are often confronted with
majority actors. For the Dutch however, it appears to be farfetched to
assume that they would identify the norm violating actors as belonging to
an outgroup, and to identify them as Turkish actors is even more unlike-
ly. This assertion assumes that the Turkish subjects, members of a minor-
ity, judged the other's norm violation as more extreme than the Dutch
did, because the norm violation was in the Turkish subjects' view mani-
fested by an outgroup member. Second, minority members might differ-
entiate little between reaction alternatives, since in their view their past
experience taught them that no reaction whatsoever to the majority's norm
infringing behaviour proved to be effective. This line of reasoning can
explain the smaller range of appropriateness ratings by the Turkish
subjects. The latter point however, is at odds with data obtained in a
comparable study (reported in DeRidder, Kumar & Schruijer, in press) in
which Hindus and Muslims in India participated. In this study, which
assessed the perceived appropriateness of reactions to norm violations as
well, group membership (Hindu or Muslim) was manipulated. It appeared
that Muslims, being the minority, displayed a stronger differentiation
between reaction alternatives than Hindus.

A higher salience of the Turkish group members' social identity could
explain the lower intragroup variance for these subjects. A heightened
salience of social identity might lead to *typical' ingroup evaluations of
(outgroup) behaviour and less personal judgements (cf. Turner et. al,
1987).
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Despite these differences between the groups studied, it is perhaps
surprising that we found many similarities as well. We might infer from
this that the norms covered in the questionnaire are important for groups
with different  cultural' backgrounds. Norm violations were perceived to
be inappropriate and furthermore, the more inappropriate they were per-
ceived the more subjects conceived of norm violating reactions as ap-
propriate (and vice versa). But perhaps the most striking similarity is that
both Turks and Dutch considered a positive reaction to a norm violation as
the most appropriate one. This result may be explained in terms of so-
called rules of conflict handling (DeRidder, Kumar & Schruijer, in press).
These rules refer to opinions about appropriate reactions to norm viola-
tions, shared by members of co-existing groups which are part of a larger
social system.

We must point to some limitations of the present study. We confined
our investigation to male subjects only, and no attempt was made to draw
a representative sample of Turkish allochthones and Dutch autoch-
thones. The samples were small. Any generalization to a larger population
is therefore extremely hazardous. Moreover, we want to emphasize that
the data are of a verbal nature. The study reported here does not show
that e.g. norm violating behaviour leads to a norm violating behavioural
reaction. Nor has it been demonstrated that people expect norm violating
reactions to occur to initial norm violating behaviour (which, embedded in
an intergroup context, was the focus of the study described in Chapter 4).

From the number of plausible explanations suggested, it will be clear
that hardly any study which investigates natural groups can provide clear-
cut answers. In addition, if our explanations concerning the majority/
minority status and salience of subjects' social identity are correct, itimplies that extracting personal answers from minority members is virtu-
ally impossible. This means that our attempt to 'degroup' the norm viola-
ting episodes might have failed for the Turkish subjects.



123

Chapter 6.

Intergroup explanations and evaluations by Turks and
Dutch of norm violating ingroup and outgroup behaviour

6.1. Introduction

From our review of the literature it was concluded in Chapter 3, that
dominant groups almost invariably favour their ingroup in their attribu-
tions. That is, they give explanations which put the ingroup in a positive
light. Subordinate groups on the other hand, sometimes demonstrate an
ingroup bias, yet at times favour the outgroup. Whether these groups
engage in one pattern or the other seems to be dependent upon several
factors: a subordinate group's attempt to diminish the social distance to
the dominant group, its perception of alternatives to the status quo, and
the stage of development in the relationship between the advantaged and
disadvantaged group. Therefore, the socio-structural context has to be
taken into account in order to make specific predictions. Evaluations of
in- and outgroup are generally in line with the explanations given.

Relatively few studies have investigated causal explanations of negative
or norm violating in- and outgroup behaviour. Moreover, the studies ad-
dressing this subject, did not always measure reciprocal attributions. In
the present chapterl,2 we will study reciprocal attributions of norm
violating in- and outgroup behaviour. The groups involved are autoch-
thonous Dutch and allochthonous Turks living in The Netherlands. Thus
we will deal with groups which clearly differ in their socio-structural
position (see Chapter 4). In measuring the explanations we will not restrict
ourselves to a simple distinction between internal and external locus of
causation, yet elaborate upon plausible causal categories. And, subjects
will be able to explain behaviour by referring to factors operating at an
(inter)personal and at an (inter)group level. Finally, we will investigate
subjects' evaluations of the act and the actor, as well as assess the amount
of punishment the subjects feel the actor is deserving of.

1   Discussions held within a work group of the 8th Summer School organized by the
European Association of Experimental Social Psychology proved to be fruitful. Its members were (in
alphabetical order): B. Banfai, M. Blang H Dittmar, P. KlcibaumhOter, A MaNoub, J. Mandrosz-
Wroblewska, L Molinari, A. Mummendey, X Pctillon, S. Schruijer and J. Tedcschi.

2 This study is executed by Lcx Lemmers on behalf of his MA-thesis, under my supervision.
The present chapter is a rewritten version of Schruijcr & Lemmers (1988).
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The following hypotheses are formulated, based on the existing litera-
ture:

Hypothesis 1: Dutch attribute negative outgroup (Turkish) behaviour
more to internal factors and less to external factors as
compared to identical negative ingroup behaviour.

Hypothesis 2: Dutch evaluate negative outgroup (Turkish) behaviour more
negatively as compared to identical negative ingroup
behaviour.

Turkish attributional and evaluative behaviour is more difficult to predict.
The existing literature provides no clearcut answer, and, the present state
of affairs makes both an ingroup and an outgroup bias plausible. On the
one hand one might expect an ingroup bias since the strength of Turkish
social identity is (at least for certain subgroups) strong (Vermeulen, 1985)
and growing, partly due to family reunion (increasing number of self-
organizations, mosques, etc.; see also the results on ingroup identification
in Chapter 4); a growing competition on the labour and housing markets;
publicity about discrimination against ethnic minorities (e.g. Walraff,
1985) fostering consciousness of illegitimate and unjust aspects of the
status quo. Also, Turks in The Netherlands feel relatively deprived (see
Chapter 4) which may exert an influence on their attributional behaviour.
Furthermore, governmental expenses for ethnic minorities are cut, which
might create an awareness that their situation is deteriorating. On the
other hand second generation Turks -who participated in one of the
present studies-, appear to identify themselves less with their Turkish
ingroup and more with the Dutch outgroup (Eppink, Hartman-Eeken, &
Vreede-de Stuers, 1979) as compared to their parents, and, are more likely
to engage in strategies of individual mobility.

Thus it may be that Turks do perceive alternatives to the present state
of affairs and that hence social attributions may serve the function of
creating or maintaining a positive social identity (Hewstone & Jaspars,
1984). However, the pattern of attributions which may result from the
striving towards a positive social identity may be countered by a strategy
of individual mobility enacted by second generation Turks, who may seek
to diminish their distance to the dominant group (Deschamps, 1982). No
definite hypothesis can therefore be formulated concerning the Turkish
subjects' evaluations and attributions.

Two studies are reported below, which were run simultaneously. In
Study   1, both Turks and Dutch evaluate and explain negative  in-  and
outgroup behaviour. Its focus is on reciprocal intergroup attributions
within the Dutch-Turkish relationship. Study 2 reports the results of a
study using a larger sample of Dutch subjects, employing two different
types of norm violation (a physical and a non-physical norm violation).
The aim is to explore to what extent attributional patterns are consistent
over norm violating situations.
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6.2. Study 1

6.2.1.   Method

6.2.1.1. Design
The design was a 2x2 between subjects factorial design. The two factors
were actor's group membership (ingroup or outgroup), and subject's
groupmembership (Dutch or Turkish).

6.2.1.2. Questionnaire
A hypothetical situation served as the stimulus. The text read as follows:

It is a nice summer day and school just finished. Most of the children
go and play outside immediately. The children in Bloemstreet play outside
as well. In Bloemstreet live Turkish and Dutch families; and this can be
seen by looking at the people in the street. Turkish boys are playing
football. Dutch boys are talking with one another. Suddenly something is
happening. At the streetcorner a group of Turkish and Dutch boys gath-
ered. There is shouting, pushing and pulling in the group. At some point
Tom (Mehmet), a Dutch (Turkish) boy hits Mehmet (Tom), a Turkish
(Dutch) boy, in his face. Mehmet (Tom) has a bleeding nose.

Nine possible explanations of the actor's behaviour were presented. The
correctness of each had to be indicated on 7-point scales with as end-
points 'very correct' and 'not at all correct'. The given explanations
referred to a stable characteristic of the actor (disposition), an unstable
characteristic of the actor (attitude), the victim (provocation), or the
relationship between the two boys. These explanations were formulated at
an (inter)personal as well as at an (inter)group level. Furthermore, the
situation was presented as an explanation. The explanations given were:
-  Tom hit Mehmet because Tom is aggressive;
-  Tom hit Mehmet because Mehmet probably provoked him;
-  Tom hit Mehmet because Tom and Mehmet have fights regularly;
-  Tom hit Mehmet because Tom dislikes Mehmet;
- Tom hit Mehmet because he felt threatened by the shouting and

pushing boys;
-  Tom hit Mehmet because Dutch are aggressive;
-  Tom hit Mehmet because Dutch generally provoke Turks;
-  Tom hit Mehmet because Turks and Dutch cannot get along;
-  Tom hit Mehmet because Dutch dislike Turks.
Afterwards, these statements were listed once more. The most likely ex-
planation among them had to be chosen. The evaluations asked for were:
to what extent the actor's behaviour was inappropriate; to what extent the
actor gave a strong blow: to what extent the actor inflicted pain upon the
victim; to what extent the actor's behaviour was aggressive; to what extent
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the actor knew that he hurted the victim, and to what extent the actor
deserved punishment. Seven-point bipolar scales were employed to assess
these evaluations. Finally, subjects were asked how they would expect the
victim to react. They were presented with five possible reactions, ranging
from positive to very negative, and asked to select the most likely one.
The parts with evaluations, attributions, and reactions, were combined in
all possible ways. In half of the questionnaires explanations at the (in-
ter)personal level were presented first, in the other half the explanations
at the (inter)group level were presented first.

6.2.1.3. Subjects
The questionnaires were distributed in the first, second, third and fourth
classes of two high schools in Tilburg. In total 480 pupils participated. All
Turkish pupils (n=56) completed the questionnaire described above. Half
of the Dutch subjects were given this questionnaire: the other half filled
in a similar, but not identical one (see Study 2). For Study 1 all 50 male
Turkish pupils were selected. 50 Dutch male pupils, out of a total pool of
327, were matched to them. Matching occurred with respect to class,
school, version of the vignette (ingroup or outgroup actor) and version of
the  questionnaire.  Mean  age  of the Dutch subjects  was 14.9 years;  of  the
Turkish subjects  15.4. The number of subjects in each cell  was 25.

6.2.1.4. Procedure
Questionnaires were filled out in class rooms. It was stated that its purpose
was to investigate how pupils perceive certain events. Questions were
answered by the teacher or experimenter. The questionnaire was phrased
in Dutch. All subjects completed the questionnaire within 30 minutes.

6.2.2. Results

6.2.2.1. Attributions
Multivariate analysis of variance with as factors actor's group membership
(factor A) and subject's group membership (factor B) and the nine struc-
tured attributions as dependent variables, revealed a main effect for factor
A (F (9,86) = 4.35; p < 0.001), factor B (F (9,86) = 2.64; p = 0.01) and an
interaction effect (F (9,86) = 7.57; p < 0.001). Consequently, univariate
analyses of variance were inspected for each variable.

Table 6.1 presents the means per condition of each attribution.
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Table 6.1. Means of the degree of support for explanations for ingroup and

outgroup norm viotating behaviour by Turks and Dutch.

Ingroup Outgroup Actor (factor A)

Dutch Turkish Dutch Turkish Observer (factor B)

(n=25) (n=25) (n=25) (n=25)

Explanations:

3.92 3.84 4.92 4.96 disposition of A (A)

4.08.b 5.32C 4.92bc 3.12* provocation by V (AxB, 8)

2.88 3.88 3.04 3.40 relationship A and V (8)

5.52b 3.40* 4.04* 4.04'     attitude of A (B, AxB)

4.72 4.96 4.36 3.84     situation

1.44' 2.00* 3.76C 2.88b disp. of A's ingroup (A, AxB)

2.92* 5.36C 4.04b 2.36* provoc. by V's ingroup (A, AxB)

3.92 3.08 3.64 4.04 relationship between groups

4.48b 2.52' 3.7130 3.64b     attitude of A's ingroup (B, Axe)

Note Row means with different superscripts differ significantly from one another
(p < 0.05, Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test). Means with a superscript in
common do not differ significantly (1 = very incorrect; 7 = very correct).
Main and  interaction effects  found are presented for each  variable;  an
underlined effect indicates that the effect is obtained at 2 < 0.10.

Disposition of actor.
A main effect for factor A was found (F (1,94) = 6.75; p < 0.05). The
outgroup actor's behaviour was perceived as more caused by his aggres-
siveness as compared to the ingroup actor's behaviour.

Provocation by victim.
This variable yielded an interaction effect (F (1,94) = 19.84; p < 0.001)
and a nearly significant effect for factor A (F (1,94) = 2.93; p < 0.10). A
subsequent inspection of the means (Newman-Keuls' Multiple Range
Test) revealed that Turks explained the ingroup actor's behaviour more by
referring to the victim's provocation, as compared to Turks explaining the
outgroup actor's, and as compared to Dutch explaining the ingroup actor's
behaviour. Turks, furthermore, attributed the outgroup actor's behaviour
less to victim's provocation as compared to Dutch explaining the outgroup
actor's behaviour.

Relationship between actor and victim.
A nearly significant effect for B (F (1,94) = 3.17; p < .10) was obtained.
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Attitude of actor.
A main effect was found for B (F (1,94) = 7.61; p = 0.01) as well as an
interaction effect (F (1,94) = 5.92; p < 0.05). Dutch subjects considered
the actor's dislike as a more correct explanation of his behaviour as
compared to Turkish subjects. Analysis of the means showed that this was
only the case for Dutch subjects explaining ingroup behaviour.

Situation.
No effects existed.

Disposition of actor's ingroup.
A main effect for factor A (F (1,94) = 26.86; p < 0.001) and an interaction
effect (F (1,94) = 5.91; p < 0.05) were obtained. The ingroup actor's
behaviour was less explained by referring to a disposition of his ingroup
as compared to the outgroup actor's behaviour. Means analysis revealed
that this effect was mainly due to the Dutch subjects' differentiation
between ingroup and outgroup. It furthermore showed. that the Dutch
subjects attributed the outgroup actor's behaviour more to aggressiveness
as compared to subjects belonging to any of the other conditions.

Provocation by victim's ingroup.
A main effect for factor A (F (1,94) = 4.30; p < 0.05) and an interaction
effect (F (1,94) = 26.45; p < 0.001) were found. The ingroup actor's
behaviour was more explained by referring to provocation by the victim's
ingroup, as compared to the outgroup actor's behaviour. Turks explained
the ingroup actor's behaviour more by referring to provocation by the
victim group as compared to Dutch subjects explaining the ingroup actor's
behaviour; yet they attributed the outgroup actor's behaviour less to the
victim's ingroup provocation, as compared to Dutch explaining outgroup
actor's behaviour.

Relationship between groups.
No effects were obtained.

Attitude of actor's ingroup.
A main effect for factor B (F (1,94) = 5.81; p < 0.05) and a significant
interaction effect (F (1,94) = 5.03; p < 0.05) were found. Dutch subjects
considered the actor's ingroup dislike of the victim's ingroup as a more
correct explanation of his behaviour as compared to Turkish subjects. The
interaction showed that this was only the case for the ingroup actor's
behaviour.

Analysis of subjects' choice of the most likely explanation revealed no
differences between conditions. Rank ordering the explanations by the
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degree of their endorsement per condition however, yielded interesting
results. For the Dutch subjects the actor's attitude was the most preferred
explanation for ingroup behaviour, followed by a situational explanation
(means did not differ significantly (paired t-test)), then actor's ingroup
attitude (a significant difference with actor's attitude was obtained: t (24)
= 2.36; p < 0.05), provocation of the actor by the victim (which differed
from actor's attitude as well: t (24) = -2.64; p < 0.05), and actor's
disposition in the fifth place (again significantly different from actor's
attitude: t (24) = -4.13; p < 0.001). The most popular explanations for the
outgroup actor's behaviour, however, were his aggressive disposition on
the one hand and provocation by the Dutch victim on the other, followed
by the situational explanation and actor's attitude fourth (no significant
differences between the means of these variables were found). A rank
ordering of the most supported explanations by the Turks, showed that
actor's attitude was hardly endorsed for ingroup behaviour: the most
preferred explanations were victim's and victim's ingroup provocation and
the situation (means did not differ significantly). the actor's disposition
only coming sixth (differing from victim's provocation (t (24) = -2.43; p <
0.05), from victim's ingroup provocation (t (24) = -2.21; p =< 0.05),
though not from the situational explanation (t (24) = -1.65; p = 0.11). For
the outgroup actor's behaviour, actor's attitude was the second plausible
explanation, after the explanation referring to an aggressive disposition of
the outgroup actor (means did not differ significantly (t (24) = 1.68; p =
0.11); the situation explanation at an intermediate position (differing from
actor's disposition at .10 level (t (24) = 1.77); and (ingroup) provocation
seen as having least explanatory power (both actor's provocation differed
from actor's disposition (t (24) = 4.44; p < 0.001), as well as actor's
ingroup provocation (t (24) = 5.24; p < 0.001)).

Strong correlations existed between an (inter)personal explanation and its
(inter)group equivalent. These (two-tailed) correlations Cover all 100
subjects) were highly significant for -disposition' (r = 0.33, p < 0.001),
'provocation' (r = 0.45, p < 0.001) and 'attitude' (r = 0.52, p < 0.001). No
significant correlation was found for *relationship'. Explanations at an
(inter)group level, were less supported in comparison with explanations at
an (inter)personal level (except for 'relationship'), although a similar
attributional pattern between conditions for the two levels existed.

6.2.2.2. Evaluations
Multivariate analysis of variance with as factors actor's group membership
(factor A) and subject's group membership (factor B) and the six evalua-
tions as dependent variables, revealed a main effect for factor A (F (6,86)
= 9.38; p < 0.001) and an interaction effect (F (6,86) = 3.05: p < 0.01).
Consequently, univariate analyses of variance were inspected for each
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variable separately. Only effects of A and AxB are reported. Table 6.2
presents the means of each evaluation per condition.

Table 6.2. Means of evaluations of ingroup and Outgroup nori violating
behaviour by Turks and Dutch.

Ingroup Outgroup Actor (factor A)

Dutch Turkish Dutch Turkish Observer (factor B)
(n=25) (n=25) (n=25) (n=25)

Evaluations:
5.12a 3.64b 5.60* 6.28a appropriateness (A, AxB)

(1=very appr.; 7=very inappr.)

5.44 6.24 4.72 5.16 strength of blow (A)
(1=very soft; 7=very strong)

4.88 5.72 4.16 5.00 pain inflicted (8)

(1=little pain; 7=much pain)

5.08 5.40 5.68 6.00 aggressiveness
(1=not aggr.; 7=aggr.)

5.21 5.92 5.84 5.84      awareness of norm violation
(1=not aware; 7=aware)

3.580 2.04' 4.84  5.75C     deserving punishment (A, Axe)

(1=not at all; 7=very much)

Note Row means with different superscripts differ significantly from one another
(p < 0.05, Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test). Means with a superscript in
common do not di ffer significantly. Main and interaction effects found, are
presented for each variable; an underlined effect indicates that the effect
is obtained at p < 0.10.

Appropriateness
A main effect for factor A (F (1,91) = 13.71; p < 0.001) and an interaction
effect (F (1,91) = 7.65; p < 0.01) were found. The outgroup actor's
behaviour was evaluated as more inappropriate as compared to the
ingroup actor's behaviour. Means analysis showed that this effect was
mainly due to the Turkish subjects, who evaluated ingroup behaviour as
less violating as compared to subjects in any other condition (Newman
Keuls' Multiple Range Test, p < 0.05).

Strength of blow.
A main effect for factor A (F (1,91) = 7.76; p = 0.01) was obtained.
Ingroup actors were perceived to give a stronger blow as compared to
outgroup actors.
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Pain inflicted.
A nearly significant main effect for factor  A  (F  (1,91)  =  3.73;  p  <  0.10)
was obtained.

Degree of aggressiveness.
No effects were obtained.

Awareness of norm violation.
No effects were obtained.

Deservingness of punishment.
A main effect was found for factor A (F (1,91) = 50.06; p < 0.001) and an
interaction effect (F (1,91) = 13.76; p < 0.001). The outgroup actor was
perceived to deserve more punishment than the ingroup actor. The
Turkish subjects felt that the ingroup actor deserved less punishment, as
compared to Dutch subjects felt ingroup actors were deserving.

Anticipated reaction.
No effects were obtained for this variable.

61.3. Discussion

Both subject's and actor's group membership had substantial effects upon
the evaluation and explanation of behaviour. Our hypotheses however,
received only partial support. The Dutch engaged in an ingroup bias3
when indicating their support for explanations referring to a disposition
of the actor and his ingroup. The Dutch displayed an outgroup bias as
well: an actor's dislike of the victim was more seen as the cause of the
Dutch actor's behaviour as compared to the Turkish actor's. (Attributing
violent behaviour to a mere attitude is not very group-serving). The most
preferred explanation for the ingroup actor was his attitude and the
situation, whereas for the outgroup actor's behaviour his disposition,
provocation, attitude and situation were preferred. The fact that the
internal stable explanation, the actor's aggressive disposition, was not
among the most preferred explanations for the ingroup actor, yet was
preferred for the outgroup actor, points to an ingroup bid. However,
*provocation' was a preferred explanation for an outgroup actor as well,
implying an outgroup bias. We moreover found an ingroup bias for
 deservingness of punishment'. An outgroup bias was obtained for
'strength of blow' and a trend for 'pain inflicted'.

3    Although the terms 'ingroup bias' and 'outgroup bias' may at face value apply to the
pattern of data obtained, it is very difficult to ascertain whether these terms are indeed warranted.
This issue will be critically discussed in Chapter 9.
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The two explanations revealing an ingroup bias have relevance for the
Dutch in attaining/maintaining a positive social identity in comparison
with the Turks: To perceive Turkish actors' in negative behaviour as
caused by dispositional factors (aggressiveness) and to feel that they
should be more punished than Dutch doing a similar thing, is to distin-
guish the ingroup positively from the outgroup on a stable, negative
internal variable and on a variable having behavioural implications. Not to
make any distinction on these variables might be threatening to the in-
group's social identity, more than other variables. The outgroup bias is
shown on a variable which pertains to an unstable characteristic of the
actor towards a victim. Attributing the ingroup actor's behaviour to his
individual attitude is hardly threatening to one's social identity. On the
contrary: this way the ingroup actor demonstrating negative behaviour is a
deviant individual, who happens to be an ingroup member. Maybe it is
not an outgroup bias, but a way to 'explain away' negative ingroup behav-
iour. Thus a positive group identity may be maintained. Such an explana-
tion coincides with the 'subtyping' model of stereotype change (Weber &
Crocker, 1983): individuals who disconfirm the stereotype may -under
certain conditions- be subtyped, that is, be seen as  exceptions that prove
the rule: They are seen as unrepresentative of the overall group. However,
we have no information on whether a stereotype exists that Dutch boys do
not engage in norm violating behaviour towards Turks; or, are normally
very peaceful towards Turks. The attitude effect may also be explained by
referring to the Black Sheep Effect (Marques, Yzerbyt & Leyens, 1988;
Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988): ingroup members who engage in positive be-
haviour (which is relevant for the ingroup's social identity) are judged
more favourably than outgroup members who do the same. However, in-
group members who behave negatively, are judged more negatively than
outgroup members. In this case, the ingroup member who violates a norm
is judged more negatively by attributing his behaviour internally, namely
to his negative attitude. It would also explain why the ingroup actor is
perceived to give a stronger blow and inflict more pain than an outgroup
actor (an effect also obtained for the Turkish subjects). Nevertheless, a
major problem remains with both explanations, namely, that an ingroup
bias is obtained for the internal stable explanations, judging ingroup
actors more favourably than outgroup actors, and for 'deservingness of
punishment'.

The results of Turkish subjects were less ambiguous: they engaged in
an ingroup bias with respect to several attributions ('disposition of actor';
*provocation by victim' and -victim group') as well as evaluations Cdegree
of norm violation' and 'deservingness of punishment'). The causes en-
dorsed for the outgroup actor's behaviour were primarily internal ones, as
the rank ordering showed. The most preferred explanation for the ingroup
actor's behaviour however, was victim's provocation and the situation.
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These differences in preferred explanations demonstrate the existence of
an ingroup bias. Some evaluation questions pointed to an outgroup bias
('strength of blow'; and a trend for  pain inflicted').On the whole
however, there is strong evidence for the existence of an ingroup bias on
the part of the Turks. A motivation to attain or maintain a positive social
identity is a plausible explanation for the Turkish ingroup bias. Our
results as such coincide with those obtained by Bornewasser (1985) and
Hewstone & Ward (1985).

6.3. Study 2

The second study, which was run simultaneously with the first study, was
carried out to throw some light on the influence of the kind of norm
violation engaged in upon the explanations given. The actor again, is an
in- or an outgroup member. Observers are all Dutch; here both male and
female subjects participated however. Two types of norm violation were
chosen   for this study: *hitting'   (as in Study   1) and *jumping the queue'.
The latter was selected because it clearly differs from hitting since it is
non-physical, yet it is still perceived to be a norm violation (Dutch
subjects in Chapter 5 rated jumping the queue as very inappropriate: M =
1.60  (1   = very inappropriate;  7  = very appropriate)).

6.3.1. Method

6.3.1.1. Design
The design was a 2x2x2 between subjects factorial design. The three
factors were actor's group membership (ingroup (Dutch) or outgroup
(Turkish) actor), type of norm violation (physical norm violation (hitting
another  boy  (as in Study  1))  or non-physical (jumping the queue)),  and
finally gender of the observer (male or female).

6.3.1.2. Questionnaire
The text of the new vignette ran as follows:

It is saturday morning and very crowded at the bakery's. Turkish and
Dutch people are waiting in the shop. Hans (or Ibrahim) and Ibrahim (or
Hans) are standing right behind the counter. It is Ibrahim's (or Hans')
turn. But Hans (or Ibrahim) has already ordered before Ibrahim (or Hans)
gets the chance to say anything.

The evaluations and attributions ran parallel to the other vignette,
although they were not identical. The attributions were transformed into
the following:
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-  Hans ordered before his turn because Hans is rude.
- Hans ordered before his turn because Ibrahim probably did the same

thing to Hans;
- Hans ordered before his turn because Ibrahim and Hans cannot get

along;
-  Hans ordered before his turn because Hans dislikes Ibrahim;
- Hans ordered before his turn because the crowdedness in the shop

made Hans unaware of the fact that it was Ibrahim's turn;
-  Hans ordered before his turn because the Dutch are rude;
- Hans ordered before his turn because Turks often do the same to

Dutch;
- Hans ordered before his turn because Dutch and Turks cannot get

along:
-  Hans ordered before his turn because Dutch dislike Turks.
The evaluations asked for were: to what extent the actor's behaviour was
inappropriate; to what extent the actor caused annoyance with the victim;
to what extent the actor's behaviour was rude; to what extent the actor
knew that it was the victim's turn, and to what extent the actor deserved
punishment. Seven-point bipolar scales measured these evaluations. Sub-
jects also had to choose the victim's most likely reaction out of five
alternatives, ranging from positive to very negative.

6.3.1.3. Subjects
All Dutch male pupils from two high schools (see above), including the 50
subjects of Study  1,  as well as the Dutch female pupils were selected.  The
mean age of the males was 14.6 years; of the females 13.2 years. The num-
ber of subjects in condition 'ingroup actor: hitting'  was 84 males  and   14
females; in condition 'outgroup actor; hitting' 89 males and 19 females; in
condition 'ingroup actor; jumping the queue' 76 males and 22 females and
in condition 6outgroup actor; jumping the queue' 78 males and 20 females.

6.3.1.4. Procedure
The procedure was identical to that of Study  1.

6.3.2. Results

6.3.2.1. Attributions
Multivariate analysis of variance with as factors actor's group membership
(factor A), type of norm violation (factor B), and subject's gender (factor
C) and the nine attributions as dependent variables, revealed a main effect
for factor A (F (9,383) = 6.97; p < 0.001), a main effect for factor B (F
(9,383) = 13.49; p < 0.001), an interaction effect between factor A and
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factor B (F (9,383) = 5.61; p < 0.001), and an interaction between factor A
and factor C (F (9.383) = 2.49; p < 0.01)4. Consequently, univariate
analyses of variance were inspected for each variable separately. Only
effects of A, B, AxB and AxC are reported. The means belonging to the
both interaction effects are presented in Table 6.3 (AKB) and Table 6.4
(AxC). The means resulting from the main effects are given when the
variables are discussed separately.

Table 6.3. Means of the degree of support for explanations for norm violating
behaviour broken down by actor's group membership and type of norm
violation.

Ingroup Outgroup Actor (factor A)

hitting queue hitting queue Norm violation (factor B)

(n=98) (n=99) (n=108) (n=98)

Explanations:
4.11 4.26 4.14 3.64     disposition of A (Ale)

4.66 2.43 5.08 2.68     provocation by V (A, 8)

3.30a 4.07b 3.23* 3.24' relationship A and V (AxB)

4.88c 4.42bc 4.20b 3.18* attitude of A (A, 8, AER)

4.59 c 3.692 3.948 5.09C situation (A, 8, AxB)

2.04* 2.34* 3.47b 2.54'     disp. of A's ingroup (A, B, AxB)

3.26* 3.63.b 4.23b 4.080 provoc. by V's ingroup (A, 88B)

3.96 3.70 3.57 3.59 relationship between groups

4.03 3.90 3.47 3.05 attitude if A's ingroup (A)

Note Row means with different superscripts differ significantly from one another
Cp < 0.05, Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test). Means with a superscript in
common do not differ significantly) (1 = very incorrect; 7 = very correct).
Main and interaction effects found are presented for each variable;  an
underlined effect indicates that the effect is obtained at p < 0.10.

4 Three-way interactions were suppressed because (1) interactions with gender would create a

very small n per cell, and (b) of the difficulty in interpreting three-way interactions correctly.
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Table 6.4: Means of the degree of support for explanations for nor, violating
behaviour broken down by actor's group membership and observer's
gender.

Ingroup Outgroup Actor (factor A)

male female male female Gender observer (factor C)
(n=160) (n=36) (n=167) (n=39)

Explanations:
4.33 3.58 3.90 3.92 disposition of A

3.66 3.03 3.95 3.92 provocation by V (A)

3.76 3.39 3.23 3.24 relationship A and V

4.82  4.00* 3.71* 3.77'     attitude of A (A, Ax.Q)

4.08 4.33 4.42 4.80 situation (8)

2.16' 2.39' 3.160 2.46' disp. of A's ingroup (A, AiC)

3.59b 2.78a 4.05bc 4.64C provoc. by V's ingroup (A, AXC)

3.94 3.39 3.73 2.97 relationship between groups

4.02 3.81 3.37 2.85 attitude of A's ingroup (A)

Note Row means with different superscripts di ffer significantly from one another
(p < 0.05, Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test). Means with a superscript in
common do not differ significantly (1 = very incorrect; 7 = very correct).
Main and  interaction effects  found are presented for each variable;  an
underlined effect indicates that the effect is obtained at p < 0.10.

Disposition of actor.
A nearly significant interaction between A and B was found (F(1,391) =
3.37; p < .10). No significant differences between means were obtained.

Provocation by victim.
Significant main effects were revealed for A (F(1,391) = 4.21; p < .05) and
B (F(1,391) = 78.09; p < .001): victim's provocation was endorsed as a
more correct explanation for an outgroup actor's norm violating behaviour
(M = 3.94) than that of an ingroup actor (M = 3.54). And, provocation by
a victim was seen as a more correct explanation for hitting (M = 4.88) than
for jumping the queue (M = 2.56).

Relationship between actor and victim.
A significant interaction between factors A and B was found (F(1,391) =
5.22; p < .05): the particular relationship between actor and victim was
considered to be a more correct cause for an ingroup actor's jumping the
queue than his hitting or either behaviour by an outgroup actor.
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Attitude of Actor.
Significant main effects were found for factor A (F(1,391) = 7.15; p < .01)
and for factor B (F(1,391) = 8.97; p < .01). An ingroup actor's norm vio-
lating behaviour was more explained in terms of his attitude (M = 4.65) as
compared to an outgroup actor's identical behaviour (M = 3.72). And, at-
titude was seen as a more correct cause of hitting (M = 4.52) than of
jumping the queue (M = 3.81). Furthermore, two nearly significant
interaction effects were revealed: A x B (F(1,391) = 3.54; p< .10) and A x
C (F(1,391) = 3.08; p < .10). Inspection of the means showed that an
ingroup actor's hitting was more attributed to his attitude than an
outgroup actor's hitting. An outgroup actor's jumping the queue was least
seen as a result of his attitude; less than an ingroup actor's similar
behaviour and less than when a Turk hit a Dutch boy. Males perceived
actor's attitude as a more correct explanation in case of an ingroup actor
as compared to an outgroup actor and as compared to females judging
both ingroup and outgroup behaviour.

Situation.
A significant interaction between A and B was found (F(1,391) = 26.13; p
< .001) as well as nearly significant main effects for A (F(1,391) = 2.73; p
< .10) and B (F(1,391) = 3.54; p < .10). It appears that an ingroup actor's
hitting was more explained by referring to the situation than an outgroup
actor's hitting, whereas the reverse held true for jumping the queue.

Disposition of actor's ingroup.
Significant main effects were obtained for A (F(1,391) = 5.28; p < .05),
and for B (F(1,391) = 4.59; p < .05). An outgroup actor's norm violating
behaviour was attributed more to the disposition of his ingroup (M = 3.02)
than an ingroup actor's norm violating behaviour (M = 2.19). Jumping the
queue was seen less as caused by a disposition of the actor's ingroup (M =
2.44) as compared to hitting (M = 2.79). Both main effects should however
be seen in light of a significant interaction effect for A x B (F(1,391) =
11.43; p = .001). Disposition of actor's ingroup was seen as a more correct
cause of a Turkish actor's hitting in comparison to his jumping the queue
and in comparison to a Dutch actor engaging in either type of behaviour.
A nearly significant effect was found for A x C (F(1,391) = 3.47; p< .10).
Means analysis for the latter effect showed that males perceived a dis-
position of the actor's ingroup a more correct cause in case of an outgroup
actor's norm violating behaviour as compared to an ingroup actor and as
compared to females explaining in- and outgroup behaviour.

Provocation by victim's ingroup.
For this variable a significant main effect for A (F(1,391) = 23.02; p <
.001) was found. An outgroup actor's norm violation was more explained
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in terms of the victim's ingroup provocation (M = 4.16) as compared to an
ingroup's norm violation (M = 3.44). However, an interaction between A
and C was found as well (F(1,391) = 8.81; p < .01): Females attributed the
outgroup actor's behaviour most to provocation by the victim's ingroup
and an ingroup actor's behaviour least. The means of the males were in
the middle of these two extremes. Moreover, the interaction between A
and B was nearly significant (F(1,391) = 2.87; p < .10): an ingroup actor's
hitting was less seen as caused by the victim's ingroup provocation than
either type of behaviour by an outgroup actor.

Relationship between groups.
No effects were obtained.

Attitude of actor's ingroup.
A main effect was found for factor A (F(1,391) = 9.84; p < .01): an in-
group actor's norm violating behaviour was more explained in terms of his
ingroup's attitude towards the victim's ingroup (M = 3.96) as compared to
an outgroup actor's norm violating behaviour (M = 3.27).

All (inter)personal explanations correlated significantly with their (in-
ter)group equivalent: for 'disposition': r = 0.32; p < .001); *provocation': r =
0.21, p < 0.001; 'relationship': r = 0.28, p < 0.05, and 'attitude': r = 0.40, p
< 0.001 (all correlations tested for two-tailed significance).

6.3.2.2. Evaluations
Multivariate analysis of variance with as factors actor's group membership
(factor A) and type of norm violation (factor B) and fives evaluations as
dependent variables, resulted in a main effect for factor B (F (5,380) =
22.33; p < 0.001), for factor C (F(5,380) = 3.02; p < .05), an interaction
between A and B (F(5,380) = 4.85; p < .001), between A and C (F(5,380) =
3.86; p < .01) and between B and C (F(5,380) = 2.29; p < .05). A nearly
significant main effect was obtained for factor A (F(5,380) = 1.98; p <
.10). Consequently, univariate analyses of variance were inspected for
each variable separately. The means belonging to the AxB interaction are
presented in Table 6.5, those belonging to AxC in Table 6.6 (AxC)6. The
means resulting from the main effects are given when the variables are
discussed separately.

5       For the second type of norm violation no equivalent was formulated for 'strength of blow'.
6    No separate table is included for the interaction between situation and gender since this

effect is not of primary interest.
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Table 6.5: Means of evaluations of nori violating behaviour, broken dowl by
actoris group membership and type of norm violation.

Ingroup Outgroup Actor (factor A)

hitting queue hitting queue Norm violation (factor B)

(n=97) (n=99) (n=108) (n=98)

Evaluations:
5.31 5.42 5.49 5.95 appropriateness

(1=very appr.; 7=very inappr.)

---                        ---          ---       strength of blow
(1=very soft; 7=very strong)

4.75 5.63 4.08 5.19 consequences for victim (B)
(1=not very neg.; 7=very neg.)

5.01 4.83 5.23 4.68      rudeness/aggressiveness (B)
(1=not rude/aggr.; 7=rude/aggr.)

5.59C 4.68b 5.90c 3.91* awareness norm viol. (A, 8, AxB)
(1=not aware; 7=aware)

3.38b 2.774 4.26C 2.258 deserving punishment (B, AxB)
(1=not at all; 7=very much)

Note Row means with different superscripts differ significantly from one another
(p < 0.05, Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test). Means with a superscript in
common do not differ significantly. Main and interaction effects found are
presented for each variable; an underlined effect indicates that the effect
is obtained at p < 0.10.
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Table 6.6. Means of evaluations of norm violating behaviour, broken dan by
actor's group membership and observerss gender.

Ingroup Outgroup Actor (factor A)

male female male female Gender observer (factor C)
(n=160) (n=36) (n=167) (n=39)

Evaluations:
5.26 5.89 5.73 5.59 appropriateness (AZE)

(1=very appr.; 7=very inappr.)

---                         ---           ---       strength of blow
(1=very soft; 7=very strong)

5.19 5.22 4.51 5.08 consequences for victim
(1=not very neg.; 7=very neg.)

4.85ab 5.310 5.11ab 4.39* rudeness/aggressiveness (AxC)

(1=not rude/aggr.; 7=rude/aggr.)

5.14b 5.196 5.194 3.95' awareness norm viol. (A, f, AxC)

(1=not aware; 7=aware)

2.88. 3.97b 3.34* 3.158 deserving punishment (C, AxC)
(1=not at all; 7=very much)

Note Row means with different superscripts differ significantly from one another
Cp < 0.05, Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test). Means with a superscript in
common do not di ffer significantly. Main and interaction effects found are
presented for each variable; an underlined effect indicates that the effect
is obtained at p < 0.10.

Appropriateness.
A nearly significant effect was found for AxC (F(1,384) = 3.61; p < .10).
The differences between means were not significant. For this variable, a
significant interaction between  B  and  C was revealed  as well (Fl,384)  =
6.34; p < .05). The corresponding means however, did not differ signif-
icantly.

Strength of blow.
No comparable question was formulated for the queue situation. Selecting
only those subjects who responded to the hitting situation, revealed a main
effect for factor A (F(1,201) = 13.88; p < .001): ingroup actors were per-
ceived to give a stronger blow (M = 5.66) than outgroup actors (M = 4.82).

Consequences for victim.
A main effect for factor B was obtained (F(1,384) = 11.17; p = .001): more
negative consequences for the victim result in case of jumping the queue
(M = 5.41) than in case of hitting (M = 4.40). Note here that negative
consequences were 'pain inflicted' in the hitting situation and 'annoyance
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inflicted' in the queue situation and one might therefore argue that these
variables were not completely comparable1.

Degree of rudeness/aggressiveness.
On this variable, which evaluated the degree to which the actor's behav-
iour was negative, a main effect was found for factor B (F(1,384) = 4.85;
p < .05) as well as an interaction effect between factor A and factor C
(F(1,384) = 6.60; p = .01). The actor's behaviour was more negatively
evaluated in case of hitting (M = 5.13) than in case of jumping the queue
(M = 4.76). The means belonging to the interaction effect showed that the
females evaluated the ingroup actor's behaviour more negatively than an
outgroup actor's behaviour, whereas for males no significant difference
between in- and outgroup behaviour was found. Again note that the way
this variable was operationalized, differed for both situations (*aggres-
siveness' in the hitting situation and *rudeness' in the queue situation):

Awareness of norm violation.
Several significant effects were obtained for this variable: A (F(1,384) =
6.89; p < .01), B (F(1,384) = 44.62; p < .001), AxB (F(1,384) = 6.18; p <
.05), AxC (F(1,384) = 7.88; p < .01). Furthermore, two nearly significant
effects were found: C (F(1,384) = 3.00; p < .10) and BxC (F(1,384) = 3.58;
p < .10). The ingroup actor was perceived as being more aware of the fact
that he violated a norm (M = 5.13) as compared to the outgroup actor (M =
4.95). Also, more awareness was imputed in the hitting situation (M =
5.76) than in the queue situation (M = 4.29). Inspection of the means
belonging to the AxB interaction showed that even less awareness was at-
tributed to a Turkish actor when he jumped the queue than when a Dutch
boy did so.

Females seemed to perceive less awareness present (M = 4.55) than
males (M = 5.16), although this effect was only nearly significant and
should be qualified by the AxC interaction: females attributed less
awareness to outgroup actors than to ingroup actors, whereas males did
not make any distinction between an in- and outgroup actor. No differ-
ences existed between the amount of awareness attributed to ingroup
actors by females and the awareness imputed by males to both in- and
outgroup actors. Females as well attributed less awareness in the queue

7 Separate analyses of variance per situation revealed a main effect of factor A for hitting
(F(1,200) = .01): ingroup actors inflicted more pain upon the victim (M = 4.75) than= 6.63; p
outgroup actors (M = 4.08), and a nearly significant effect of factor A for jumping the queue
(F(1,192) = 2.85; p < .10): ingroup actors caused more annoyance (M = 5.63) than outgroup actors

(M = 5.19).
8    ANOVAs per situation showed that the AxC interaction was only obtained for hitting

(F(1,201) = 4.19; p < .05).
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situation (M = 3.62) than males (M = 4.50), whereas both males and
females attributed more awareness in the hitting situation (M = 5.76 for
males and M = 5.73 for females).

Deservingness of punishment.
Significant main effects were found for B (F(1,384) = 45.89; p < .001),
and for C (F(1,384) = 5.96; p < .05). Significant interactions were found
for AxB (F(1,384) = 10.89; p = .001), for AxC (F(1,384) = 8.02; p < .01),
and for BxC (F(1,384) = 4.16; p < .05). The actor deserved more punish-
ment in case he hit (M = 3.84) than when he jumped the queue (M = 2.51).
Also, females considered the norm violating actor more deserving of
punishment (M = 3.55) than males (M = 3.11). The interaction between A
and B showed that although hitting deserved more punishment than
jumping the queue, outgroup actors who hit deserved more punishment
than ingroup actors. No differences between in- and outgroup actor
existed with respect to jumping the queue. From the AxC interaction it
can be learnt that females perceived the ingroup actor as more deserving
of punishment than males did. And according to females, ingroup actors
deserved more punishment than outgroup actors. Males considered out-
group actors equally eligible for punishment as females, yet slightly more
than ingroup actors (although the latter difference was not significant).
The BxC interaction showed us that hitting was most punishable according
to females (M = 4.73); more so than according to males (M = 3.67). Both
sexes felt that jumping the queue was less punishable than hitting (M =
2.62 for females and M = 2.49 for males).

Anticipated reaction.
A univariate analysis of variance revealed a main effect of factor B
(F(1,441) = 230.54; p < .001). A victim of hitting was expected to react
more negatively (M = 3.60 (n=257)) than a victim of jumping the queue
(M = 2.11 (n=191)):

6.3.3. Discussion

Actor's group membership, type of norm violation, and observer's gender
had significant effects on the explanation and evaluation of norm
violating behaviour. Both ingroup and outgroup biases were obtained,

9      Note that for this variable a five-point scale was employed.
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depending upon these factors (and their combinations)10.
The ingroup biases found applied only to the hitting situation. For this

behaviour ingroup biases were found for 'situation' and for 'disposition'
of actor's ingroup: ingroup norm violating behaviour was explained more
externally than comparable outgroup hitting and ingroup hitting was less
explained in terms of the actor's ingroup's dispositions than outgroup
hitting. Other ingroup biases obtained, were restricted to the male
observers: they explained outgroup hitting more by referring to a dis-
position of the actor's ingroup than hitting by an ingroup actor. Also,
males considered the outgroup hitting actor more eligible for punishment
than an ingroup actor.

An outgroup bias across situations and across gender was revealed for
'victim's provocation' and 'actor's ingroup attitude': an outgroup actor's
norm violation was attributed more to provocation by the victim than in-
group behaviour, and less to the actor's ingroup attitude than ingroup
behaviour. The remaining outgroup biases were, with one exception, con-
fined to female observers and/or to the queue situation. The exception
was male observer's explanation of ingroup hitting in terms of the actor's
attitude: such behaviour was in their eyes caused by the actor's attitude,
more so than outgroup hitting (see the discussion of Study 1 for possible
explanations).

The other outgroup biases obtained were the following: an outgroup
actor's jumping the queue was more attributed to situational factors than
identical ingroup behaviour. Female observers attributed outgroup behav-
iour more to provocation than ingroup behaviour. Also, females consid-
ered outgroup behaviour less rude/aggressive than ingroup behaviour, the
outgroup actor less aware of the norm violating character of his behav-
iour, and less eligible for punishment than an ingroup actor's behaviour.

Thus, biases in attributional patterns were very much dependent upon
the kind of norm violating behaviour displayed, and upon the group
membership of the observer. With respect to the latter, it should be
pointed out that for the females two group contrasts were involved: one
referring to ethnicity (Turk-Dutch) and one referring to gender (male-
female). From the results obtained by Deschamps & Doise (1978) and
VanBeselaere (1987) we may have anticipated that ethnicity would have
become less salient and that differentiation would have disappeared. The
present data suggest that an increase in salience of gender did not decrease
the salience of ethnicity. On the contrary, the females differentiated on

10 Since we did not measure reciprocal attributions here (Dutch allsi Turks), it becomes more
and more difficult to discuss the results in terms of 'bias'. We refer to Chapter 9 for a further
discussion of this issue. We chose to retain the terms in- and outgroup bias in the meantime; the
former referring to attributions which put the ingroup in a positive light vis-A-vis the outgroup, and
the latter referring to the reverse.
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this basis, derogating the Dutch males; Dutch males which may have
become a relevant comparison group; in any case more relevant than
Turkish males. Another explanation is that by favouring Turkish male
actors over Dutch male actors, the females somehow identified with a
minority group which, like them, lack power vis-%-vis Dutch males. By
derogating the Dutch males they perhaps joined the Turks in a coalition to
compete socially against the Dutch males. Obviously, this explanation is
very speculative and unverifiable with the present data.

The situation-specificity of attributional patterns coincide with other
recent studies which found differences depending upon the kind of be-
haviour engaged in, in interaction with the group membership of the actor
(Howard & Pike, 1986; Gordon, 1990; Macrae & Shepherd, 1989). Appar-
ently, a group bias is not a phenomenon independent of the type of norm
violation enacted: differences in attributional and evaluative behaviour
occur, depending not only upon actor's group membership, but upon the
context as well. Macrae & Shepherd (1989) and Gordon (1990) relate
differences in attributional patterns to the stereotypicality of behaviour.
They found that stereotypical behaviour is explained internally, whereas
non-stereotypical behaviour is explained externally. It may be that in our
case jumping the queue by a Dutchman is seen as more stereotypical than
identical behaviour by a Turk. This can explain the fact that in this case
more outgroup biases were obtained as compared to *hitting'. Also,
females may see norm violating behaviour more typical of Dutch as
compared to Turkish boys and hence demonstrate more favourable
explanations and evaluations for the Turkish as compared to the Dutch
actor. Unfortunately, we have not measured the perceived typicality of
both behaviours or related stereotypes for the different groups involved in
the present study.

A related consideration is that within Dutch culture 'hitting' is a more
serious norm violation than 'jumping the queue'. If so, one could argue
that a violation of the latter norm is less important to Dutch' social
identity as compared to a violation of the former. Therefore, Dutch can be
more tolerant towards outgroup violators, since this would not impose a
threat to one's social identity; ingroup norm violations are even explained
by referring to stable dispositions. A violation of an important norm how-
ever (e.g. 'hitting'), might be threatening to the Dutch' social identity,
resulting in more ingroup biases. Note however that Marques, Yzerbyt &
Leyens (1988) predict an opposite effect namely that ingroup actors who
engage in negative behaviour which is relevant to the group's social
identity, will be rated more negative as compared to outgroup actors (they
report data which are in line with this prediction (Experiment 2), although
their manipulation of relevance to social identity is unclear).

But the issue is even more complex as is revealed by the analysis of a
question in the post-experimental questionnaire pertaining to the subject's
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attitude towards integration/ assimilation of the Turks in The Nether-
lands. The exact phrasing of this question, together with the response
alternatives, was: 'With which of the following statements do you agree: a.
Turks should adapt themselves to Dutch society; b. Turks should be able
to keep their own culture in The Netherlands, c. Turks do not have to
adapt themselves to everything; they should be able to keep some aspects
of their own culture'. Since subjects hardly chose alternative b., this
variable was dichotomized by combining alternatives b. and c. (after
having ascertained that no treatment effects existed). Thus, this variable
consisted of two levels: negative attitude towards integration, and positive
attitude towards integration. Two multivariate analyses of variance were
performed which added (on top of group membership (factor A), type of
norm violation (factor B) and gender (factor C)) this attitude factor (factor
D): one with the attribution variables as dependents, and one with the
evaluations as dependents. Here only main effects of factor D and inter-
actions with factor D will be reportedlt. For the attributions the
MANOVA resulted in an interaction between factor A and factor D
(F(9,369) = 3.76; p < .001). Table 6.7 presents the means belonging to the
interaction. The differences between the means were inspected using
Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test.

Interaction effects were obtained for  disposition of actor's ingroup' (F
(1,337) = 11.96; p = 0.001): subjects with a negative attitude towards
integration explained the outgroup actor's behaviour more by referring to
his ingroup's disposition as compared to the ingroup actor's behaviour and
as compared to those with a positive attitude who did not differentiate
between the ingroup and outgroup actor; *provocation by victim's ingroup'
(F (1,337) = 11.39: p = 0.001): subjects with a positive attitude explained
ingroup behaviour less by referring to victim's ingroup provocation as
compared to subjects belonging to any of the other conditions; and a
nearly significant interaction for 'situation' (F (1,337) = 2.92; p < 0.10):
subjects with a positive attitude attributed the ingroup actor's behaviour
less to situational factors than was done in the other conditions. However,
only the difference between ingroup actor judged by those with a positive
attitude versus outgroup actor judged by those with a negative attitude
proved to be significant.

11 Three-way interactions were suppressed.
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Table 6.7: Means of the degree of support for explanations for ingroup and
outgroup nona violating behaviour (hitting) by Dutch with a
positive or a negative attitude towards  integration of Turks
within Dutch society.

Ingroup Outgroup Actor (factor A)

Neg. Pos. Neg. Pos. Attitude (factor D)
(n=93) (n=104) (n=80) (n=120)

Explanations:
4.12 4.25 4.20 3.73     disposition of A

3.80 3.32 3.99 3.88     provocation by V (A)

3.95 3.45 3.64 3.00 relationship A and V

4.98 4.36 4.21 3.38 attitude of actor (A)

4.486 3.83a 4.38b 4.51'b situation (882)

2.16* 2.22' 3.82b 2.528 disp. of A's ingroup (A, AxD)

4.23b 2.74' 4.24b 4.08b provoc. by V's ingr. (A, AxD)

4.31 3.39 4.00 3.32 relationship between groups

4.30 3.66 3.85 2.88     attitude of actor's ingroup (A)

Note Row means with different superscripts differ significantly from one another
(p < 0.05, Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test). Means with a superscript in
common do not differ significantly (1 = very incorrect; 7 = very correct).
Main and interaction effects found are presented for each variable;  an
underlined effect indicates that the effect is obtained at p < 0.10.

The MANOVA for the five evaluations resulted in an interaction between
factor A and factor D as well (F(5,366) = 4.34; p = .001). The means are
presented in Table 6.8:
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Table 6.8: Means of evaluations of ingroup and outgroup nona violating
behaviour  (hitting)  by Dutch  with  a positive or a negative
attitude towards the integration of Turks within Dutch society.

Ingroup Outgroup Actor (factor A)

Neg. Pos. Neg. Pos. Attitude (factor D)
(n=93) (n=104) (n=80) (n=120)

Evaluations:
4.83* 5.85b 5.76b 5.71b appropriateness (AxD)

(1=very appr, ; 7=very inappr.)

---          ---       strength of blow
(1=very soft; 7=very strong)

5.04 5.33 4.36 4.76 consequences for victim
(1=not very neg.; 7=very neg.)

4.53* 5.28b 5.116 4.885 rudeness/aggressiveness (AxD)
(1=not rude/aggr.; 7=rude/aggr.)

5.21 5.06 4.93 4.94 awareness of norm violation (A)
(1=not aware; 7=aware)

2.70* 3.40b 3.94C 2.87a deserving of punishment (AxD)
(1=not at all; 7=very much)

Note Row means with different superscripts di tier significantly from one another
(p < 0.05, Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test). Means with a superscript in
common do not differ significantly. Main and interaction effects found are
presented for each variable; an underlined effect indicates that the effect
is obtained at p < 0.10.

An interaction between factors A and D was obtained for 'degree of ap-
propriateness' (F (1,370) = 8.59; p < 0.01): subjects with a negative attitude
perceived the ingroup actor's behaviour as less inappropriate as compared
to subjects belonging to any of the other conditions; 'degree of rudeness/
aggressiveness' (F (1,370) = 5.46; p < 0.05): subjects with a negative
attitude perceived the ingroup actor's behaviour to be less negative as
compared to subjects with a positive attitude judging an ingroup actor's
behaviour. No influence of attitude was obtained for the outgroup actor's
behaviour. The latter scores did not differ significantly from the ingroup
actor's ratings. Finally, an interaction between A and D was found for
*deservingness of punishment' (F (1,370) = 16.97; p < 0.001): subjects with
a negative attitude considered outgroup actors to be more deserving of
punishment than ingroup actors, whereas subjects with a positive attitude
considered ingroup actors more deserving of punishment as compared to
outgroup actors.

A univariate analysis of variance was performed for the reaction
variable separately. Here, an interaction between factor A and factor D
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was revealed as well (F(1,431) = 12.82; p < .001): subjects with a negative
attitude anticipated the ingroup victim to react more negatively (M = 3.20)
than an outgroup victim (M = 2.76). Those with a positive attitude anti-
Cipated the reverse (M = 2.85 for the ingroup and M = 3.12 for the out-
group victim). The outgroup victim's reaction was more negative
according to those with a positive attitude (M = 3.12) as compared to those
with a negative attitude (M = 2.76). The reverse held true for an ingroup
actor.

These results showed that the main effect for actor's group membership
was largely due to the influence of the factor attitude towards Turkish
integration with which it interacts. Subjects with a negative attitude
differentiated between an ingroup and an outgroup actor by favouring the
ingroup (appropriateness', disfavouring the outgroup ('disposition of
actor's ingroup'), or both ( deservingness of punishment'). Subjects with a
positive attitude favoured the outgroup on one occasion ('provocation by
victim's ingroup') and favoured the outgroup as well as disfavoured the
ingroup on 'deservingness of punishment'. Thus they put the Turks in a
more positive/less negative light than the Dutch, whereas those with a
negative attitude put the ingroup (Dutch) in a positive light.

A similar relationship between attitudes and attributional behaviour has
been established by Greenberg & Rosenfield (1979).

6.4. General discussion

The hypotheses were partially confirmed. The Dutch demonstrated an in-
group bias on some variables, but an outgroup bias on others, resulting in
a complex picture. Moreover, differences in the pattern of explanations
and evaluations of in- and outgroup behaviour were obtained for dif-
ferent types of norm violation, and differently so for male and female
observers. Furthermore, actor's group membership interacted with attitude
towards Turkish integration: subjects with a negative attitude showed in-
group biases, whereas subjects with a positive attitude engaged in out-
group biases. The Turks, who only participated in the first study, quite
clearly engaged in an ingroup bias: on the whole they explained ingroup
behaviour by referring to external and outgroup behaviour by referring to
internal factors. Evaluations of in- and outgroup behaviour generally were
in line with this bias.

As other studies have also shown, an ingroup bias is not a universal
phenomenon (Bornewasser, 1985; Deaux & Emswiller, 1974; Greenberg &
Rosenfield, 1979; Hewstone & Ward, 1985; Howard & Pike, 1986; Mann &
Taylor, 1974; Stephan, 1977). Intergroup categorization can lead to biases,
yet whether these biases favour the ingroup or the outgroup is dependent
upon other factors. Factors we have identified in the present study are
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type of norm violation and attitudes. Furthermore, we have learnt that it
is very important to know which social identity is triggered. People belong
to different groups simultaneously, and under different circumstances
identifications with different groups may become salient and influence
attributions.

We explored whether a distinction between explanations at an (in-
ter)personal and at an (inter)group level can help to better understand
intergroup attribution. (Inter)personal explanations were generally more
supported than (inter)group explanations, although the attributional
pattern between conditions for both levels were quite similar. Since
however differential effects of the independent factors were sometimes
obtained at the two different levels for equivalent explanations, a further
exploration of this distinction seems worthwhile.

The results of the present studies are disquieting with respect to the
(future) relationship between the Turks and the Dutch in The Nether-
lands. To attribute a Turkish actor's negative behaviour more to a dis-
position of his ingroup as compared to a Dutch actor's behaviour (as the
Dutch  did in Study  1)  implies a strong generalization  to a Turkish actor's
ingroup. Similarly, perceiving an outgroup actor to be more deserving of
punishment as compared to an ingroup actor (by both the Dutch and the
Turks in Study 1 and by the Dutch mates in Study 2 with respect to 'hit-
ting'), can lead to discrimination at the behavioural level as well,
punishing an outgroup actor more than an ingroup actor. These results,
combined with those showing that the most preferred explanations for an
outgroup actor's behaviour by the Turks were provocation (accusing the
outgroup victim) and the situation, do not give hope for an improvement
of quality of the relationship between the two groups, since fundamentally
different explanations are given for the same and similar events.
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Chapter 7.

The influence of the explanation of intergroup norm
violating behaviour upon subsequent reactions to
that behaviour

7.1. Introduction

The study reported in this chapter aims at investigating the influence of
the kind of explanations for norm violating behaviour arrived at, upon the
anticipated reaction by the victim. The relation between attribution and
anticipated reaction is studied in an intergroup context. The present study
can be seen as a subsequent step in the exploration and investigation of
the model of intergroup relations as presented in Chapter 3: Chapter 4
focused on the relation between norm violation and reaction; Chapter 6 on
norm violation and subsequent attributions; and here we will devote our
attention predominantly to the relationship between attribution and reac-
tion. Intergroup attitudes are studied as well, and so are evaluations of the
act, the actor and the victim. Before formulating the hypotheses, the
relevant literature will be briefly addressed.

Within the field of attribution theory, two major approaches can be
distinguished (Kelley & Michela, 1980): one approach studies the influ-
ence of certain antecedents upon causal attributions. Theories within this
approach are called attribution theories. The other approach deals with the
consequences of certain attributions for subsequent behaviour, the so-cal-
led attributional theories.

antecedents attributions consequences

information behaviour
beliefs > perceived 3-affect
motivation causes expectancy

1 ill
attribution attributional
theories theories

Figure 7.1. General model of the attribution field (Kelley & Michela, 1980).
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Although DeRidder (1980) points out that the traditional attribution
theories of Heider (1958) and Jones & Davis (1965) clearly linked attribu-
tion to behaviour, it still can be argued that most of the theorizing and
empirical work belongs to the former category; only little attention has
been paid to the relationship between attributions and behaviour.

Weiner (1974) and the empirical work he inspired may be cited as an
exception. Weiner links attributions for success and failure to expectancies
for success and failure; expectancies which may become self-fulfilling
prophecies. Later he (Weiner, 1985) formulated an attributional theory of
achievement motivation and emotion in which he relates the perceived
causes of success and failure to expectancy and affect, which in turn are
to guide motivated behaviour. Recently it has been shown that the level of
cognitive development influences the way in which attributions are used
in guiding action (Allen, Walker, Schroeder & Johnson, 1987). Also,
serious attempts have been made to apply attribution theories to clinical
practice. Studies have revealed a relationship between causal attributions
and depression (Abramson & Martin, 1981; Peterson & Seligman, 1984),
loneliness (Peplau, Russell & Heim, 1979), addiction to smoking (Eiser,
1982), dysfunctions in marital relationships (Fincham, 1983; Bradbury &
Fincham, 1990), etc. These fruitful insights have led researchers and
practitioners to develop therapies to cope with these problems (Beck,
Rush, Shaw & Emery, 1979 cited in Fincham, 1983; Forsterling, 1985).
Furthermore, it has been shown that attributions are not only functional in
coping with illness, but also in preventive health behaviour (King, 1983).

It has however been argued that a strict distinction between attribution
and attributional theories is unfruitful and hinders the development of
both approaches (DeRidder, 1980; Eiser, 1983). Eiser (1983) points out
that behaviour can be a consequence yet also an antecedent of attributions
and argues in favour of an integration of theories of social cognition and
theories of behaviour. Nesdale & Rule (1977) formulated a model which
combines antecedents, attributions and reactions. Forsterling & Rudolph
(1988) demonstrated that when predicting reactions as a function of at-
tributions, the attributional antecedents should be taken into account.

DeRidder (1980) developed a model on reactive aggression in which
antecedents, attributions and reactions are interlinked. He states that a
theoretical and empirical analysis of the relationship between antecedents
and causal attribution should be done in conjunction with investigations
of the relationship between these antecedents and reactive aggression. Two
lines of research were carried out by him. In the first, the relationship
between an antecedent condition (norm violation; see also Chapter 3) and
corresponding evaluation was studied. He was able to show that a norm
violation which is accompanied by an unpleasant experience for the recip-
ient, is labeled as aggressive and inspired by malevolent intent. In his
second line of research a link between the antecedent condition and
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subsequent reaction was established: a recipient of a norm violation in
conjunction with an unpleasant experience reacts likewise with a norm
violation combined with an unpleasant experience towards the actor.
Although his empirical results do not warrant the conclusion that at-
tributions lead to subsequent reactions, it is made plausible that attribu-
tion of the actor's norm violation to malevolent intent increases the
likelihood of an aggressive reaction by the victim. A study by Schruijer
(1982) on the influence of personalism on attributions and reactive
aggression however, failed to show an effect of personalistic attack on
subsequent attributions whereas such an attack did have a profound
influence on the degree of reactive aggression.

One may recall that DeRidder's model is an important foundation for
the model developed within Norm Violation Theory. Both in the extended
model as in the simplified model of intergroup relations formulated in
Chapter 3, a link is proposed between norm violation and attribution, and
between attribution and reaction, albeit here at an intergroup level. In line
with DeRidder's strategy, we have investigated at an intergroup level the
relationship between antecedent conditions and subsequent attribution
(Chapter 6), as well as between antecedents and reaction (Chapter 4). Now
it is time to address the link between attribution and reaction. We have
discovered no studies thusfar which directly dealt with this issue at the
intergroup level. Some suggestive evidence may be taken from the study
described in Chapter 6 (Study II), where positive correlations were found
between the likelihood of certain attributions and the degree of violence
of the subsequent reaction:

In this chapter we will pursue the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: The kind of attribution given for an actor's norm violating

behaviour will influence subsequent reactions to that
behaviour.

We are aware of the fact that this hypothesis is a very general one. This is
so because our main concern is to demonstrate that a causal relationship
exists between attributions and reactions. However, we can be more spe-
cific with respect to the link between the level of attribution and reaction,
and between type of attribution and reaction:
Hypothesis le. Attribution of norm violating behaviour to individual

factors will tend to elicit more reactions at the inter-
personal level than at the intergroup level, whereas for
attribution to group factors the opposite will be the case.

'   Pearson correlations (two-tailed) were computed between attributions and anticipated
reaction of the victim, for males and females combined, over situations. Positive correlations were
found between likelihood of victim's provocation and severity of reaction (r = .37; p < .001), actor's
attitude and reaction (r = .23; p < .001), ingroup's disposition and reaction (r - .14; p < .01) and
intergroup relationship and reaction (r = .11; p < .05). A negative correlation was obtained for
victim's group provocation and reaction (r = -.11; p < .05)
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Although we know of no research which explicitly addressed this relation-
ship, it seems likely that reactions at the group level will be triggered
when group factors are held responsible for the norm violating behaviour.
If the actor is held responsible as an individual, interpersonal reactions are
most likely.
Hypothesis lb: Explanations of the other party's norm violating behaviour

in terms of dislike (internal unstable factor) will trigger
more negative reactions as compared to explanations in
terms of aggressive disposition (internal stable factor).

The idea underlying this hypothesis is that a norm violation due to a
party's dislike towards the victim will be perceived as more selectively
aimed towards the latter as compared to a norm violation due to a general
aggressive disposition. Such an explanation will result in a more negative
reaction (cf. personalism, Jones & Davis, 1965).

As stated above, the relationship between attributions and behaviour is
studied within an intergroup context. To introduce an intergroup context,
the group membership of actor and victim will be varied, namely a
Turkish actor violating a norm towards a Dutch victim and vice versa. The
observers of these episodes are all of Dutch origin in the present study. We
expect a main effect for group membership of actor and victim:
Hypothesis 2. Dutch victims will react more negatively to a norm

violation by a Turkish actor as compared to a Turkish
victim of a Dutch norm violation.

We base this prediction mainly on the results of the study described in
Chapter 4, in which Dutch victims were expected to react more negatively
than Turkish victims.

Interactions between group membership and kind of attributions -
which are quite possible in view of the above observations on the rela-
tionship between antecedents, attributions and reactions - are to be
explored.

We will moreover assess intergroup attitudes and evaluations of the act,
actor and victim. With respect to the relationship between intergroup
attitudes and reactions to norm violations we formulate the following
hypothesis:
Hypothesis k. Individuals' attitudes towards Turks and their integration

in The Netherlands are positively associated with anti-
Cipated reactions: the more positive these attitudes are, the
more Turkish victims are predicted to react positively.

The theoretical rationale for this prediction is provided by our simplified
model of intergroup relations and by Norm Violation Theory from which
it is derived. Suggestive evidence is coming from the study described in
Chapter 4 where it was found that the more positive the outgroup attitude,
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the more positive the anticipated outgroup reaction was. Empirical sup-
port is also provided by the study described in Chapter 6, where Dutch
subjects having negative attitudes towards Turks engaged in an ingroup
bias, yet those with a positive attitude engaged in an outgroup bias. We
will explore how outgroup attitudes influence anticipated ingroup reac-
tion: although in Chapter 4 a similar association was found between out-
group attitude and anticipated ingroup reaction as between the former and
outgroup reaction (that is, the more positive the outgroup attitude, the
more positive the anticipated ingroup reaction), in Chapter 6 those with a
positive outgroup attitude seemed to evaluate the ingroup actor more
negatively than the outgroup actor.

No general hypothesis is formulated for the effects of the group
membership of actor and victim upon the evaluations of act, actor and
victim, because the results of Chapter 6 pointed to both in- and outgroup
biases. We will explore the extent to which attributions influence sub-
sequent evaluations. A relationship between evaluations and reactions is
however expected:
Hypothesis 4: The more positive the evaluations of the actor, his act

and/or the more negative the evaluations of the victim, the
more positive/less negative the anticipated reactions.

Empirical support for this hypothesis can be found in the studies by
DeRidder (1980) as well as in the study described in Chapter 6 where a
positive correlation was obtained for the degree of perceived aggres-
siveness and anticipated severity of reaction:

It is important to draw attention to the fact that no real behaviour is
measured in this study. Like in Chapter 4 we are asking for laypersons'
expectations concerning the likely behaviour of the victim, and as such
are constructing more of a naive theory addressing the interrelationships
between norm violations, attributions and reactions.

7.2. Method

1.2.1.       Design

The design employed is a 2 x 2 x 2 factorial design. Factor one was the
group membership of actor and victim (GM) and consisted of two levels:
Turkish actor and Dutch victim on the one hand, and Dutch actor and
Turkish victim on the other. The second factor was the level at which the
attribution is made (L). This was either at the (inter)personal level or at
the (inter)group level. The third factor was the type of attribution made

2
r = .17; p < .01 (two-tailed)
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(T): explanation in terms of the actor's disposition or the actor's attitude.
All three factors were manipulated between subjects. The design is
presented schematically below:

group membership level type condition

actor-victim

disposition           1
individual

attitude              2
Turk-Dutch

disposition           3
group

attitude              4

disposition           5
individual

attitude              6
Dutch-Turk

disposition           7
group

attitude              8

Figure 7.2. Design.

Since both male and female subjects participated gender (S) was added as
a fourth factor.

1.2.2.     Questionnaire

Subjects were given a questionnaire in which the vignette used in Chapter
6 was presented. To this vignette one of the following four explanations
for the actor's norm violating behaviour was added:
Mehmet (Tom) is convinced that Tom (Mehmet) hit him, because
-  Tom (Mehmet) has an aggressive character.
-  Tom (Mehmet) dislikes Mehmet (Tom).
-  the Dutch (Turks) are aggressive.
-  the Dutch (Turks) dislike Turks (Dutch).
After ascertaining that the subjects had correctly memorized the group
membership of actor and victim, and the kind of attribution given (by
asking two questions hereabout), subjects were presented  with 15 possible
reactions the victim could engage in. Included were positive reactions,
neutral reactions, lesser norm violations than the one engaged in by the
actor, equally strong norm violations and stronger norm violations. More-
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over, some reactions were directed at the actor, others were directed at the
actor's ingroup. Subjects had to indicate the likelihood of each of these
reactions by the victim on a 7-point scale ranging from very unlikely to
very likely. The reactions (in order of presentation) were:
1.   Tom runs away.
2.   Tom talks it over with the Turkish boys.
3.   Tom hits Mehmet just as hard.
4.   Tom ignores the Turkish boys.
5.   Tom scolds at Mehmet.
6.   Tom beats up Mehmet with the help of his friends.
7.   Tom acts as if nothing had happened.
8.   Tom tries to understand the Turkish boys and to become good friends

with them.
9. Tom tells it to his parents and has them undertake action against

Mehmet.
10. Tom ignores Mehmet.
11. Tom beats up the Turkish boys with the help of his friends.
12. Tom scolds at the Turkish boys.
13. Tom tries to understand Mehmet and to become good friends with

him.

14. Tom talks it over with Mehmet.
15. Tom tells it to his parents and has them undertake action against the

Turkish boys.
We conceived of talking it over and trying to become friends as positive
reactions, running away, ignoring and acting as if nothing had happened
as neutral reactions, scolding as a minor norm violation, hitting the actor
just as hard as an equal norm violation, and beating up with the help of
the victim's friends as a stronger norm violation. Calling in the help of
one's parents may be perceived as referring the issue to a third party. A
look at those individual items of the questionnaire administered within the
context of Chapter 5 which included a third party-reaction (n = 19),
showed us that such a reaction was perceived as varying between a most
and a least appropriate reaction, depending on the kind of initial norm
violation and probably also on the kind of third party to which the matter
was referred. In most cases calling in a third party was occupying an
intermediate position in between four other reactions, although we found
it hard to classify this reaction.

Six reactions were formulated both at a personal as well as at a group
level. The reaction may be aimed at the actor (personal) or towards the
actor's ingroup (group). These reactions for which a personal version and

3     Only the reactions belonging to the conditions in which a Dutch boy was the victim arc
presented here.
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a group equivalent existed were: talking it over, ignoring, scolding,
beating up, trying to understand and become friends, and having parents
undertake action.

Then, subjects were confronted with questions which called for eval-
uations of the act, actor and victim. The first six were similar to those
included in Chapter 6: degree of appropriateness of the actor's behaviour,
strength of blow, amount of pain inflicted, perceived aggressiveness of the
actor's behaviour, the actor's awareness of the fact that pain was inflicted
upon the victim, degree to which the actor deserved punishment. Four
evaluations were added: whether the victim deserved punishment, whether
in the eyes of the subject the actor had a good reason to hit the victim,
whether the subject could empathize with the victim and whether s/he
could empathize with the actor. To answer these questions 7-point scales
were used.

In the next section three questions were posed which referred to the
subjects' attitudes towards the integration of Turks in The Netherlands.
They were asked to what extent they agreed with the following statements:
*Turks should adapt themselves completely to Dutch society' (fully dis-
agree - fully agree), 'Turks should be able to completely keep their own
culture in The Netherlands', *Turks need not adapt to everything; they
should be able to keep some aspects of their culture'. Also questions were
asked with respect to their Dutch identity: *to what extent do you feel
Dutch', 'are you proud of being Dutch'. Furthermore their expectancies
concerning violent behaviour by Turks and Dutch were measured: 'How
often does it happen you think that a Dutch boy hits a Turkish boy' and
 how often does it happen you think that a Turkish boy hits a Dutch boy'.
7-point scales were employed throughout this section.

Finally, the applicability  of 18 adjectives to Turks  and to Dutch  was
asked for, as was for the desirability of each of the adjectives. The
adjectives were: helpful, uncivilized, aggressive, tolerant, intelligent,
dirty, egoistic, reliable, friendly, lazy, social, arrogant, profiting, honest,
polite, prejudiced, quarrelsome, grateful. The five scale points were: not
at all, a little, moderate, rather much, very much.

1.2.3.     Subjects

94 Females and 43 males from a high school in Eindhoven, The Nether-
lands participated: 20 subjects were eliminated from the analyses because
they (1) did not have the Dutch nationality, (2) did not memorize the

4      The teachers Angeline de Jeu-Krijn and Nick van Licre made it possible to collect data at
their school.



158

manipulations correctly, or (3) filled out the questionnaire in a very
provocative and non-serious way. 82 females (mean age = 16.9 years) and
37 males (mean age = 17.8 years) were kept. Subjects were randomly al-
located to the eight conditions. The distribution of males over conditions
one to eight was: 3,5,7,5,4,4,4, and 5. The females were distributed as
follows: 10,12,8, 10,12,11,7, and 12.

11A.     Procedure

Questionnaires were distributed and completed during the lessons. It was
stated that its purpose was to investigate how pupils react to certain events
in which Turks and Dutch are involved. Questions were answered by the
experimenter. It took subjects maximally 20 minutes to complete the
questionnaire.

7.3. Results

7.3.1. Reactions

At first we tried to reduce the fifteen possible reactions to a smaller set. A
factor analysis (Principal Components Analysis, with varimax rotation) on
the 15 reactions resulted  in five factors, which in total explained  71.6%  of
the variance (for details see Appendix 3). The first factor was composed
of the variables  talk it over' (at group and at individual level), and 'try to
understand and become friends' (group and individual level)5 and ex-plained 25.5% of the variance. A reliability analysis on these four
variables resulted in a Cronbach's alpha (a) of .86. Hence a new variable
was created called 'positive reaction' which was calculated by taking the
mean score of the four variables.

The second factor explained 14.5% of the variance and consisted of the
variables *beating up' (group and individual level) and 'scold' (group
level). The a for these three variables was .79. Averaging these variables
resulted in the new variable *abuse'.

On the third factor (percentage of variance explained   was    13.8%)
loadings were obtained for 'having parents undertake action' (group and
individual level). The corresponding a was .85. By taking the mean of
these two variables, the variable *parents' was created.

5      Only pure variables were taken as loading on a certain factor. Pure means that a variable
loaded more than 30 or less than -30 on a factor, without having simultaneously a similar loading on
another factor.
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On the fourth factor the variables 'run away', 'hit back just as hard',
and  act as if nothing had happened' loaded. This factor explained 10.8%
of variance. Since the loading for *hit back just as hard' was negative, this
variable was recoded. Reliability analysis resulted in an a of .61. Their
mean was taken, resulting in the variable 'avoid:

The final factor (explained variance was 7.0%) consisted of the
variables ignore' (group and individual level). The a was .76. The ag-
gregate variable was called *ignore'.

Summarizing, we reduced   the 15 alternative reactions   to   six:   five
compound reactions ('positive reaction', *abuse', 6parents', *avoid', and
'ignore') and a single reaction ('scold' (personal)), which did not load
sufficiently high on any of the five factors. Note that our distinction
between person and group reactions practically disappeared. The means of
each of these variables are presented in Table 7.1.

Table 7.1. Overall means for six reactions to the norm violation -hitting'.

reactions mean st. dev.     n

positive reaction 2.36 1.25 118

abuse 4.49 1.43 118

parents 2.38 1.41 118

avoid 2.11 1.06 118

ignore 3.90 1.84 118

scold (P) 5.40 1.72 119

Note 1 = very unlikely; 7 = very likely.

Next we performed a multivariate analysis of variance with as factors
group membership of actor and victim (GM), level of attribution (L), type
of attribution (T) and sex of subject (S) and the six reactions as dependent
variables. Three- and four-way interactions were suppressed throughout
all analyses because (a) the n per cell would become too small (especially
in case of interactions with S), and (b) the difficulty in correctly
interpreting three- and higher order interactions. The MANOVA resulted
in main effects for L (F(6,96) = 3.05; p < .01), for S (F(6,96) = 2.62; p <
.05) and a nearly significant effect for GM (F(6,96) = 1.88; p < .10).
Univariate analyses of variance were inspected only for these main
effects.

An effect for L was found for  positive reaction' (F(1,101) = 4.85; p <
.05) and  abuse' (F(1,101) = 11.35; p = .001). A positive reaction was less
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likely when the actor's behaviour was attributed to group factors (M =
2.09) than when it was attributed to factors at the person level (M = 2.60).
An abusive reaction was considered to be more likely when the actor's
behaviour was attributed to group factors (M = 4.93) as compared to
person factors (M = 4.07).

S had an effect on *positive reaction' (F(1,101) = 6.14; p < .05): male
subjects conceived of a positive reaction as less likely (M = 1.90) than
female subjects (M = 2.56).

An effect for GM was obtained for 'abuse' (F(1,101) = 7.40; p < .01)
and  scold' (F(1,101) = 4.09; p < .05): a Dutch victim was seen as more
likely to engage in abusive reactions (M = 4.90) as compared to a Turkish
victim (M = 4.07), and to scold at the actor more (M = 5.83) than a
Turkish victim (M = 4.95). A nearly significant effect for GM was
obtained for *ignore' (F(1,101) = 3.57; p < .10). A Turkish victim was
expected to ignore the norm violation more (M = 4.20) than a Dutch
victim (M = 3.61).

After having investigated the differences between conditions in terms
of the six reactions, we inspected the differences within conditions with
respect to the likelihood of these reactions. To this end t-tests for
correlated data were carried out. This was done overall, as well as broken
down by L, S and GM. The results are reflected in Table 7.2.

Table 7.2. Means  for six reactions. overall and broken  down  by  S.   L  and  GM.

all females males person group du v tu v

reactions

positive 2.36* 2368 1.90a 2.6# 2.09* 2.245 2.47*

abuse 4.49a 4.45b 4.50' 4.07c 4.89c 4.90d 4.02b

parents 2.38* 2.25a 2.68  25Vb 2.258 2.42" 2.34a

avoid 2.1 la 2.22' 1.86' 2.148 2.08* 1.94* 2.28a

ignore 3.9(P 4.08  35f 3.80c 4.Olb 3.61c 4.24
scold (P) 5.39d 5.19a 5.8ld 5.18" 505 5.83' 4.91c

Note Column mcans with no superscript in common differ significantly from one another (t-test for
correlated   data;   p   < .05). person = attribution to person factors; group = attribution to group
factors;  du v= turkish actor-dutch  victim;   tu v= dutch actor-turkish victim.  1   = very unlikely;  7
= very likely.

From Table 7.2 the following observations can be made: in all conditions
'scold' was the most likely reaction. 'Ignore' was an equally likely reaction
by a Turkish victim. The second most likely reaction was 'abuse' and the
third likely was -ignore: In case of person attribution the latter two were
equally likely. Female subjects likewise considered *abuse' and  ignore'
equally likely. *Avoid' was the least likely reaction in all conditions. A
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positive reaction was considered to be very unlikely as well, except in case
of person attribution where a positive reaction obtained the third rank.
'Parents' finally, was a very unlikely reaction in all but two conditions:
male subjects conceived of 'parents' as the third likely reaction, and in
case of a Dutch victim  parents' scored fourth.

In addressing hypothesis  la  we  went  back  to the individual reactions,
since the distinction between group and individual reaction vanished with
the factor analysis. First a MANOVA was carried out with L, T, GM and
S   as   factors   and 13 reactions6 as dependent variables. This analysis
resulted in a nearly significant main effect for L (F(13,89) = 1.68; p <
.10), and a nearly significant main effect for S (F(13,89) = 1.69; p < .10).
The latter effect is not of interest here.

An inspection of the univariate analyses of variance revealed an effect
of L for  talk it over' (group (F(1,101) = 4.00; p < .05) and personal level
(F(1,101) = 4.80; p < .05)), *beat up' (group (F(1,101) = 13.82; p < .001)
and personal level (F(1,101) = 4.78; p < .05)), 'scold' (group level (F(1,101)
= 6.35; p < .05)), and 'try to understand and become friends' (personal
level (F(1,101) = 3.21; p < .10)). When attributing the actor's behaviour to
group factors, a victim was less likely to talk it over either with the actor
personally (M = 2.17) or with the actor and his ingroup (M = 2.23) as
compared to attributing it to factors at the personal level (resp. M = 2.82
and M = 2.67). Attributions to group factors however, made it more likely
that the actor was beaten up (M = 5.00) as well as that the actor and his
ingroup were beaten up (M = 4.68) in comparison to the consequences of
attributions to personal factors (resp. M = 4.33 and M = 3.59). In case of
attributions to the group level it was considered more likely that the
victim would scold at the outgroup (M = 5.09) than when attributing the
actor's behaviour to personal factors (M = 4.30). Finally, trying to
understand the actor and become friends with him was least likely when
his behaviour was attributed to group factors (M = 1.93) as compared to
attributing it to factors at the personal level (M = 2.49).

From the above analysis we may conclude that norm violating behav-
iour attributed to group factors is reacted to more negatively/less posi-
tively as compared when attributing it to personal factors; a conclusion we
already reached on the basis of the analysis on the compound reactions.
However,   for an appropriate answer to hypothesis    1 a, the differences
within conditions between the means of the personal reactions and those
of their group equivalents need to be checked. To this end t-tests per level
of attribution were computed, for each reaction which had a person and
group manifestation. These were *talk it over', ignore', 'scold', 'beat up',

6    SinCC two reactions did not refer to the level of reaction they were discarded in this
analysis ('running away' and 'act as if nothing had happened').
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*understand and become friends', and 6parents'. Two aggregate variables
were computed: the mean likelihood of a personal reaction ( (rl + r2 + ... +
r5 + r6) /6) and the mean likelihood of a group reaction. Moreover, the
mean difference between personal and group reactions  (  (rl p-rlg) + (r2p-

r2:) + ... + (r5p-r5g) + (r6p-r6:) /6) was calculated.
In case of attributions to group factors, we expect group reactions to be

more likely than their personal equivalent. The reverse is expected for
attributions to person factors. The results are depicted in Table 7.3.

Table 7.3.  Means for personal reactions and their group equivalent, broken dowi
by level of attribution.

attribution to

person group
factors factors
(n=61) (n=57)

reaction reaction
personal group personal group

talk it over 2.82 2.67 2.19 2.23
ignore 3.97 3.62 4.26' 3.75b
scold 5.18* 4.300 5.628 5.09b
beat up 4.33' 3.590 5.00* 4.68 
friends 2.49 2.43 1.93 1.98

parents 2.70* 2.30b 2.32 2.19
E 3.58* 3.150 3.56' 3.320

Note Row means per attribution level which have a different superscript differ
significantly from one another (t-test for correlated data; p < .05). 1 =
very unlikely; 7 = very likely.

From Table 7.3 it can be read that for all six reactions combined (E),
personal reactions were more likely than group reactions when the actor's
behaviour was attributed to factors at the person level. When inspecting
the single variables, this effect was found for 'scold', 'beat up' and
'parents'. Contrary to our expectations however, a similar effect was
obtained in case of group attributions. Here again, both for the aggregated
measure as for three single variables, personal reactions were considered
to be more likely than their group equivalents, Nevertheless, the
differences between group- and personal reactions and the t-values were
smaller in case of group attributions. This is reflected in a nearly
significant difference for E(P-G) between attribution levels (F(1,115) =
3.24; p < .10): the difference in likelihood between personal and group
reactions was smaller in case of group attribution (M = 0.24) as compared
to person attribution (M = 0.43).
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1.3.2.   Attitudes

One score for ingroup attitudes and one for outgroup attitudes was com-
puted, using an identical method as described in Chapter 4. The outgroup
attitude score was obtained by first multiplying per individual the ap-
plicability  of  each  of  the 18 adjectives to Turks  with the desirability  of
each   adjective   (a   = .82). Consequently the results of these 18 multi-
plications were added and divided  by   18. The ingroup attitude score  was
calculated likewise, substituting applicability to Turks with applicability
to Dutch (a = .82). The resulting mean attitude towards the Turks was
0.004 and the mean ingroup attitude was 0.008 (t(90) = -.04; n.s.). No
treatment effects were obtained for outgroup attitude. For the ingroup
attitude score a main effect was found for GM (F(1,83) = 7.38; p < .01):
when the norm violating actor was of Turkish origin a positive ingroup
attitude score resulted (M = 0.27) whereas in the case of a Dutch actor the
attitude towards the ingroup was negative (M = -0.20). A nearly signif-
icant main effect was found for S (F(1,83) = 2.82; p < .10): males had a
more positive ingroup attitude (M = 0.27) than females (M = -0.04).
Furthermore a nearly significant interaction effect appeared (GM x L
(F(1,83) = 3.04; p <.10):

The variables measuring attitudes towards integration were combined
into one compound variable after having recoded (reversing the scale) the
variable which embodied the statement 'Turks should adapt themselves
completely to Dutch society', and after having ascertained that the a was
of a sufficiently high level (a = .67). The mean of this new variable was
4.28. No significant treatment effects were found.

1.3.3.     Evaluations

As stated in the introduction and method-sections, the evaluations in-
cluded in the questionnaire were assumed to refer to the act, the actor, or
the victim. In order to find out whether these categories were reflected in
the data and also to reduce the number of variables, a factor analysis
(PCA, varimax rotation) was conducted, including all evaluations. A four-
factor structure emerged, which explained 71.6% of the total variance (for
details see Appendix 4).

7   The fact that effects for ingroup attitude were obtained due to the (rather weak!)
manipulation of our independent variables, shows how volatile attitude measurements of this type are.
At least we can say that the attitude measurements in Chapter 4 were not affected by these factors
since: (1) subjects responded to Turkish and Dutch norm violating actors, (2) level of attribution was
not manipulated, and (3) only male subjects participated.
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On the first factor (explaining 32.6% of variance) the following
variables loaded (-).50 or more (less): appropriateness of actor's behaviour,
actor's deservingness of punishment, the extent to which the actor was
perceived to have a good reason for his behaviour, and the degree of

empathy with the actor. Reliability analysis resulted in an a of .77. Hence,
these four variables were combined into the new variable named 'actor'
(after recoding deservingness of punishment which had a negative
loading).

The second factor explained   17.1% of variance and consisted  of  the
variables strength of blow and pain inflicted. The corresponding a was .77
(r = .64). Their combination was called 6act'.

On the third factor (which explained  11.6% of variance) two variables
loaded higher than .50: perceived aggressiveness of the actor's behaviour
and the actor's awareness of the fact that pain was inflicted upon the
victim (a = .53; r = .37). These two variables were combined into 'intent'.

The final factor explained 10.4% of variance. Variables which loaded
on this factor were victim's deservingness of punishment and the degree
of empathy with the victim (the latter variable had a negative loading and
was therefore recoded). The resulting a was .47 (r = .31). A combined
variable labeled 'victim' was created.

These four compound variables were subsequently subjected to a
multivariate analysis of variance with as factors GM, L, T and S. This
resulted in a main effect for GM (F(4,96) = 2.81; p = .05).

Univariate analysis of variance showed a significant effect of GM on
'act' (F(1,99) = 5.17; p < .05) and on 'intent' (F(1,99) = 8.92; p < .01). A
nearly significant effect was obtained for 'victim' (F(1,99) = 3.17; p < .10).
The blow of the Dutch actor was perceived as being of a stronger intensity
(M = 5.19) than the blow dealt by a Turk (M = 4.59): Also, a Dutch
actor's behaviour was evaluated as being stronger intended in its aggres-
siveness (M = 6.02) as compared to a Turkish actor's behaviour (M = 5.42).
Finally, subjects were less empathic with the Dutch victim (M = 3.13) as
compared to the Turkish victim (M = 2.68)9.

7.3.4.   Identification and expectancy

The correlation between the extent to which subjects felt Dutch and were
proud of being Dutch was .54 and these variables were therefore com-
bined in one variable called 'identification'. No treatment effects were
obtained. The overall mean was 4.94.

8       A similar result as obtained in Chapter 6.
9        Note that the variable 'degree of empathy with the victim' has been recoded.
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A subject's expectancy of violent behaviour of a Turkish boy was
subtracted form his/her expectancy concerning violent behaviour of a
Dutch boy, resulting in one difference score. Analysis of variance showed
a main effect for S (F(1,103) = 5.22; p < .05): female subjects perceived a
larger difference in frequency of violent behaviour between Dutch and
Turkish boys (M = 0.49) than our male subjects (M = 0.09). This dif-
ference reflected positively upon the Turks. The males hardly perceived a
difference between Dutch and Turkish boys in this respect.

1.3.5.     Relationship    between    attitudes,    evaluations,    identification    and
expectancies on the one hand and reactions on the other

In this section the relationship between attitudes, evaluations, identifi-
cation and expectancies on the one hand and reactions to norm violations
on the other will be addressed. The variables used for these analyses were
the six reactions which resulted from the factor analysis reported above,
the three composite attitude measures, the four composite evaluation
measures and finally the identification and expectancy measures. These
relationships were investigated for all subjects combined, per level of
GM, per level of L and per level of S.

First, Pearson correlation coefficients were computed. Here we will
only present the overall correlation table (Table 7.4) and comment on the
general patterns. Only when deviating yet interesting correlations were
found in the correlation tables broken down by GM, L and S, will we
refer to those tables (which are included in Appendix 5).

Table 7.4.  Pearson  correlations  coefficients  between attitudes,  evaluations,
identification and expectancy on the one hand and reactions on the
other (overall).

attitudes evaluations Id. Exp.
1       0 Int. A     act     In       V

positive .00 .32** .28** .03 -.04 -.00 -.14 -.08 .03

abuse .12 -.08 ..23* .09 -.06 -.18 .11 .14 -.20*

parents -.14 -.09 .15 .07 -.06 -.12 .14 -.05 -.03

avoid -.22* .03 .17 .06 .02 -.06 .02 -.04 .32***

ignore .07 .01 -.07 -.05 .02 .03 -.01 .09 -.02
scold .04 -.10 -.03 .01 -.14 -.10 .19* -.07 -.13

Note I=ingroup; 0=outgroup; Int=integration; A=actor; In=intent; V=victim;
Id=identification; Exp=expectancy. * < .05; ** < .01; *** < .001  (two-
tailed).

As in most of the other six correlation tables (Appendix 5) positive cor-
relations were found between outgroup attitudes and attitudes towards
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integration on the one hand and a positive reaction on the other. That is,
the more positive a subject's attitude towards the Turks and towards their
integration, the more they deemed a positive reaction likely in an inter-
group confrontation. The more negative the attitudes, the less likely a
positive reaction. Attitude towards integration was generally negatively
related to an abusive reaction: the more positive one's attitude towards
integration, the less one would predict an abusive reaction in an inter-
group encounter (and vice versa).

Another correlation which all tables have in common is a positive one
between expectancy and avoidance: the larger the perceived difference in
frequency with which Turkish and Dutch boys engage in violent behav-
iour, the more the victim was predicted to avoid the situation.

Some other correlations were peculiar to the single correlation tables.
Thus, a negative correlation was found between expectancy and abuse for
female subjects (r = -.24; p < .05): the larger the discrepancy in violent
behaviour between Turks and Dutch, the less likely a Turkish victim was
expected to be abusive. For male subjects a negative correlation between
expectancy and 'ignore' was revealed (r - -.45; P < ·001): the larger the
difference in hitting by Turkish and Dutch boys, the more likely it was
considered that a victim will ignore the actor('s ingroup). Finally, in case
of female subjects and in case of attribution at the personal level, a
puzzling negative correlation was obtained between intent and abuse (resp.
r = -.30; p < .01 and r = -.31; p < .01): the more the actor was perceived as
intending to aggress, the less likely an abusive reaction (and vice versa).

In order to investigate whether attitudes and evaluations (and the
identification and expectancy measures) were predictors of reactions to
norm violations, we next performed stepwise multiple regression analyses.
Dependent variables were the six reactions. Predictors were attitudes,
evaluations, identification, and expectancy. Regression analyses were run
for all subjects combined, as well as separately for each level of GM, of L
and of S. Here we will only report the results of the regression analyses
performed on all subjects, and for the two levels of GM separately. The
results of the analyses run for each level of L and S are included in
Appendix 5.

Stepwise multiple regression analysis on the total pool of subjects with
 positive reaction' as dependent, revealed that outgroup attitude was a
strong predictor of this reaction (R = .32; R2 = .11; B = .32). Attitudes
towards integration (R = .23; R2 = .05; B = -.26) and 'intent' (R = .31; R2
= .10 (cumulative); B = -.21) contributed negatively to -abuse' (the latter
overall effect was most likely due to the influence of 'intent' on this
reaction in case of person attribution (R = .31; R2 - .10; B = -.31)).
Avoidance reaction was predicted by expected difference between Turks
and Dutch in violent behaviour (R = .31; R2 = .10; B = .31).
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Outgroup attitude contributed likewise to the anticipation of a Dutch
victim's positive reaction (R = .33; R2 = .11; B = .33). Attitude towards
integration contributed negatively to expected abusive reaction by a Dutch
victim (R = .31; R2 = .09; B = -.31), and positively to his avoidance (R =
.45; R2 = .20; B = .45).

Subjects' attitude towards integration was a predictor of their estimated
likelihood of a positive reaction by a Turkish victim (R = .42; R2 = .17; B
= .42), and expectancy concerning violent behaviour of Turks and Dutch
contributed to a Turkish victim's avoidance behaviour (R = .34; R* = .11;
B = .34).

7.4. Discussion

Hypotheses were formulated regarding the influence of attributions on
reactions, the influence of group membership of actor and victim upon
reactions, and finally on the relationship between attitudes and evaluations
on the one hand and reactions on the other. Evidence was found for the
relationship between attributions and reactions (Hypothesis 1), specifically
for the effect of the level of attribution. When the actor's norm violating
behaviour was attributed to group factors, negative reactions were more
likely than when attributions at the personal level were made. Very
marginal support was obtained for Hypothesis    la: When person attribu-
tions were made, reactions at the personal level were indeed more likely
than reactions at the group level. However, person reactions were also
more likely in case of group attributions. It seems that person reactions
were overall more likely than group reactions. However, the difference
between person reactions and their group equivalents was smaller when
attributions were made at the group level in comparison to a situation
where person attributions were made. Nevertheless, the strongest finding
with respect to this hypothesis was, that reactions at an (inter)personal
level were considered to be more likely than (inter)group reactions,
irrespective of the kind of attribution madeto. No support was obtained
for the influence of the type of attribution made (dispositional or
attitudinal; Hypothesis   1 b).  One can claim  that  this   may  be   due  to   the
rather weak manipulation of disposition and attitude; it should however be
kept in mind that level of attribution which was manipulated in a
similarly weak fashion did have influence upon the dependent variables.

10 One may only speculate on the cause of this finding: did 'rules of conflict handling'

(DeRidder, Kumar & Schruijer, in press) prevent possible escalating action? Was action towards the
outgroup only deemed likely after repeated occurrences of norm violating behaviour? Were social
identities not aroused sufficiently? Or was the actor so salient as a single person (individual or group
member) that no generalization was made to his ingroup? Further research is needed here.



168

Hypothesis 2 which stated that Dutch victims were considered as more
likely to engage in negative reactions was supported. Dutch victims were
more likely to show an abusive reaction, to scold, yet to ignore the actor
and his ingroup less as compared to Turkish victims.

Hypothesis 3 was largely corroborated as well: the more positive the
subjects' attitude towards the outgroup and their integration the more they
deemed a positive reaction by a Turkish victim likely. Attitude towards
integration appeared to be a potent predictor of this reaction. However, no
relationship was found between outgroup attitudes and other reactions.
Such relationships were found when judging an ingroup's reaction: here
the more positive the attitude towards integration the less an ingroup
victim was expected to be abusive. As a matter of fact, this attitude
contributed strongly to this reaction. It is as if the subject's positive (or
negative) attitude is projected upon the ingroup victim. With respect to
the positive reaction, only a positive relationship was found between
outgroup attitude; not with the integration attitude. Both types of attitude
were related negatively to an ingroup victim's scolding, although this was
not born out by the regression analysis. The overall analyses (ignoring the
independent factors) showed that both types of attitude were positively
related to the positive reaction of victims in intergroup encounters,
whereas attitude towards integration was negatively related to victims'
abuse. Apparently, the more Dutch subjects had a positive attitude
towards Turks and their integration, the more they had an optimistic view
on the consequences of a norm violating act occurring within the inter-
action of two boys belonging to different groups. Those with more
negative attitudes were more pessimistic about the outcomes.

Hypothesis 4 was not supported. On the whole the correlations between
evaluations and reactions were very lowil.

Apart from addressing the hypotheses, more can be learnt from the
present data. First of all, six basic reactions to norm violations of the kind
employed in this study could be discovered: a positive reaction, withdraw
('avoid'), doing nothing (*ignore'), calling in a third party (*parents'),
milder norm violation ('scold'), and, an approximately equally strong norm
violation ('abuse'). Four of these reactions fit into the scale we used in
Chapter 4. Withdrawal may be added as a sixth reaction to our scale of
norm violating reactions presented in Chapter 4. It is unclear where a
third party reaction fits in.

Secondly, three reactions stood out as the most likely response to a
norm violation. A norm violation of lesser intensity was the most likely
(*scold'). An equally strong norm violation ('abuse') was ranked as the

11 It can be argued that this may be due to the aggregation of evaluations into compound
variables, in two cases on the basis of a rather low alpha ('intent' and 'victim'). Nevertheless,
correlations between the individual evaluations and compound reactions were as well surprisingly low.
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second likely reaction, whereas ignoring the norm violating party was a
good third. This basic rankorder was obtained for practically all
conditions. A notable exception was in case of a Turkish victim whose
reaction was equally likely to be scolding as ignoring. These results would
seem to point to an individuals' basic expectancy of a deescalating cycle of
events after an initial norm violation occurred. The results of Chapter 4
indicated a similar tendency: there a minor norm violation was anticipated
as a Dutch person's reaction whereas doing nothing was considered most
likely for a Turkish victim.

Thirdly, some interesting sex differences have been found. Females
predicted a more positive reaction by victims than males irrespective of
their group membership. Hence, they were more optimistic about the
dynamics of norm violating intergroup encounters than males. It needs to
be investigated whether this is a general phenomenon. The fact that the
males' ingroup attitude was more positive than that of females (practically
neutral) may be related to the fact that the measurement of ingroup
attitudes was apparently very susceptible to our treatments (an effect of
GM was obtained as well). Males may have been more involved in the
whole study since the hypothetical situation dealt with boys engaged in a

norm violating situation; an involvement which may have given their
ingroup attitude a boost. Finally, females were more negative about the
Dutch actor and on Dutch boys in general as compared to our male sub-
jects. They perceived the difference in which Turkish and Dutch boys
engage in violent behaviour to be larger than males; a difference which
was in favour of the Turkish boys. Furthermore, a MANOVA on the indi-
vidual evaluations resulted in an interaction between GM and S (F(10,90)
= 1.90; p = .055), which was due to its effect on 'deservingness of
punishment' (F(1,99) = 8.33; p < .01): females perceived a Dutch actor as
more deserving of punishment than males do (M = 4.87 vs. M = 3.82) and
as more deserving of punishment than a Turkish actor (M = 3.80). Males
did not distinguish between a Turkish and a Dutch actor with respect to
the extent to which they were eligible for punishment (M = 4.40 and M =
3.82). One should take into account here that for females two group
contrasts were involved: Turks and Dutch, as well as females and males. It
may be that on some variables the latter contrast was more salient to them
and that it may have served a function to them to devaluate the Dutch
boys vis-A-vis the Turks and/or sympathize with the Turks (and join
ranks them being also less powerful than males in our society?). It remains
to be studied what exactly this function may be and under what conditions
this phenomenon is encountered (see also the discussion of Chapter 6).

Two antecedent conditions influenced anticipated behaviour: group
membership of actor and victim, and attitudes. These antecedent condi-
tions had a direct influence upon reactions, with attributions playing only
a minor or even nonexistent role. Perhaps preexisting expectancies, stereo-
types and/or schemata (Deaux, 1976; Fiske & Taylor, 1984) have been re-
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sponsible for producing this effect. This may be illustrated by pointing to
the results on the variable measuring the expected frequency with which
Turks and Dutch behave violently. It showed that this behaviour was
perceived as being a fairly frequent one for Turks and Dutch, yet more so
for Dutch boys (resp. M = 5.42; M = 4.69; t(118) = 4.74; p < .001). The
difference in frequency with which Turks and Dutch were perceived to
engage in violent behaviour, influenced anticipated reactions. Dutch were
seen to behave violently more often than Turks, although the extent to
which may vary. Overall this expectancy was a predictor of an avoidance
reaction: the larger the difference in violent behaviour, the more
avoidance. It appeared that this overall effect was mainly due to this
expectancy's predictive effect for a Turkish victim's reaction, in case of
group attributions and in case of female subjects. Moreover, it was found
for males that the larger the difference, the less likely the victim was
going to ignore the actor and his ingroup. Note the result that the larger
the perceived difference, the less likely a Turkish victim would show an
abusive reaction. Thus, the larger the difference the more Turkish victims
were likely to engage in avoidance yet the less likely they were to use
abuse. May it be that Turkish victims were expected to be afraid of
retaliation of the more violent -and perhaps more powerful- Dutch boys?
Antecedent conditions may have influenced reactions without attributions
playing a mediating role. It has been shown that expected and/or schema
congruent behaviour trigger less attributional activities (Wong & Weiner,
1981). Thus, responses may have been directly led by these expectancies
and schemata (Deaux, 1976; Macrae & Sheperd, 1989; Gordon, 1990). In
our example, victims were anticipated to react more in line of these
expectancies: they were most likely to engage in scolding and violent
behaviour. The Dutch, perceived as being violent more often than Turks,
were likewise expected to use more abuse and scold more.

We will end this chapter by pointing to some basic shortcomings of the
present study. Although our manipulations have had an effect upon the
dependent variables, it still may be argued quite convincingly that the
manipulations were very weak. Just adding a sentence which contains the
attribution manipulation is a very faint reflection of actual and probably
powerful attributions made in real-life situations. On top of that, no overt
behaviour was measured, not even how subjects themselves report to re-
spond in norm violating interactions. Subjects have been asked to imagine
a norm violating situation, taking the perspective of the victim by
becoming informed about his explanation of the norm violating event.
Then they were to judge the likelihood of several alternative reactions of
the victim. What we have studied then, is basically laypersons' naive
theories of reactions to norm violating situations occurring in an
intergroup context, and the role different attributions play. Of course
these naive theories may not be of an idiosyncratic nature, but shared by
many individuals.
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Chapter 8.

Influence of medium of communication and
intergroup attitudes on the process and
outcome of intergroup negotiations

8.1. Introductiont

The main goal of the present study is to illustrate the effects of medium
of communication in combination with intergroup attitudes upon behav-
iour in intergroup interaction. It is quite different from the studies
reported thusfar. It was conducted before the simplified intergroup
relations model presented in Chapter 3 was formulated and was aimed at
reconciling contradictory findings with respect to the influence of
medium of communication on intergroup negotiations. Moreover, the
groups studied, as well as the research methodology used, deviate from
those employed in the former chapters. Nevertheless, we decided to in-
clude part of its results here for the following reasons: (a) it dealt with
intergroup behaviour, and (b) it manipulated intergroup attitudes, which
is one of the primary factors in intergroup relations to our interest. It can
even be argued that because it used a different methodology and em-
ployed different groups, it may add to the generality of the findings
obtained thusfar.

8.1.1.   Medium of communication and negotiation

Negotiation can be conceived of as a strategy to solve conflicts of interests
between parties, or, as Rubin & Brown define it "the process whereby two
or more parties attempt to settle what each shall give and take, or perform
and receive, in a transaction between them" (Rubin & Brown, 1975, p. 2).
Over the years social psychologists have identified many factors which
bear relevance to the process and outcome of negotiations. It is beyond the
scope of this chapter to review all or most studies conducted within this
area. For overviews of theories, approaches and empirical work on bar-

1      The present study was conducted when I was visiting the Social Psychology Research Unit
at the University of Kent at Canterbury during january-september 1984.
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gaining and negotiation2, we refer to Rubin & Brown (1975), Morley &
Stephenson (1977), and Pruitt (1981). In this introduction we focus im-
mediately on what was the main motive which gave rise to the present
study, namely contradictory findings by Morley & Stephenson (1977) on
the one hand and Carnevale, Pruitt & Seilheimer (1981) on the other with
respect to the influence of the medium of communication upon the pro-
cess and outcome of negotiations. We will briefly introduce the different
lines of reasoning which led to the inconsistent findings.

Morley & Stephenson (1977) argue that intergroup negotiations involve
both intergroup and interpersonal behaviour. Each negotiator has to
respect his/her role obligations towards the group s/he represents, yet at
the same time, has to establish and maintain an interpersonal relationship
with the representative of the opposite group, in order "to mitigate the
tensions and misunderstanding generated in the formal intergroup reta-
tionship" (Stephenson, 1981, p. 186). The major and most problematic task
each negotiator faces, is to integrate intergroup and interpersonal demands
in the negotiation situation. Both intergroup and interpersonal demands
constitute two dimensions and vary independently of one another, re-
sulting in four different bargaining climates (Stephenson, 1984):

INTERGROUP DEMANDS
h gh

compromise conflict
h

INTERPERSONAL  i                                             l
DEMANDS      g                                             o

h                                                      w
collusion apathy

low

Figure 8.1. Four different types of bargaining climates,  resulting  from the
salience of  interpersonal  and  intergroup demands present  in the
negotiation situation.

A bargaining climate will be characterized by compromise when both
intergroup and interpersonal demands are high, whereas apathy will be
typical when both type of demands are low. High intergroup demands and
low interpersonal demands lead to conflict; low intergroup demands and
high interpersonal demands result in collusion. The type of bargaining
climate present in a negotiation situation, depends upon the strength of

2     We Will not enter the discussion here on differences and similarities between the concepts
of bargaining and negotiation. Rather, we will use the term negotiation throughout this chapter.
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both interpersonal and intergroup demands. Several factors have been
shown to affect the salience of interpersonal and intergroup relationships
in a negotiation situation: procedural requirements, formality of the
communication system, eye contact, third-party evaluation and number of
negotiators present (Stephenson, 1984).

The factor more closely studied here is formality of the communication
system. Morley & Stephenson studied this factor by varying the medium
of communication: they had negotiators communicate face-to-face or via
telephone. According to Morley & Stephenson, negotiating face-to-face
increases the salience of the interpersonal dimension present in the
situation. Because of the visual access to and physical proximity of the
opposite group, negotiators are more aware of the interpersonal signifi-
cance of their behaviour: a number of social cues are available which are
lacking in a setting in which both negotiators are visually and physically
separated and as such is a more depersonalized situation. Morley &
Stephenson argue that a reduction of the number of social cues available
increases the formality of the system of communication (of which medium
is an element), which results in an emphasis on the intergroup relationship
together with a greater task-orientation: more attention will be paid to
what is actually being said, because negotiators are less distracted by
irrelevant, nonverbal cues. Personal relationships between negotiators are
particularly likely to be developed in informal systems of communication.

Following this line of reasoning, Morley & Stephenson expect the
outcome of a face-to-face negotiation in which one group has an obvi-
ously stronger case, more likely to be a compromise since the stronger
group is more concerned with maintaining a satisfactory personal rela-
tionship than it would be in a more formal system of communication.
More specifically, they hypothesized that "other things being equal,
settlements in favour of the side with the stronger case will be positively
associated with the formality in the communication system used" (Morley
& Stephenson, 1977 , p. 138). Results from their experimental studies, in
which subjects representing management or union negotiated either
face-to-face or by telephone and in which one group always was given a
stronger case, supported their prediction: the side with the stronger case
was more successful in terms of outcomes in telephone conditions than in
face-to-face conditions. In one of the experimental studies mentioned
above, Morley & Stephenson analyzed the process of negotiation with the
Conference Process Analysis (CPA, Morley & Stephenson, 1977). CPA is
specially designed for negotiation groups. They found that the medium of
communication did not or to a small extent affect the communication
itself. Almost no differences between the telephone and face-to-face
conditions were obtained. In a study conducted by Stephenson, Ayling &
Rutter (1976) however, differences were found (although not all differ-
ences were statistically significant), partly confirming their expectations
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with respect to the effects of depersonalization on communication (e.g.
less praise for opponent; more 'own party' references).

In several studies (Lewis & Fry, 1979; Carnevale, Pruitt & Seilheimer,
1981) on visual access and integrative bargaining however, results   were
obtained which were inconsistent with Morley & Stephenson's theory and
data. Lewis & Fry (1979) demonstrated that visual access to the other
negotiator lowered joint outcome and even more so when negotiators were
given an individualistic orientation. Carnevale et al. (1981) showed, that
negotiating face-to-face resulted in a less cooperative atmosphere as
compared to negotiating across a barrier among negotiators with an indi-
vidualistic orientation, and, in one particular condition resulted in lower
joint outcome. In their study aimed at explaining the inconsistent results
with respect to accountability and intergroup negotiating, Carnevale et al.
hypothesized that "accountability enhances pressure tactics and diminishes
joint benefit when negotiators can see and hear each other, but not when
they can only hear each other" (Carnevale et al., 1981, p. 113). This pre-
diction is inconsistent with the expectation of Morley & Stephenson,
namely that negotiating face-to-face facilitates the development of a
personal relationship and fosters a trustful and cooperative atmosphere in
which equality is a highly likely outcome.

Carnevale et al. based their hypothesis on the results of several studies
(Pruitt, Kimmel, Britten, Carnevale, Magenau, Peragallo & Engram, 1978;
Lewis & Fry, 1979) which indicated that visual access plays an important
role in the perception of dominance and in the display of domineering
behaviour itself. Lewis & Fry (1979) found, as said before, that indi-
vidualistically oriented subjects negotiating face-to-face, achieved lower
joint outcome than subjects negotiating across a barrier and lower than
subjects with a problem-solving orientation, who negotiated either face-
to-face or across a barrier. They explain these results by pointing to the
competitiveness of the situation as a result of the induced individualistic
orientation of the subjects, in which dominance behaviour is likely to be
shown. They suggest that in these situations facial gaze and physical
closeness, which were negatively related to joint outcome and positively to
competitive verbal processes, "may be interpreted (by the subjects) as an
attempt to intimidate or dominate the relationship ... and thereby help
promote a distributive bargaining strategy and reduce the likelihood of
integrative statements" (Lewis & Fry, 1979, p. 90). Carnevale et al.
therefore expected lower joint outcome in a high accountability situation,
which according to them is an even more competitive definition of the
situation than negotiation itself in their view already is, when subjects
negotiate face-to-face than when they negotiate across a barrier. All
subjects, who were representatives of a buying or selling company, were
given an individualistic orientation. Accountability was operationalized by
introducing a company owner (confederate of the experimenters) who
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either evaluated the performance of the negotiator and who distributed
the profit accordingly (high accountability), or a company owner who was
merely present and who was given a share of the profit, the height
determined by the negotiator (low accountability), or no company owner
at all (no accountability).

The results supported their hypothesis. Furthermore, a main effect was
found for the factor visual access on (a) the perception of cooperativeness:
the atmosphere was rated as more cooperative under no visual access than
under visual access; and on (b) a variable called the *we/I ratio' pertaining
to "the extent to which the negotiators have a sense of common identity or
unit relationship with one another" (Carnevale et al., p. 118) (number of
first-person plural pronouns referring to the two negotiators divided by
the number of first-person singular pronouns). The we/I ratio was larger
under no visual access than under visual access. Certainly with respect to
these last two dependent measures would Morley & Stephenson predict the
opposite. The main explanation of Carnevale et al. involves the effect of
staring on dominance behaviour, especially likely in the most competitive
condition.

So basically, the inconsistency centers around the quality of the
interpersonal relationship between negotiators in face-to-face negotiation
and the resulting outcomes. Whereas Morley & Stephenson predict a
positive interpersonal relationship in face-to-face negotiation (as com-
pared to not-face-to-face): a cooperative and trustful relationship and
therefore more or less equal outcomes for both groups, and, actually
found some evidence supporting this prediction; Carnevale et al. predict
-for individualistically oriented subjects- a more negative interpersonal
relationship, which manifests itself in a less cooperative atmosphere, a
lower sense of common identity and, in interaction with high account-
ability, the employment of more pressure tactics.

As stated before, the present study is aimed at an integration of the
predictions and results of Morley & Stephenson on the one hand and
Carnevale et al. on the other. We first have to consider some important
differences between their studies.

8.1.2.      Differences  between  the  studies  of  Moriey  &  Stephenson  on  the  one
hand,  and  Carnevale,  Pruitt  &  Seilheimer  on  the  other.

1. Interdependence of negotiating groups:
The tasks in the Morley & Stephenson studies were modified real-life
case-studies on management and union negotiations. Since one cannot
choose one's negotiating partner in industrial disputes, both groups were
quite dependent upon one another. In one of their studies even, the com-
pany in the case was a co-ownership of management and union and had a
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history of a good and cooperative relationship between both groups. In the
Carnevale et al. study, these elements of interdependency were not pre-
sent. The negotiating groups had no common history and would have no
future together. Subjects in the high and low accountability conditions
even, were given a note by the company owner not to worry about diffi-
culties in reaching an agreement since there were other buyers/sellers on
the market. This low interdependence could have rendered the negotiators
less susceptible to the negative consequences of their domineering
behaviour aimed at the opponent and may have inhibited the development
of a need to create a cooperative, trustful relationship. The importance of
the kind of interdependence structure is also emphasized by Rabbie et al.
(Rabbie, Schot & Visser, 1989).

2. Motivation of negotiators as induced by task characteristics and
instruction:
As was said before, cooperative behaviour was likely to be shown in the
Morley & Stephenson study because of the positive interdependent char-
acter of the negotiation task; much more likely than in the Carnevale et al.
task with an independent character. Moreover, the instruction of Carne-
vale et al. was such, that individualistic or even competitive behaviour was
intended to be shown by the negotiators. In their instruction, negotiators
were asked to "make as much money as you possibly can for your com-
pany", "do not yield to the pressures of your opponent", "do not be
concerned with the needs and welfare of the other company" and
furthermore "try to enhance your own status within your company".
Subjects in the Morley & Stephenson studies were not given a specific
orientation.

3. Individual accountability and evaluation:
In the high accountability condition of Carnevale et al., subjects were
highly individually evaluated by the company-owner on how well they
performed. They were personally responsible for the outcomes of the
negotiation and were evaluated and rewarded accordingly. This may
enhance competitive tendencies in the negotiation. In the Morley &
Stephenson studies, negotiators were never personally accountable nor
evaluated and/or rewarded personally, so that they did not have a need to
perform extra well.

4. Strength of case:
In the studies of Morley & Stephenson, groups on either side were given a
markedly stronger case, while in the Carnevale et al. study both groups
were equally strong. A situation in which both groups have equally strong
arguments, could be seen as a situation in which both groups have the
same inputs. Research evidence shows, that equal inputs trigger stronger
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comparison processes than unequal inputs do (Syroit & von Grumbkow,
1977). An equal strength of case then, could well enhance the competi-
tiveness of the situation.

5.  Operationalization of medium of communication/visual access:

Although both Morley & Stephenson and Carnevale et al. employed a
more or less identical face-to-face negotiation situation, they differed
with respect to the operationalization of a more formal, depersonalized or
*non-visual access' condition (due to differences in underlying rationale).
Carnevale et al. used a barrier which was placed on the table between the
negotiators, who were sitting on either side of the table. Morley &
Stephenson used an audio set-up (microphone, amplifier and boxes) to
create a formal, depersonalized system of communication. That this
difference could be important, was shown by Rutter, Stephenson &
Dewey (1981), who examined four experimental conditions of communi-
cation: face-to-face, audio set-up, communication in the same room yet
both negotiators separated by a curtain (comparable with the barrier), and
communication over a TV-link. They found that the more cueless the
setting in terms of both visual and physical cues, the more task-oriented,
depersonalized and unspontaneous the conversation.

6. Nationality of the subjects:
Students from the United States participated in the Carnevale et al. study,
while Morley & Stephenson recruited British students. It could be that a
cross-cultural difference is (partly) responsible for the contradictions:
Americans are known as *tough bargainers', although it definitely needs
cross-cultural research to test this common impression.

The  differences  1,2,3  and  43  deal  with the cooperativeness versus  the
competitiveness of the negotiation situation: The situation in the
Carnevale et al. study could be characterized as predominantly compet-
itive (as they themselves point out as well; actually, they only predict their
barrier-effect in an individualistic/competitive situation), whereas the
Morley & Stephenson studies could be characterized as predominantly
cooperative. The competitiveness/cooperativeness present in the negotia-
tion situation is a variable of which it has been shown to influence the
process and outcome of negotiations to a considerable extent. Rubin &
Brown (1975) distinguish between two variables in this context: inter-
personal orientation and motivational orientation. Interpersonal orientation
refers to the extent to which bargainers are sensitive to interpersonal
aspects of their relationship (determined by variables such as age, race,

3      The differences in operationalization and nationality arc not dealt with in this study.
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sex, locus of control, Machiavellianism, etc.), whereas motivational
orientation refers to a bargainer's attitudinal disposition toward the other
party. The latter can be cooperative (a bargainer's positive interest in his
own as well as the other's welfare), competitive (interest in doing better
than the other, while simultaneously doing as well for oneself as possible)
or individualistic (interest in maximization of own outcomes, irrespective
of the other's). Results of empirical studies show on the whole that a
cooperative motivational orientation leads to effective and cooperative
negotiations whereas a competitive motivational orientations leads to
ineffective and competitive negotiations. The negotiators' interpersonal
orientation seem to enhance these tendencies, that is, cooperative
bargainers who are high in interpersonal orientation tend to function most
effectively, whereas competitive bargainers high in interpersonal orienta-
tion function least effectively. We refer to Rubin & Brown (1975) and
Pruitt (1981) for a review of those studies.

Stephenson and his colleagues emphasize the importance of intergroup
attitudes and perceptions (Allen & Stephenson, 1983, 1984; Stephenson,
Brotherton, Skinner & Delafield, 1983; Stephenson & Allen, 1987). They
conceive of intergroup attitudes and perceptions as reflections of under-
lying industrial relations climates and (dis)trust, which determine the way
negotiations are conducted and their outcomes. Their research focuses on
what they call intergroup understanding. This concept refers to the degree
to which members of an organization have a realistic appreciation of the
attitudes of opposing groups.

8.1.3.   Proposed reconciliation of findings

Bearing this main difference in cooperativeness/competitiveness and the
corresponding empirical results in mind, it is possible to reconcile the
apparently contradictory results of Carnevale et al. and Morley &
Stephenson with respect to the atmosphere and outcomes in the face-to-
face negotiations: In a cooperative situation, seeing one's opponent would
enhance the cooperativeness of the situation, as compared with not seeing
one's opponent; whereas in a competitive situation seeing one's opponent
would enhance the competitiveness of the situation. In both situations the
salience of the interpersonal dimension is increased yet the resulting
behaviour is opposite: more cooperative behaviour in the cooperative
situation and more competitive behaviour in the competitive situation. In
other words, negotiating face-to-face enhances the dominant behavioural
response present. Formulated this way, this line of reasoning closely
resembles Zajonc's concept of social facilitation (Zajonc, 1965) and we
could describe our predicted effects as such, using his concept as an
analogy. Zajonc suggests that the mere presence of other individuals
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increases the drive-level of an individual engaged in some type of task,
and this increased drive elicits the dominant response in an individual's
behavioural repertoire. In a competitive situation the dominant response is
likely to be a competitive one, so that the presence of another individual
increases competitive behaviour. In a cooperative situation, cooperation is
the dominant response and cooperative behaviour then, is what we would
predict.

In an interaction with another person more factors are likely to be
involved as compared to mere presence of another person for instance in-
formational, interpretational and motivational ones. The salience of the
kind of relationship with the other negotiator('s group) might be enhanced
in face-to-face negotiation and negotiators may also obtain more informa-
tion on one another since they can observe non-verbal behaviour. Inter-
pretation of this non-verbal behaviour may differ as a function of the
relationship's context, as has been pointed out by Lewis & Fry when
referring to a study conducted by Ellsworth & Carlsmith (1968): "... the
context of a relationship will be extremely important in determining the
impact of nonverbal behaviour. When the norms and expectation for an
interaction are positive, or at least neutral, facial gaze and physical
closeness may be interpreted as signs of positive regard and/or friendship.
However, in the context of an individualistic orientation, the same be-
haviors may be interpreted as an attempt to intimidate or dominate the
relationship" (Lewis & Fry, 1977, p. 90). Motivational factors may also

which might increase cooperative efforts in a face-to-face negotiation. In
operate: persons like to be identified as the source of positive behaviour,

a competitive situation, negotiators might be afraid of a loss of face which
can be very embarrassing when facing the opponent and which easily
could result in a power struggle in which neither negotiator is willing to
give in. In a non-visual access situation, negotiators would be less
concerned with losing face, since the situation is much more deperson-
alized. Thus, interpersonal salience is enhanced yet with opposite effects
in cooperative as compared to competitive settings. Recall the interaction
between motivational and interpersonal orientation as outlined by Rubin
& Brown (1975) which is in line with and resembles the interaction be-
tween attitudes and medium of communication predicted here. Negotia-
tors' sensitivity to interpersonal cues is treated here not as an individual
characteristic, yet as one induced by the medium of communication.
Rubin & Brown alluded to the relationship between interpersonal orienta-
tion and medium of communication by stating that variations in the use
and availability of communication channels may have an important effect
on the negotiators' interpersonal sensitivity.
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The present study set out to test two hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: Cooperative intergroup attitudes result in more cooperative

negotiations between the groups in question as compared to
a relationship characterized by competitive intergroup at-
titudes, which will result in more competitive behaviour.

Hypothesis 2. Negotiating face-to-face in a situation characterized by
cooperative intergroup attitudes results in more cooperative
behaviour as compared to negotiating via telephone, where-
as negotiating face-to-face in case of competitive inter-
group attitudes results in more competitive behaviour as
compared to negotiating via telephone:

8.2. Method

8.2.1. Design

The design employed was 8 2 x 3 complete factorial design. Both factors
were manipulated between subjects. The first factor was medium of com-
munication (MC) through which the negotiation took place and consisted
of two levels, namely face-to-face and via telephone. The second factor
was the kind of intergroup attitudes (IA) and consisted of three levels:
cooperative, competitive and neutral. The basic design is summarized
below:

Medium of Communication
face-to-face telephone

neutral                     1                    4

Intergroup cooperative               2                  5
Attitudes competitive               3                  6

Figure 8.2. Design of negotiation study (numbers correspond with the
number of the experimental condition).

Strength of case (SC) was treated as a third factor for those analyses done
at an individual level (see results section). Finally, gender (S) was added as
a fourth factor since female and male dyads participated.

4    Note that we chose to cast our manipulation of cooperativeness and competitiveness in
terms of intergroup attitudes and not in terms of the interpersonal concept of 'motivational
orientation' because (1) intergroup attitudes seem more relevant as a concept when studying
intergroup negotiations, and (2) we assume that intergroup attitudes in any casc bear a strong
influence on individual group members' interpersonal orientation.
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8.2.2.   Procedure and manipulations

Subjects were invited in pairs to the laboratory of social psychology where
they were presented with a description of a hypothetical conflict between
two student-associations, specially designed for this study. The conflict
centered around the distribution of a grant allocated to them by the uni-
versity. One association claimed to need £ 550 that year and the other
needed £ 450, whereas the university grant consisted of £ 900 only. It was
up to the student-associations to divide this grant (see Appendix 6 for the
full case description). One association (the one which claimed £ 550) was
always given a case of which we assumed (on the basis of our personal ex-
perience in the distribution of grants to student associations) it to be the
stronger one. The allocation of strength of case to a student-association
was at random.

After the case description had outlined the nature of the conflict and
had presented the arguments of both student associations, the manipula-
tion of the intergroup attitudes took place. This was done by including a
paragraph on the relationship between the two associations. In the coop-
erative relationship conditions that paragraph read as follows:

"This dispute is very distressing for both associations since it disturbs
the good relationship both associations had up till now and actually hope
to have in the future. It is quite usual for members of PSYSA [Psychology
Student Association] and SOCAS [Sociology Association for Students] to
participate in each other's activities and to write articles in each other's
newsletters. Sometimes even, an event is organized by PSYSA and SOCAS
jointly, to be attended by both PSYSA-members and SOCAS-members.
These joint activities resulted in good social relationships between
PSYSA- and SOCAS-members too: this can be illustrated by the fact that
PSYSA- and SOCAS-members often spend their lunchhours together and
also meet frequently during the evenings for social purposes. There is a
strong desire in both associations to settle this dispute with a mutually
satisfactory agreement. However, both associations believe in the reason-
ableness of their own proposals and would rather not give in."

In the competitive relationship conditions it read:
"This conflict has angered members of both associations, since the last

dispute has only been settled last week. There always have been conflicts,
major and minor, between both associations, on e.g. the use of rooms at
the university for their meetings; the use of the student-typewriter,
belonging to the Social Sciences Faculty, etc. This has sometimes resulted
in personal conflicts between members of both associations and at the
moment, the atmosphere between both associations is unpleasant. Each
association tries to be very independent of the other association and no
activities are organized nor attended jointly. Staff-members sometimes
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have the impression, that both associations try to outdo one another with
respect to, for example, the exclusiveness of their excursions. Because of
this unfriendly relationship and also because each association has in its
own view the best proposal, neither association is willing to give anything
in and yield to the other association's pressure."

No such paragraph was included in the neutral conditions.

While reading the scenario subjects were given instructions which asked
them to negotiate on behalf of that student-association which was formed
around their field of study and of which they were allegedly a member
(this implies that every time the case description was adapted in line with
the subject's discipline). Moreover the instructions made clear that their
student-association allowed them to drop their initial demands with £ 15
(resulting in £ 535 for the stronger and £ 435 for the weaker case), but
that settlements beyond that point would prove to be very unsatisfactory.
It was made clear that a decision on the division of the grant had to be
made in this negotiation session which would maximally last for 35 mi-
nutes.

Having read the scenario subjects were told that they would negotiate
either face-to-face or by telephone with the representative of the other
association. No actual telephones were employed: subjects negotiated via
telecom. It was stressed again that they had to reach an agreement within
35 minutes:

After the negotiation, subjects were asked to complete a post-experi-
mental questionnaire. Debriefing and payment followed.

8.2.3.   Dependent variables

The main dependent variables were (a) the outcome of the negotiation in
terms of the division of the grant over both associations, (b) time to reach
agreement, and (c) number of deadlocks. The post-experimental question-
naire asked for judgements concerning the perceived strength of both
cases and measured the extent to which the relationship between both as-
sociations as indicated by the information given was (un)friendly, (im)-
personal, competitive-cooperative (check on manipulation). It furthermore
assessed the extent to which the negotiator felt him/herself satisfied with
the outcome, the extent to which s/he anticipated the opponent to feel
satisfied, and the extent to which the agreed upon distribution of the
grant was (un)just, (un)fair and (in)equitable. Moreover, the atmosphere

5      At this point subjects were told that their behaviour would be video-taped and audiotaped.
Analyses of these recordings will not be reported here.
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between the negotiators (hostile-friendly, (in)formal, (un)pleasant,
(im)personal, trustful-suspicious, competitive-cooperative, open-closed,
rational-emotional, impulsive-controlled, (un)business-like) and the
opponent were rated (open-closed, friendly-hostile, (in)formal, calm-
nervous, (un)sympathetic, competitive-cooperative, bad-good, naive-sly,
weak-strong, (dis)honest, suspicious-trusting, intelligent-stupid, flexible-
rigid, warm-cold, (un)creative). Then the perceived successfulness of the
subject's own strategy as well as of the opponent were tapped. In all
measures described above, 7-point bipolar scales were employed. Excep-
tion was the measurement of perceived strength of both cases, which was
assessed by having subjects make a mark for each case on a 10 cms. long
line. Finally, questions pertaining to the degree to which subjects were
willing to participate again were presented on a separate sheet of paper,
using five-point scales (in an effort to create the impression that this part
of the questionnaire was unrelated to the former part).

These dependent variables can be categorized into outcome variables
and process variables. Classified as outcome variables were: time needed to
reach agreement, division of the grant, satisfaction with outcome, and
fairness ratings. We conceived of the ratings of the atmosphere, judgement
of the opponent and perceived successfulness of own and other strategy as
process variables.

8.2.4. Expectations

It is expected that the atmosphere and the opponent is rated most posi-
tively in the cooperative IA conditions, less so in the neutral IA conditions
and least positively in the competitive IA conditions. This main effect of
IA is qualified by an interaction with MC: In face-to-face negotiations,
these ratings are more positively than when conducted over telephone.
When competitive intergroup attitudes are prevalent, negotiating face-to-
face will result in even more negative ratings as compared to negotiations
over telephone. The same effects are expected for the division of the
grant: compromise is likely in the cooperative IA conditions (each party
giving in more or less the same amount), whereas when competitive inter-
group attitudes exist the party the with stronger case is likely to win the
negotiation (giving in considerably less than the weaker party). The
division when no information on attitudes is provided will be in the
middle of compromising and winning, and will not be influenced by the
medium of communication (approximately £ 525 for the stronger party
and £ 375 for the weaker party). In case of cooperative attitudes, the final
division will reflect more compromise in a face-to-face situation than
when negotiating over telephone, whereas face-to-face negotiating in case
of competitive attitudes results in the stronger party winning even more
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compared to telephone negotiations. Time needed to reach agreement,
judgements on satisfaction, fairness of outcome, perceived success of
strategies, and willingness of future participation are studied in an
exploratory way. Furthermore, it will be explored how the process
variables are related to the outcome variables.

8.2.5. Subjects

30 Male and 30 female students from the University of Kent at Canter-
bury  and  2  male  and 10 female students from Loughborough University
participated. In each of the six conditions five dyads from the University
of Kent were represented and one dyad from Loughborough University.
The two individuals composing the dyads were of the same sex, yet were
engaged in different academic disciplines. Conditions    1,   2,   3   and   6
consisted of three male and three female dyads, whereas conditions 4 and
5 were composed of four female and two male dyads. The students at the
University of Kent were approached by the experimenter on campus and
asked to participate in a negotiation experiment. They received a small
financial compensation for their participation. Students at Loughborough
University were asked by their lecturer in social psychology6 for their
participation with which they could earn credit points. The 30 dyads from
Canterbury and the 6 dyads from Loughborough were randomly allocated
to the six experimental conditions, taking into account the distribution of
the sexes.

8.3. Results

This section is organized as follows: after presenting the results on the
manipulation check, analyses on the main outcomes measures are dis-
cussed (negotiation time, division of grant, satisfaction measures, and
fairness ratings). The latter is done for all dyads combined (irrespective of
whether they finally agreed or not), as well as only for those dyads which
reached an agreement in the time given,. Negotiation time and division of
the grant are analyzed at the dyadic level, whereas the satisfaction and

6      Thanks are due to dr. Bromley Kniveton for his kind help.
7       We decided to perform both types of analyses: on the one hand it can be argued that dyads

who were not able to reach agreement were qualitatively different from dyads who did reach an
agreement and should therefore not be combined in the same analysis. On the other hand, (a)
excluding these dyads would have made the n per cell even smaller, and (b) other researchers have
included all dyads irrespective of an agreement being reached (Morley & Stephenson, 1977) by taking
the mean of subjects' final offers.
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fairness ratings are analyzed at the individual level. Subsequently, the
process variables (ratings on atmosphere and person perception measures)
and the questions referring to future interaction are analyzed. All in-
dividuals are included for these analyses which are conducted at the in-
dividual level. Then, correlations between process variables on the one
hand and outcome variables on the other are presented. This correlational
analysis is performed at both the individual and the dyadic level. Finally,
the process variables are inserted in a regression equation in an effort to
predict the outcome variables. Again, regressions are carried out for the
results at both the individual and the dyadic level.

8.3.1.   Check on manipulation

Subjects did not share our perception concerning strength of case. Overall
they considered the weaker case the stronger one (M = 47.77 (in mm.) for
the weaker case, whereas for the stronger case M = 38.38; t(71) = -2.89: p
< .01)). Perhaps this is related to the fact that the stronger case plead for
adopting an equity principle in the division of the grant whereas the
weaker case argued in favour of an equality principle. Students may have
been more susceptible to an equality argument. However, treatment
effects were obtained as well: for the judgment of the stronger case
significant main effects were obtained for MC (F(1,57) = 5.01; p < .05),
for SC (F(1,57) = 4.09; p < .05), and a nearly significant main effect for
IA (F(2,57) = 2.45; p < .10). Over telephone, our intended stronger case
was perceived to be stronger (M = 43.29) than in face-to-face negotiations
(M = 33.47), subjects given the weaker case judged the stronger case to be
a stronger argument (M = 42.82) than those with the stronger case
themselves (M = 33.94), and finally, the stronger case was seen as less
strong in the neutral IA conditions (M = 31.54) as compared to the
cooperative IA (M = 43.13) and competitive IA conditions (M = 40.48),
although these means did not differ significantlys. For the judgement of
the strength of the weaker case a significant interaction between IA and S
was found (F(2,57) = 3.57; p < .05): males and females judged the weaker
case equally strong in the cooperative IA conditions (resp. M = 49.50 and
M = 55.21). However, females perceived the weaker case less strong (M =
35.25) in the neutral IA than males did (M = 53.21), whereas mates judged
the weaker case less strong in the competitive IA conditions (M = 38.45) as
compared to females (M = 51.82). However, none of these six means
differed significantly from one another (p < .05).

8     Mean differences between levels of IA were tested using Newman Kculs' Multiple Range
Tcst.
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Obviously, the process and outcome of the negotiations influenced
subjects' judgments subsequently. Ideally we should have checked the
strength of case independently which we regretfully have not done before
conducting the study. We chose to continue to employ our initial labels of
stronger and weaker case. One may as well read as a substitute 6case

arguing for equity' and 6case arguing for equality' although this has also
not been checked independently. This issue will be taken up further in the
discussion.

Three questions pertaining to the extent to which the intergroup
relationshio was (un)friendly, (im)personal and cooperative-competitive as
indicated by the information subjects were given, were included as a
check on the manipulation of IA. The intercorrelation between (un)-
friendly and (im)personal was .56 (n = 72; p < .001); between (un)friendly
and cooperative-competitive .65 (n = 72; p < .001); and between (im)-
personal and cooperative-competitive .42 (n = 72; p < .001). Cronbach's
alpha was .78 which was considered to be sufficiently high to combine the
three variables into one. Analysis of variance with MC, IA, SC and S' as
factors resulted in a main effect for IA (F(2,57) = 40.07; p < .001), and a
nearly significant interaction between MC and IA (F(2,57) = 2.49; p <
.10). Subjects in the cooperative IA conditions judged the intergroup
relationship as more positive (M = 5.03) than those in the neutral IA
conditions (M = 3.58), who in turn perceived it to be more positive as
compared to the subjects in the competitive IA conditions (M = 2.64)if
Overall we can say that the manipulation of IA was successful. Note that a
trend was found for the predicted interaction on this variable: the rela-
tionship was perceived as more cooperative in the face-to-face cooper-
ative IA condition (M = 5.42) as compared to the telephone cooperative IA
condition (M = 4.64), whereas no differences between face-to-face and
telephone conditions were obtained for the neutral IA (M = 3.53 and M =
3.64 resp.) and competitive IA-conditions (M = 2.47 and M = 2.81 resp.).

8.3.2.   Number of deadlocks

Negotiations resulted once in a deadlock in condition 1 (face-to-face/
neutral IA), on no occasion in condition 2 (face-to-face/cooperative IA),
once in condition 3 (face-to-face/competitive IA), and twice in each of
the telephone conditions. The difference in the distribution of deadlocks
between face-to-face conditions (two times) and telephone conditions (six

9 Three-and four-way interactions were ignored in all analyses of variance.
10 l'he differences between the three levels were tested with the Newman-Keuls' Multiple

Range Test.
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times) was not significant (X2 = 2.57; df = 1; n.s.). Note that the only
condition in which no deadlock occurred was condition 2, which in our
prediction would have been the most cooperative of the six negotiation
situations.

8.3.3.   Time to reach agreement

Because eight sessions resulted in a deadlock, it is impossible to calculate
the time needed to reach an agreement per condition. Given the fact that
six stalemates occurred in the telephone conditions and only two in the
face-to-face conditions, it is likely that a main effect for MC would be
found if no time constraint was imposed. We decided to analyze the time
elapsed for those dyads which were able to reach agreement. Overall 30.05
minutes were needed to reach an agreement. Analysis of variance with as
factors MC, IA and S revealed a nearly significant interaction effect
between IA and S (F(1,18) = 3.41; p = .056). The means are reflected in
Table 8.1:

Table 8.1.  Time (in minutes) needed to reach agreement broken clown by gender and
intergroup attitudes.

S
male female

neutral 33.52 21.25

IA cooperative 31.00 28.52

competitive 29.65 35.00

The time needed for women to reach an agreement increased from the
neutral IA conditions to the cooperative to the competitive conditions.
This tendency was opposite for the male dyads. None of the differences in
means however reached significance.

8.3.4. Outcomes

We first computed the outcomes as reflected in the division of the grant,
taken into account those negotiations which resulted in a deadlock. We did
this by taking the final offer on both sides when time had elapsed, al-
though the total each party claimed was still more than the maximum of £
900 available. The analyses were done at the dyadic level. Univariate
analyses of variance with MC, IA and S as factors and the three outcome
measures (outcome stronger party, outcome weaker party, differences in
outcomes) as dependent variables resulted in a main effect for IA for the
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outcomes of the stronger party and for the difference in outcomes (re-
spectively F(2,26) = 5.14; p < .05 and F(2,26) = 4.53; p < .05)1: The final
share of the grant for the party with the stronger case was less in the
neutral IA conditions (M = 477.08) as compared to the cooperative (M =
501.46) and competitive (M = 506.46) IA conditions. The difference in
outcomes for both parties was less in the neutral IA conditions (M = 50.83)
than in the cooperative (M = 95.00) and competitive (M = 95.00) IA con-
ditions.

We repeated the same analysis but now only for those dyads who were
able to reech an agreement. A main effect for IA and an interaction effect
between MC and IA was found for the outcome of stronger party (respec-
tively F(2,18) = 6.66; p < .01; F(2,18) = 4.28; p < .05), and likewise for the
outcome of weaker party (respectively F(2,18) = 5.85; p = .011; F(2,18) =
3.55; p = .05) and difference in outcomes (respectively F(2,18) = 6.25; p <
.01; F(2,18) = 3.90; p < .05). The means are given in Table 8.3.

Table 8.3.  Outcomes for the stronger party, the weaker party and their difference

for those dya(is who reached agreement.

outcomes outcomes
stronger weaker difference

condition party party

1 FF/N (n=5) 478.50  421.505 57.00*b
2 FF/C (n=6) 497.92b 402.08.b 95.83b
3 FF/D (n=5) 483.00*b 417.00*b 66.00'b
4 T/N (n=4) 456.88* 441.88b 15.00*
5 T/C (n=4) 490.00ab 407.50* 82.50*b
6 T/D (n=4) 513.13b 386.88' 126.25b

Note FF  =  face-to-face;  T  =  telephone;  N  =  neutral;  C  =  cooperative;  D  =
competitive. Column means which do not have a superscript in comnon, di tier
significantly from one another (Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test; p < .05).

The effects for IA were similar as those for all dyads: the party with the
weakest case did better in the neutral IA conditions (M = 430.56) as
compared to the cooperative (M = 404.25) and competitive (M = 403.61)
IA conditions, whereas the party with the stronger case did less well in the
neutral (M = 468.89) as compared to the cooperative (M = 494.75) and
competitive (M = 496.39) IA conditions. From this it follows that the
difference in outcomes was smaller in the neutral (M = 38.33) than in the
cooperative (M = 90.50) and competitive (M = 92.78) IA conditions.

11 The outcome of the stronger party, of the weaker party and the difference in outcomes
obviously werc three intcrrelated measures.
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On top of that an interaction between MC and IA emerged, although
the means were not what we expected. In Table 8.3 it can be seen that the
crucial differences were found between the cooperative face-to-face
condition, the neutral telephone and competitive telephone conditions. It
appeared that in the cooperative face-to-face and in the competitive
telephone negotiations, the party with the stronger case achieved its
highest outcome. The party with the weaker case did worst in the com-
petitive telephone condition and best in the neutral telephone condition.
The differences in outcomes reflected these observations. Although the
means between conditions did differ substantially at face value, most of
these differences were not statistically significant. This may be related to
the small n, especially in the telephone conditions, due to the deadlocks,
and/or to the application of the stringent Newman-Keuls' Multiple Range
Test. Nevertheless, the pattern of data does make good sense (see dis-
cussion).

8.3.5. Satisfaction

We have analyzed the results for own and predicted other satisfaction in
two ways: including and excluding the results of those negotiations ending
in a deadlock.

The ANOVA performed for own satisfaction which included the dead-
locks, revealed a nearly significant interaction effect between IA and SC
(F(2,55) = 2.77; p < .10). The means are presented below:

Table 8.4. Own satisfaction by IA and SC.

SC
weaker stronger

neutral 5.00 3.82

IA cooperative 4.33 5.36

competitive 3.75 4.25

Note 1 = Very dissatisfied; 7 = very satisfied.

The differences between the means were not statistically significant. For
predicted satisfaction of opponent a main effect was obtained for SC
(F(1,55) = 4.75; p < .05): subjects who were given the stronger case
predicted their opponent to be more satisfied (M = 4.62) than those given
the weaker case (M = 3.75). Moreover, a significant interaction between
MC and S appeared (F(1,55) = 4.57; p < .05): females in the telephone
conditions and male in the face-to-face conditions predicted their op-
ponents to be more satisfied (resp. M = 4.74 and M = 4.56) than did
females in the face-to-face or males in the telephone conditions (resp. M
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= 3.40 and M = 4.07). Again however, none of these differences reached
statistical significance.

When excluding the results for dyads which ended up in a deadlock the
following picture emerged: A significant interaction between IA and SC
was found for own satisfaction (F(2,41) = 4.32; p < .05) and nearly signif-
icant so for other satisfaction (F(2,41) = 2.85; p < .10; see Table 8.5).

Table 8.5.  Own and other satisfaction by IA and SC.

own satisfaction other satisfaction
SC                        SC

weaker stronger weaker stronger
neutral 5.56 3.78 3.22 5.00

IA cooperative 4.70 5.40 4.20 5.40

corrpetitive 4.44 5.11 4.78 4.33

Note  1 = very dissatisfied; 7 = very satisfied.

For own satisfaction these differences were not statistically significant,
whereas the only significant difference obtained for other satisfaction was
between the weaker case in the neutral IA conditions and the stronger case
in the cooperative IA conditions. Moreover, a significant main effect for
MC was found for other satisfaction (F(1,41) = 7.54; p < .01) and almost
so for own satisfaction (F(1,41) = 2.91; p < .10): subjects in the telephone
conditions were more satisfied themselves (M = 5.21) and attributed more
satisfaction to their opponents (M = 5.08) as compared to the face-to-face
conditions (resp. M = 4.56 and M = 4.06). Finally, a main effect for SC
was found for other satisfaction (F(1,41) = 4.81; p < .05): subjects who
were given the stronger case felt that their opponents were more satisfied
(M = 4.93) than those given the weaker case (M = 4.07).

8.3.6.  Perceived fairness

First the intercorrelations between the three fairness measures of the
outcome were computed. The intercorrelation between perceived fairness
and justness of the outcome was .61 (n = 63; p < .001), between fairness
and equitableness .44 (n = 60; p < .001) and between justness and equita-
bleness .63 (n = 60; p < .001). Cronbach's alpha was .78 and it was there-
fore decided to aggregate these three variables into one fairness measure.
Then a univariate analysis of variance was performed with IA, MC and SC
as factors. This was done for the results including and excluding deadlocks
separately. The former analysis revealed a main effect for MC (F(1,45) =
4.15; p < .05), for IA (F(2,45) = 4.03; p < .05) and a nearly significant
interaction between IA and SC (F(2,45) = 3.67; p = .055). Outcomes in the



191

telephone conditions were considered to be more fair (M = 5.06) than
those in the face-to-face conditions (M = 4.52). And, the outcomes in the
neutral IA conditions were perceived to be more fair (M = 5.21) than
those in the competitive IA conditions (M = 4.26). The mean fairness score
in the cooperative IA conditions was 4.77 and did not differ from the
means in the other two IA conditions. The means belonging to the inter-
action are depicted in the following table:

Table 8.6. Fairness of outcome broken down by IA and SC.

SC
weaker stronger

neutral 5.50b 4.94'b

IA cooperative 4.30•b 5.23.b

competitive 4.63*b 3.93'

Note 1 = very unfair; 7 = very fair. Means which do not have a
superscript in common, di ffer significantly from one another (Newman
Keuls' Multiple Range Test: p < .05).

The party with the weaker case in the neutral IA conditions considered
the outcome more fair than the stronger party in the competitive con-
ditions.

The ANOVA carried out for fairness yet confined to those dyads
which reached an agreement as well revealed a main effect for MC
(F(1,38) = 5.63; p < .05), for IA (F(2,38) = 3.28; p < .05) and an interaction
between IA and SC (F(2,38) = 3.29; p < .05). Furthermore, a nearly signif-
icant interaction between MC and IA was obtained (F(2,38) = 2.93; p <
.10). In telephone conditions the outcome was perceived as more fair (M =
5.17) as compared to face-to-face conditions (M = 4.47). Here again the
outcome was perceived most fair in the neutral IA conditions (M = 5.24),
and less in the competitive IA conditions (M = 4.33) with the cooperative
IA conditions in between (M = 4.75). The means for the MC by IA inter-
action are presented in Table 8.7:

Table 8.7. Fairness of outcome broken clown by MC and IA.

MC
face-to-face telephone

neutral 4.57 6.19

IA cooperative 4.39 5.25

competitive 4.44 4.21

Note 1 = very unfair; 7 = very fair.
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The outcome was considered to be more fair in the neutral telephone situ-
ations than in any of the other conditions.

Inspecting the means for the MC and IA interaction indicated that the
differences in means between conditions (resp. M = 5.58, M = 4.30, M =
4.67 in the neutral, cooperative, competitive IA conditions for the weaker
case, and M = 4.93, M = 5.26 and M = 4.04 for the stronger case equiv-
alents) were not significant.

8.3.1.    Ratings of atmosphere

The ratings of the atmosphere in which the negotiations were conducted
were subjected to a MANOVA with MC, IA, SC and S as factors. This
analysis revealed a significant interaction between MC and S (F(10, 37) =
2.19; p < .05) and a nearly significant effect of MC (F(10,37) = 1.84; p <
.10). Inspection of univariate analyses of variance showed that an effect
for MC was obtained for conservativeness (F(1,46) = 4.21; p < .05) and
openness (F(1,46) = 3.90; p = .054) of the atmosphere. In face-to-face
negotiations the atmosphere was rated as more controlled (M = 2.89) yet
more open (M = 4.97) as compared to the telephone negotiations (resp. M
= 3.34 and M = 4.61).

At the univariate level, significant interactions between MC and S were
found for rated hostility of the atmosphere (F(1,46) = 7.74: p < .01),
unpleasantness (F(1,46) = 11.58; p = .001), impersonalness (F(1,46) = 5.62;
p < .05), suspiciousness (F( 1,46) = 7.64; p < .01), competitiveness (F(1,46)
= 12.18; p = .001), closedness (F(1,46) = 3.89; p = .054), rationalness
(F(1,46) = 4.17; p < .05) and impulsiveness (F(1,46) = 4.46; p < .05). The
means are presented in Table 8.8:

Table 8.8.  Ratings of the atmosphere broken down by MC and S.

face-to-face telephone
male female male female

hostile(1) - friendly(7) 5.138D 4.20' 4.38a 5.45 

unpleasant(1) - pleasant(7) 5.13b 4.15' 4.06* 5.205

impersonal(1) - personal(7) 4.50 3.55 3.56 4.10

suspicious(1) - trustful(7) 4.63b 3.80*b 3.318 4.75b

competitive(1) - cooperative(7) 4.25b 3.50b 2.19* 4.45b

closed(1) - open(7) 5.25b 4.755 4.19' 4.95ab

rational(1) - emotional(7) 2.69*b 2.70' 3.676 2.60*b

controlled(1) - impulsive(7) 3.002 2.80* 4.0 b 2.79*

Note Row means which do not have a superscript in common, differ significantly
from one another (Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test; p < .05).
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The general picture which emerges from Table 8.8 is, that males rated the
atmosphere in the telephone negotiations more negatively than females
while the latter were mostly more negative about the face-to-face negoti-
ations than males were. This quite surprising phenomenon will be pursued
further in the discussion.

8.3.8.   Perception of opponent

A  MANOVA was performed  on  the 18 evaluations  of the negotiator's  op-
ponent, with MC, IA, SC and S as factors. A significant interaction effect
between IA and SC was found (F(30,66) = 1.70; p < .05). Univariate anal-
yses of variance revealed that this effect was obtained for perceived
hostility (F(2,46) = 3.04; p = .058), competitiveness (F(2,46) = 4.52; p <
.05) and dishonesty (F(2,46) = 3.05; p = .057) of the opponent. The means

are depicted in Table 8.9:

Table 8.9.  Perceived hostility, competitiveness and dishonesty of the opponent

broken down by IA and SC.

hostile(1) competitive(1) dishonest(1)

friendly(7) cooperative(7) honest(7)

IA        SC (n=12) (n=12) (n=12)

neutral weak 5.25" 4.17m 5.17

neutral strong 5.175 3.42.b 4.92

cooperative weak 5.58'b 4.00* 5.83

cooperative strong 5.58.b 5.000 5.67

competitive weak 4.58* 2.58* 4.83

competitive strong 5.58'6 4.42b 5.67

Note Row means which do not have a superscript in common, differ significantly
from one another (Newman Keuts' Multiple Range Test; p < .05).

An interesting finding was that the weaker party saw its opponent as less
friendly in the competitive IA conditions as compared to the neutral IA
conditions. Note further the discrepancy in perceptions with respect to
competitiveness-cooperativeness in the competitive IA conditions: the
weaker party was much more negative about its opponent than the
stronger party was about its opponent.

Furthermore, two nearly significant effects were obtained: one for the
interaction between IA and S (F(30,66) = 1.51; p < .10), and a main effect
for S (F(15,32) = 1.79; p < .10). The latter effect was at univariate level
found for dishonesty (F(1,46) = 9.28; p < .01) and formality (F(1,46) =
3.27; p < .10): Males rated their opponent as being more formal (M = 4.36)
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and less honest (M = 4.97) than females did (resp. M = 4.85 and M = 5.65).
The interaction between IA and S was found for closedness (F(2,46) =
3.83; p < .05), sympathy (F(2,46) = 3.22; p < .05) and rigidness (F(2,46) =
3.88; p < .05). The means belonging to the interaction are given in Table
8.10:

Table 8.10. Perceived hostility, competitiveness and dishonesty of the opponent
broken down by IA and S.

closed(1) unsympathetic(1) rigid(1)
open(7) sympathetic(7) flexible(7)

IA        S (n=12) (n=12) (n=12)

neutral male 5.08 5.08. 5.17m
neutral female 4.67 4.08*b 4.00*

cooperative male 4.50 4.50*b 4.60*b

cooperative female 5.79 5.000 5.79b

competitive male 4.90 3.60* 3.90'

competitive female 4.64 3.93*b 4.2la

Note Row means which do not have a superscript in common, differ significantly
from one another (Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test; p < .05).

Finally, we report the results of the MC by S interaction, although the
MANOVA did not reveal a significant effect (F(15,32) = 1.50; p = .16).
We nevertheless decided to do this, because (1) of the strong effect ob-
tained for this interaction with respect to the atmosphere ratings, and (2)
it  appeared this interaction was found  for  10  of  the 15 evaluations  at  the
univariate level! The interaction was found for the following adjectives:
closed (F(1,46) = 4.71; p < .05), hostile (F(1,46) = 10.58; p < .01), formal
(F(1,46) = 4.83; p < .05), unsympathetic (F(1,46) = 7.06; p = .01),
competitive (F(1,46) = 5.09; p < .05), bad (F(1,46) = 2.90; p < .10),
suspicious (F(1,46) = 5.30; p < .05), stupid (F(1,46) = 7.19; p = .01), rigid
(F(1,46) = 7.91; p < .01) and cold (F(1,46) = 4.37; p < .05). The means are
reflected in Table 8.11:
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Table 8.11. Ratings of the opponent broken down by MC and S.

face-to-face telephone
male female male female

closed(1) - open(7) 5.06 4.70 4.63 5.40

hostile(1) - friendly(7) 5.56  5.20'* 4.69, 5.650

formal(1) - informal(7) 4.73'b 4.55* 4.00* 5.15b

unsympathetic(1)-sympathetic(7) 4.94" 4.10  3.948 4.605
competitive(1) - cooperative(7) 4.19 3.40 3.50 4.30

bad(1) - good(7) 5.19 5.15 4.75 5.40

suspicious(1) - trustful(7) 5.13 4.25 4.06 4.70

stupid(1) - intelligent(7) 6.0 b 5.55•b 5.19  5.85'b

rigid(1) - flexible(7) 5.38  4.55Ib 3.81' 4.85*b

cold(1) - warm(7) 5.19 4.95 4.63 5.25

Note Row means which do not have a superscript in Conmon, differ significantly
from one another (Newman Keuls' Multiple Range Test; p < .05).

The overall pattern is that males perceived their opponent more negatively
over telephone than face-to-face. Females were more positively about
their opponent in telephone negotiations than males, although not all dif-
ferences were significant.

8.3.9.   Successfulness of strategy

ANOVAs with MC, IA, SC and S as factors were performed for the per-
ceived successfulness of one's own strategy and perceived successfulness
of the opponent's strategy. For own strategy, as well as for the opponent's
strategy, significant interactions were obtained for IA x SC (resp. F(2,39)
= 4.35; p < .05; and F(2,42) = 3.67; p < .05). The means are presented in
Table 8.12:

Table 8.12. Perceived successfulness of own and other strategy broken dow, by IA
and SC.

own strategy other strategy
SC                           SC

weaker stronger weaker stronger

neutral 4.89 3.11 2.90 5.00
IA cooperative 4.44 3.43 4.40 4.43

competitive 3.40 4.50 4.18 3.90

Note  1 = very unsuccessful; 7 = very successful.
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From Table 8.12 it can be read that the success of one's own strategy
reflected the actual division of the grant and the differences in both
societies' shares, although the means were not significantly different for
own strategy. Ratings of the success of the opponent's strategy were more
or less in line with what the opponents themselves thought. The only sig-
nificant difference was between the stronger and the weaker party in the
neutral IA conditions.

Furthermore, a nearly significant gender effect was obtained for the
perceived successfulness of the opponent's strategy (F(1,42) = 3.33; p <
.10): males considered their opponents' strategy as more successful (M =
4.46) than females (M = 3.81).

8.3.10. Future participation

An ANOVA with MC, IA, SC and S as factors was performed on (a) their
willingness to participate again, and (b) their preference for negotiating
with the same person as with whom they negotiated just then. For the
former variable a significant interaction between MC and S emerged
(F(1,54) = 4.05: p < .05): males who negotiated face-to-face were less
willing to participate again (M = 3.40) as compared to males in the
telephone-conditions (M = 4.57). The mean scores for the females were
4.15 for face-to face and 4.25 for telephone which neither differed from
one another nor from either of the male means. Furthermore, a nearly
significant effect for MC was found (F(1,54) = 3.84; p = .055): greater
willingness to participate again was expressed in the telephone negotia-
tions (M = 4.38) than in the face-to-face negotiations (M = 3.83). This
main effect however needs to be qualified by the interaction between MC
and S.

The degree to which subjects wanted to negotiate with the same
student on a future occasion was determined by MC, SC and S: significant
interaction effects were found for MC x S (F(1,52) = 8.53; p < .01) and
MC x SC (F(1,52) = 4.39; p < .05). Males in the face-to-face negotiations
(M = 3.92) and females in the telephone negotiations (M = 3.70) expressed
a stronger preference to work together with the same student in the future
as compared to males in telephone- (M = 3.14) and females in face-to-
face conditions (M = 3.00). Those subjects given the stronger case and
negotiating over telephone seemed more willing to deal with the same stu-
dent (M = 3.82), more so than when negotiating face-to-face and more
than those with the weaker case irrespective of medium of communication
(resp. M = 3.12 and M = 3.47). However, the means belonging to both in-
teractions did not differ significantly.
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8.3.11.    Relationship  between  process  and  outcome  variables

Although not directly relevant to our hypotheses, a better understanding
of the negotiations which were conducted may be gained by studying the
relationship between process and outcome variables. We therefore com-
puted Pearson correlations between these variables and performed
regression analyses in an attempt to predict the outcome variables with the
process ones. These analyses were done at the individual and at the dyadic
level.

Table 8.13: Pearson correlation coefficients  at the individual level between
process and outcome variables.

own other fairness
satis- Satis- outcome
faction faction

quality intergroup relationship .19 .24* .14

atmosphere:
hostile(1)-friendly(7) .26* .11 .08

formal(1)-informal(7) .22 .04 -.08

unpleasant(1)-pleasant(7) .28* .13 -.00

impersonal(1)-personal(7) -.00 .08 ..19

suspicious(1)-trustful(7) .32** .30* .02

cornpetitive(1)-cooperative(7) .31** .26* .14

closed(1)-open(7) .33** .03 .13

rational(1)-emotional(7) -.17 -.24* -.21

controlled(1)-impulsive(7) -.26* -.01 -.08

business-tike(1)-unbusiness-like(7) -.10 -.15 ..09

opponent:

closed(1)-open(7) .17 .14 .02

hostile(1)-friendly(7) .22 .22 -.08

formal(1)-informal(7) .18 .09 .01

nervous(1) calm(7) .16 .35** -.05

unsynpathet ic(1) -sympathetic(7) .41*** .11 .10

competitive(1)-cooperative(7) .37** .14 .02

bad(1)-good(7) .31** .19 .10

sly(1)-naive(7) .19 -.18 -.13

weak(1)-strong(7) -.07 .24* -.02

dishonest(1)-honest(7) .24* .07 .00

suspicious(1)-trustful(7) .36** .33** .07

stupid(1)-intelligent(7) .06 .32** ..09

rigid(1)-flexible(7) .43*** .17 o.01

cold(1)-warm(7) .14 .21 .11

uncreative(1)-creative(7) .20 .21 -.02

success strategy:
own (not at all(1)-very much(7)) .62*** -.28* .08

other (not at all(1)-very much(7) -.36** .56*** ..00

Note *p< .05; ** p< .01; *** p< .001 (two-tailed).
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First we will address the correlations between process and outcome
variables at the individual level, and then the regressions. Process vari-
ables were the ratings on atmosphere, evaluations of the opponent, per-
ceived success of own and other strategy. The perceived quality of the
intergroup relationship (see check on manipulation) was added in the
analyses. These variables were correlated with own and other satisfaction,
and with fairness of the outcome. Table 8.13 reflects the results.

The pattern of results obtained strongly suggests that the atmosphere
and perception of the opponent were related to own satisfaction with the
outcome, and less so to the anticipated satisfaction of the opponent. The
more positive these ratings, the more satisfaction with the outcome one
experienced (and vice versa). Of course, no causal link can be established:
a positive atmosphere may have led to satisfaction, yet on the other hand,
satisfaction with outcome may have influenced how the atmosphere and
the opponent were perceived to be. Perceived success of strategy as well
was related to satisfaction.

Regression analyses revealed that success of own strategy (R = .62; R2
= .38; B = .56) and perceived sympathy of the opponent (R = .68; RZ = .47
(cumulative); B = .30) were both positively contributing to own satisfac-
tion with the outcome. The perceived successfulness of the opponent's
strategy (R = .56; R2 = .32; B = .54) and trustfulness of the opponent (R =
.63; R2 = .40 (cumulative); B = .29) both contributed to anticipated other
satisfaction. No process variable proved to be a significant predictor of
fairness of outcome.

We next performed similar analyses at the dyadic level. To this end we
first had to compute dyadic scores for atmosphere, opponent's perception,
perceived success of strategy, satisfaction with outcome, fairness of out-
come, and perceived quality of the intergroup relationship, in order to
make these scores comparable to the dyadic outcome variables (duration of
negotiation, outcome stronger and weaker party and their difference).
This was done by multiplying the individual scores of the two subjects
who made up a dyad. Thus, for each variable in total 36 dyadic scores
were obtained. The correlation coefficients between the process and the
outcome variables are presented in Table 8.14:
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Table 8.14. Pearson correlation coefficients at the dyadic levet between process

and outcome variables.

own other fair- time Out- Out- diff. in
Sat. Sat. ness come come outcome

SP      WP

quality intergroup
relationship .34 .43* .10 -.13 -.05 .40* .18

atmosphere:
hostile(1)-friendly(7) .49** .45** .10 -.46* -.18 -.32     .06

formal(1)-informal(7) .27 .24 -.16 -.12 -.22 -.23 -.01

unpleasant(1)-pleasant(7) .33 .34* .11 -.32 -.13 -.17 .01

impersonal(1)-personal(7) .15 .36* -.30   -.34 .04 -.40* .23

suspicious(1)-trustful(7) .47** .60*** .17 -.42* -.28 -.13 -.10

competitive(1)-
cooperative(7) .37* .62*** .22 -.59** -.27 -.12 -.10

closed(1)-open(7) .42* .33 .32 -.43* -.38* -.02 -.22

rational(1)emotional(7) -.41* -.12 -.28 .14 .39* -.01 .24

controlled(1)-impulsive(7) ..30 .04 -.11 .06 .15 -.18 .19

business-like(1)-
unbusiness-like(7) -.31 -.10 -.05 -.25 .22 -.16 .22

opponent:

closed(1)-open(7) .43* .44** .08 -.42* -.28 -.16    -.09

hostile(1)-friendly(7) .51** .43* -.02 -.10 ..39* ..09 -.18

formal(1)-informal(7) .32 .42* -.03 -.45* -.22 -.20 -.03

nervous(1)-calm(7) .38* .51** -.06 -.10 :08 -.34* .13

unsylnpathetic(1)-
sympathetic(7) .31 .26 .11 -.03 -.37* -.03 -.21

competitive(1).
cooperative(7) .26 .47** .23 -.65*** -.24 .04 -.16

bad(1)-good(7) .24 .41* .16 -.32 -.30 -.14 -.11

sly(1)-naive(7) .09 -.09 -.12 -.34 .27 .06 .14

weak(1)-strong(7) .06 .27 .12 .25 -.12 -.02    -.06

dishonest(1)-honest(7) .28 .16 .19 -.09 -.12 -.08 -.03

suspicious(1)-trustful(7) .45** .68*** .09 -.10 -.33* -.14 -.12

stupid(1)-intelligent(7) .18 .34* -.02 -.01 -.07 -.31 .12

rigid(1)-flexible(7) .55*** .29 .02 -.23 -.41* -.13 -.18

cold(1)-warm(7) .05 .32 -.10 -.22 -.07 -.16     .04

uncreative(1)-creative(7) .42* .49** -.14 .01 -.25 -.25 -.02

success strategy:
own (not at all(1)-

very much(7)) .26 .16 -.09 ..39 -.13 -.19 .01

other (not at all(1)-
very much(7) .07 .14 -.46* ..29 .24 -.30 .30

Note SP = stronger party; WP = weaker party *p< .05; ** p< .01; *** p< .001
(two-tailed).

Again the atmosphere and perception of the opponent were related to own
satisfaction with the outcome and to the anticipated satisfaction of the
opponent. The more positive these ratings, the more own and other satis-
faction (and vice versa). Furthermore, the more negative the evaluations
of the atmosphere and the opponent, the longer the duration of the nego-
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tiation. Finally, the more negative some of the ratings of the opponent,
the higher the stronger party's outcome.

Regression analyses were run with own satisfaction, other satisfaction,
fairness of outcome, duration of negotiation, outcome stronger party,
weaker party and the difference as dependents, and evaluations of oppo-
nent, ratings of atmosphere, judgement of quality intergroup relationship
and perceived success of own and other strategy as predictors. Perceived
flexibility of the opponent contributed strongly to own satisfaction (R =
.55: R2 = .30; B = .55). The opponent's trustfulness contributed positively
to anticipated other satisfaction (R = .68; R2 - .46; B = .68). His/her
cooperativeness contributed negatively to the duration of negotiation (R =
.65;  RE =  .42;  B = :89), whereas his/her sympathy contributed positively
(R = .75; RZ = .57 (cumulative); B = .46) to duration. No significant
predictors of fairness, or of the outcomes of weaker and stronger party
and their difference were obtained.

8.4. Discussion

The findings reported above present a very complex picture. Our expecta-
tions which were formulated with respect to the outcomes and with re-
spect to the perception of opponent and atmosphere were hardly endorsed.
No support was obtained for the influence of intergroup attitudes nor for
a joint influence of intergroup attitudes and medium of communication
on the perception of opponent and atmosphere. And, although a main
effect for IA and an interaction between IA and MC was found for the
division of the grant, the actual division in pounds was in most conditions
quite different than what we predicted. Therefore we need to conclude
that Hypotheses 1 and 2 are not confirmed.

Nevertheless, we have the impression that the findings with respect to
the division of the grant can be made intelligible. For this purpose
subjects' perceptions of which party had the stronger case need to be
taken into account. Let us first look at the cooperative conditions. Both
the face-to-face and telephone negotiations resulted in compromise, each
party giving in approximately £ 50 (the stronger party slightly more than
the weaker party). Thus it seems that in the cooperative IA conditions the
spirit and awareness of cooperation between the associations was so perva-
sive that medium of communication became irrelevant: compromise was
the most obvious thing to do and was not influenced by possible commu-
nication constraints (medium).

In order to explain the outcomes in the neutral and competitive IA
conditions, we first have to address the issue of strength of case. Overall,
our weaker case was perceived as the stronger one. We explained this
earlier by suggesting that a case arguing for equality (our weaker case)
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may have been perceived as a stronger one by students than a case arguing
for equity (our stronger case). Thus, the compromises in the cooperative
IA conditions were perhaps much more a result of the equality case (the
perceived stronger case) being lenient towards the equity case (the
perceived weaker case) than vice versa as we would have originally
predicted. In the neutral IA conditions, which were not influenced by
positive or negative motivational orientations'2, it was the equality party

(the perceived stronger one) which won the negotiations by giving in
much less than their opponent. The equality party however was a more
convincing winner in the telephone condition (giving in only £ 8!) as
compared to the face-to-face-condition (giving in £ 29). The telephone
condition thus was perhaps the condition in which the outcomes were the
most objective reflection of strength of case. The perceived stronger party
gave in more in the face-to-face condition than would be expected on the
basis of their strength of case, due to the salience of the interpersonal
relationship with the opponent. Such an explanation of the findings in the
neutral IA conditions is in line with the arguments by Morley &

Stephenson  (I 977).
But how can we explain the findings with respect to outcomes in the

competitive IA conditions? A striking difference between the face-to-
face and telephone condition concerning the division of the grant was
found. Negotiating over telephone in case of competitive intergroup
attitudes was the only condition in which the equity case gave in less than

the equality case! A possible explanation is that in competitive
relationships a principle of equity is more likely to be applied than a
principle of equality. Thus the equity case may have been relatively more
influential in the competitive IA conditions than the equality case.
Following Morley & Stephenson's argument that negotiations over tele-
phone result in more objective outcomes13, appropriately reflecting
strength of case, it would follow that the equity case is more likely to win
in the telephone condition than in the face-to-face condition, where
interpersonal considerations will play a larger role. Indeed, the equity case
gave in much less when negotiating over telephone (£ 37) than when
negotiating face-to-face (£ 67). Note however, that this explanation was
not reflected in subjects' perception of strength of case, although we did
find a main effect of IA for the perception of strength of the stronger

(equity) case: a tendency existed to perceive the latter to be stronger in the
cooperative and competitive IA conditions than in the neutral IA con-

12 Note that outcomes were indeed perceived as more fair in the neutral IA conditions than in
the competitive IA conditions. Although the mean fairness in the cooperative conditions was less than
in the neutral IA conditions, this difference was not significant.

13 Note that outcomes in the telephone conditions were indeed perceived to be more fair than
in the face-to-face conditions.
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ditions (note that the means did not differ significantly). The fact that the
equity case was also seen as stronger in case of cooperative attitudes may
be interpreted as inconsistent with the present line of reasoning, but it
may be argued that this was due to subjects' justifying afterwards their
compromising solutions, or, as a reflection of mutual cooperative attitudes
which resulted in an overestimation of the strength of the equity case.

Summarizing our argument medium of communication had no influ-
ence on the outcome of negotiations in the cooperative IA conditions due
to the salience of the cooperative relationship in which a compromise,
reflected in giving in equally, was the most obvious solution. In the
neutral and competitive IA conditions medium of communication had an
impact upon the final division of the grant: the party with the perceived
stronger case was more likely to win when negotiating over telephone than
when negotiating face-to-face. What was perceived however as the
stronger case was influenced by the prevalent intergroup attitudes: in case
of neutral or cooperative attitudes the party arguing for equality had more
influence, whereas in case of competitive attitudes the party arguing for
equity was more influential.

It should be emphasized that we have hardly any concrete evidence for
this current line of reasoning: in Table 8.3 it can be read that the mean
divisions between conditions mostly did not differ from one another
significantly. Moreover, the results on perceived strength of case did not
fully reflect the present argument. Our alternative explanation is not
parsimonious either: a different argument is used when explaining the
findings in the cooperative IA conditions as compared to the neutral and
competitive IA attitudes. Why for instance is the competitiveness of the
intergroup relationship not as salient as its cooperative equivalent, so that
in the former case an effect of medium of communication was obtained?
Nevertheless, it does appear that more variables are involved in the
controversy described in the introduction of this chapter: apart from
intergroup attitudes and medium of communication it is likely that issues
like strength of case (perhaps in connection with applicability of
principles of fairness) and how strength of case is influenced by different
prevailing attitudes, need to be addressed in future research in order to
solve the controversy.

No major effects for intergroup attitudes nor for the interaction
between attitudes and medium of communication on the perception of the
opponent and the ratings of the atmosphere were found. However, a
strong interaction between medium of communication and gender of the
negotiating dyads was obtained: overall males rated the atmosphere and
their opponent in the telephone conditions more negatively than females
whereas females were more negatively about the face-to-face negotiations
than males. Some existing evidence indeed points to the possibility of an
interaction between gender and medium of communication. For example
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Shotola (1970) found that females behaved more competitively than males
when they could not communicate. However when they were able to com-
municate freely, females were more cooperative than men. Horai,
Lindskold, Gahagan & Tedeschi (1969) as well showed that males were
more cooperative than females when no communication was possible,
whereas the reverse was found in case of communication. On the basis of
these interactions one would expect males to rate the atmosphere and their
opponent in the telephone conditions less negatively than females whereas

females are expected to be more positively about the face-to-face negoti-
ations than mates (assuming that communication possibilities are greater in
face-to-face interaction as compared to telephone interaction). However,
our findings pointed to just the opposite (see Table 8.10 and 8.11).

An explanation for this unexpected finding (which was also reflected
in the future participation measures) may be the following: in several
studies it has been shown that females are more cooperative in negotia-
tions than males, who are found to be more competitive. It may then be
that the cooperative tendency of females and the competitive tendency of
males was suppressed by the clear presence of the camera in the face-to-
face conditions as compared to the telephone conditions14. Thus, the
cooperative tendency of females was much less manifested in face-to-face
conditions than in telephone conditions, whereas the tendency for males to
be competitive was likewise demonstrated to a much smaller extent as
compared to the telephone conditions. Rubin & Brown (1975) however
point out that the evidence that females are more cooperative than males
does not really outweigh the evidence that females are more competitive
than males; thus this explanation is highly contestable. Given the
robustness of the present finding we suggest that new research aims at
providing a more thorough and less speculative explanation.

14
Ostensibly negotiators were videotaped by one camera in the telephone-conditions.

However, this camera was located in a rather inconspicuous position. In the face-to-face conditions
four cameras wcre in operation, all of which were dircctly focused on the individual and/or the dyad.



204

Chapter 9.

General discussion

In this final chapter the main results of the empirical studies will be
summarized. Subsequently, attention will be devoted to some basic issues
and shortcomings of the studies described. Finally, we will point to future
opportunities and research requirements in the area of intergroup rela-
tions.

9.1. Summary of findings

The findings of our empirical studies are summarized in light of the
research questions formulated in Chapter 3. Each research question is
repeated here with an answer given subsequently on the basis of our
findings.

1. How do subjects expect in- and outgroup members to react to inter-
group norm? And, will norm violation be the most chosen reaction to a
norm violation?

The intergroup relationship which has been the focus of this book was the
one between allochthonous Turks and autochthonous Dutch. The first
empirical study showed that Turks and Dutch had a fairly consensual
apprehension of one another's reactions to norm violations: according to
both parties Dutch victims would react in a moderately negative way,
whereas Turks were expected mostly to do nothing. In the study described
in Chapter 7, which only employed Dutch subjects, it was shown as well
that Dutch were expected to engage in more norm violating reactions than
Turkish victims. Females predicted more positive reactions to norm viola-
tions (irrespective of victim's group membership) than males. In cases
where females did discriminate between Turks and Dutch, they did so in
favour of the former. Chapter 7 demonstrated that six basic reactions to
norm violations could be distinguished: a positive reaction, withdrawal,
doing nothing, calling in a third party, a milder norm violation and an
equally strong norm violation. The norm violation of lesser intensity stood
out as the most likely reaction. Second came an equally strong norm viola-
tion. Doing nothing was rated as the third likely reaction.
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2. What influence do perceived power differences, feelings of fraternal
relative deprivation, ingroup identification and outgroup attitudes
exert on the anticipated reactions by in- and outgroup members?

The first study, in which both Turkish and Dutch subjects participated,
assessed all four factors. It appeared that the ingroup attitude of the Turks
was Positive and their outgroup attitude negative. The Dutch had an
equally negative attitude towards themselves as towards the Turks. The
Turks identified more strongly with their ingroup than the Dutch did with
their ingroup. As predicted, the Turks felt more deprived in comparison
with the Dutch and felt relatively powerless. The Dutch felt rather
gratified when they compared themselves with the Turks, and perceived
themselves to be quite powerful. The Turks' power contributed to their
reaction to norm violations, whereas the Dutch ingroup reaction was
predicted by their outgroup attitude. Feelings of relative deprivation and
ingroup identification did not predict anticipated in- and outgroup
reactions.

3. How are interpersonal or intragroup norm violations evaluated by
members of two ethnic groups and, what are appropriate reactions to
these interpersonal or intragroup norm violations according to members
of the two cultural groups?

From the second study we learnt that violations of norms in an inter-
personal or intragroup context, were considered to be inappropriate by
both Turks and Dutch, yet more so by the Turks. The more negative the
reaction to a norm violation, the more it was considered inappropriate, as
judged by both Turks and Dutch. However, the Turkish subjects consid-
ered an equally strong norm violating reaction, as well as a stronger norm
violation, less inappropriate as compared to the Dutch. Both Turks and
Dutch felt that a norm violating reaction was more appropriate the more
they perceived the initial norm violating behaviour as inappropriate. A
positive reaction however, was considered to be the most appropriate one
according to the Turkish and Dutch subjects.

4. How are in- and outgroup norm violations explained by members of
both groups involved; groups which differ in their socio-structural
position?

The findings of the third study pointed to an ingroup bias in the way
Turks explained norm violating behaviour. They generally attributed
ingroup norm violating behaviour more externally than internally. The
results concerning the attributional pattern of the Dutch were more
complex: on some variables they put the ingroup in a favourable light; on
others the outgroup. The second study revealed that intergroup attitudes,
type of norm violation, and the particular social identity involved, were
factors which influenced the kind of attributional pattern obtained.
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Positive attitudes and a violation of a norm of lesser importance resulted
in a stronger outgroup bias and/or weaker ingroup bias as demonstrated
by the Dutch.

5. Which evaluations are given of the actor and the norm violating
behaviour, how much are actors deserving of punishment according to
the subjects, and are evaluations and proposed sanctions in line with
the attributions made?

The Turks evaluated a norm violation by an ingroup actor as less inap-
propriate than an identical norm violation by a Dutch boy (Chapter 6;
Study   1). Both Turks and Dutch perceived ingroup hitting   as of higher
intensity and inflicting more pain upon the victim as compared to
outgroup hitting (Chapter 6; Study 1). Furthermore, outgroup actors  were
considered to deserve more punishment than ingroup actors, although the
Dutch observers felt the ingroup actor was still more eligible for
punishment than Turks felt a Turkish actor was entitled to (Chapter 6;
Study   1). The second study showed that evaluations  also  were  not  only
influenced by actor's ethnic group membership, but also by the type of
norm violation and observer's gender. The ingroup bias with respect to
deservingness of punishment was only obtained for the hitting situation.
And females, for whom gender identity may have become relevant, were
more favourable towards Turks than towards Dutch. (see Study 2 for the
details). Finally, it was shown in Chapter 7 that a Dutch actor's behaviour
was seen as more intense and of stronger intention than a Turkish blow.
Subjects were less empathic with the Dutch actor. Again, sex differences
were obtained, in interaction with ethnicity of the agents involved.

6. How are victims of a norm violation expected to react as a function of
the kind of explanation the victim gives of the norm violating
behaviour?

The fourth study demonstrated that the kind of explanation for norm vio-
lating behaviour arrived at, did influence subsequent reactions. Norm
violations attributed to factors operating at the intergroup level resulted in
more negative reactions as compared to an explanation in terms of inter-
personal factors.

7. How do intergroup attitudes influence anticipated reactions to norm
violations (see also Research question 2)?

The first study obtained an effect of the Dutch' outgroup attitude upon
their anticipated ingroup reaction: the more negative the outgroup at-
titude, the more negatively they expected a Dutch victim to react. In the
study described in Chapter 7 it appeared that attitudes similarly predicted
reactions to the norm violation: the more positive the attitude towards
Turkish integration, the more positive the anticipated (outgroup and in-
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group) reaction. In Chapter 6 (Study 2) it was revealed that subjects with a
negative attitude anticipated a more positive outgroup reaction than an in-
group reaction. The reverse was true for those with a positive attitude.

8. Are intergroup attitudes a causal factor in intergroup behaviour and
evaluations?

In our final study we were able to demonstrate that intergroup attitudes
did exert influence on behaviour within an intergroup relationship. The
kind of attitudes which characterized the relationship between two groups
influenced the outcome of negotiations between these groups. The differ-
ence in outcome of the stronger and the weaker party was smaller in case
of neutral intergroup attitudes than in case of cooperative and competitive
attitudes (however, an interaction with medium of communication was
obtained as well; see Chapter 8 for specifics). The outcomes in case of
neutral attitudes were perceived as more fair than those in the competitive
intergroup attitudes conditions. Furthermore, intergroup attitudes in
combination with strength of case and in combination with negotiator's
gender exerted an influence on the perception of the opponent.

9. Are intergroup attitudes related to the explanations and evaluations of
norm violating in- and outgroup behaviour?

Post-hoc analyses on the data collected in Chapter 6 revealed a significant
influence of subjects' attitudes towards Turkish integration on their ex-
planations and evaluations of in- and outgroup norm violating behaviour.
Subjects with a negative attitude differentiated between Turkish and
Dutch actors by favouring the Dutch, derogating the Turks, or both.
Those with a positive attitude favoured the Turks and in one instance
derogated the Dutch.

Thus, summarizing: in the relationship between Turks and Dutch in The
Netherlands, Dutch were expected to react to outgroup norm violations
with a minor norm violation, whereas Turks were expected to refrain
from doing anything. The norm violations included in the present studies
were on the whole rated as more inappropriate by the Turks in
comparison with the Dutch. In explaining norm violating behaviour Turks
generally engaged in ingroup favouring biases, whereas Dutch on some
occasions favoured the ingroup yet on other occasions the outgroup. The
evaluations were in line with the explanations given. The level at which
the attribution was made (group-person) influenced the extent to which
the reaction was negative. Power and attitudes were predictive of the
strength of reaction by in- and outgroup. Attitudes furthermore had a
strong impact on the kind of explanations given for norm violating in-
and outgroup behaviour. Finally, attitudes also influenced intergroup
behaviour in a quite different setting, namely in negotiations between
groups.
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From the above summary we may conclude that the predicted relation-
ships specified by our model of intergroup relations received considerable
support (however, see also Par. 9.2). Norm violations enacted by in- or
outgroup actors were explained differently, and subsequent reactions
differed depending upon the group membership of the agents involved in
the interaction, as well as on the kind of attribution made. Intergroup
attitudes bore an influence on attributions as well as on reactions. Finally,
one additional relationship specified by the overall model formulated
within NVT was supported as well, namely the relationship between
power differences and reactions. Moreover, the present studies pointed to
the importance of the issue which identity becomes salient in a particular
interaction situation.

The findings of our studies are depicted in Figure 9.1:

power
differences

group membership of
actor and victim (4)

(6) (4,7)

V                     V         V
norm violation (6) explanation of (7) reaction to
by group A ->group A's behaviour -> group A's behaviour

by group B by group B

    A      A /\ A
(6) (4,6,7,8)

attitudes of group B
towards group A

(6) (7)  (7)

salience of

which group
membership

expectancies of
behaviour of group
A and B

Figure 9.1.  Summary of the findings of the studies conducted (in brackets are the
numbers which correspond with the chapters providing empirical
support for the particular relationship).
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9.2. Basic issues, problems and shortcomings

In this section we will first discuss problems which are related to each of
the four components of the simplified model of intergroup behaviour, as
they have been studied here. Then we will have a critical look at the mod-
el in its totality and the relationships between components it specifies,
again in light of the empirical studies described in the book. Subsequently
we will address the issue of impression management and the extent to
which it may have influenced our data. Next we will comment on the dif-
ficulties involved when studying in- and outgroup biases. We will con-
clude this paragraph with a discussion of general methodological short-
comings.

9.2.1.       Problems   related   to   each  of   the   four   components   individually   and
to the overall model

The first problem refers to the component *norm violation' and concerns
the question whether norm violation was indeed the main issue in our
empirical studies or not? Although the studies described in Chapter 4 and
Chapter 5 clearly studied the perceived (in)appropriateness of norm
violations and of reactions to those violations, as well as the likelihood
with which in- and outgroup members would engage in such reactions,
the matter was different for the other studies. In Chapters 6 and 7 a norm
violation was used as the stimulus to which our subjects reacted. Another
stimulus may as well have been used in order to assess the kind of
variables we were interested in. For example, any (negative) performance
by an actor, or a description of an actor in terms of his (negative)
behaviour, traits, and other characteristics. Finally, Chapter 8 dealt not at
all with the issue of norm violations. We may doubt therefore, whether the
relationships obtained in our empirical work (see Figure 9.1) can all be fed
back to an initial norm violation or to the concept of norms and norm
violations at all. Note that these criticisms are not addressed at the model
itself but at the way our empirical studies were constructed.

Some difficulties can also be raised with respect to the second com-
ponent, attribution. The question still remains whether causal attributions
are indeed made following an instance of norm violating behaviour. We
obtained interesting data on subjects' explanations of norm violating in-
and outgroup behaviour, but we cannot be certain that our subjects would
have engaged in attributional behaviour had we not explicitly asked for it.
Of course, as stated in Chapter 3, it has been shown that people are more
likely to ask for  why' questions in case of negative, or unexpected behav-
iour. This would mean that only when the norm violation is perceived as
an instance of negative behaviour and/or when it is unexpected, will
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people spontaneously start explaining the occurrence. Chapter 5 provided
evidence that the norm violations employed, were indeed rated as inap-
propriate, but that was in an intragroup or interpersonal context. And,
perhaps negative outgroup behaviour was not really unexpected, at least
when negative attitudes and stereotypes prevail. We cannot solve this issue
here. Nevertheless it needs to be mentioned, so that the data obtained can
be understood in a proper context. A second problem with attributions is
how it has been manipulated in Chapter 7. Although effects for attribu-
tion were obtained, the manipulation of type and level of attribution was
very weak. Antecedent conditions influenced reactions as well. In order to
assess the relative importance of attributions and antecedents, a stronger
manipulation of attributions is called for.

The way we have conceptualized and measured intergroup attitudes is
to some extent problematic as well. First of all, we have employed the
general name  attitudes' during the description of all studies, yet used it to
mean three different things. In Chapter 4 and Chapter 7, intergroup at-
titudes was conceived of and measured in an identical way, and consisted
basically of an aggregated belief x evaluation score. However, a second
type of intergroup attitudes became relevant in our studies. This was due
to an unpredicted finding in Chapter 6 where post-hoc analyses revealed a
strong influence of the Dutch subjects' attitudes towards integration of
Turks in The Netherlands on their explanations and evaluations of norm
violating behaviour. An elaborated set of questions which referred to this
domain was used in Chapter 7 as another attitude measure. Finally, inter-
group attitudes were manipulated in Chapter 8 by describing to subjects
the quality of the intergroup relationship in the past and the coopera-
tiveness or competitiveness of attitudes which characterized the rela-
tionship. Obviously these are all different ways of conceptualizing and
measuring intergroup attitudes across studies. Therefore, the results with
respect to intergroup attitudes and its influence on attributions and
reactions become incomparable. A second issue with respect to intergroup
attitudes is related to the ease with which treatment effects were obtained
on this variable. If indeed the presentation of a simple vignette already
influences the favourableness of subjects' in- and outgroup attitudes, we
may question the validity of our assessments as well as of those of a host
of others reported in the intergroup literature. Note that we did check for
treatment effects of the independent variables on attitudes in our studies.
However, the occurrence of such an effect in one study does demonstrate
the volatility of these kind of measurements.

The final component, reaction, constitutes perhaps the biggest problem.
Obviously this component is of highest importance; as psychologists we
are ultimately interested in predicting behaviour. And we mean by behav-
iour. overt behaviour in natural settings. In only one study was overt be-
haviour measured - although still in a contrived setting (Chapter 8). In all
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the other studies, only questionnaire responses were tapped. Thus, the
reaction-part of the model has not been addressed properly. Asking people
how they think their ingroup and the outgroup will react, is merely
tapping another expectancy, or perhaps another manifestation of attitude.
This problem of course not only applies to our work: most of the social
psychological literature on intergroup relations is based on the assessment
of evaluations, attitudes, stereotypes (we can hardly conceive of allocating
points in a Minimal Group Paradigm as overt behaviour since the setting
is in our opinion so utterly and completely artificial). Sherif is an
important exception. This lack of empirical emphasis on overt behaviour
underlines that a social psychological approach is only a partial one and
should in the understanding of intergroup relations be treated alongside a
host of other perspectives.

Finally, there are some problems related to the overall model and the
way it has been investigated here. The original model of Norm Violation
Theory specifies four factors which may be related to intergroup behav-
iour. From our empirical work however, it appeared that only a few vari-
ables were indeed related to behaviour. In Chapter 4 it was shown that
only power and attitudes were predictive of reactions to norm violations
in an intergroup context. Feelings of relative deprivation and ingroup
identification did not contribute to these reactions. Reasons for the lack of
relationship to behaviour for these variables may of course be due to
methodological shortcomings, but it was already noted in Chapter 3 that
(a) the relationship between relative deprivation and behaviour was
problematic and (b) that identity concerns and differentiation at the
evaluative level in order to enhance identity may be unrelated to overt
behaviour. Attitudes remained an important determinant of reactions in
the subsequent chapters. Expectancy of in- and outgroup behaviour did
have some influence as well, although admittedly stereotypes were not
measured consistently or elaborately. Finally, an important variable
proved to be the relevance of group membership involved, in case of a
multiple group membership problem: which group membership is salient
or relevant under what circumstances? Evaluations of actor, act and
victim however, were not at all predictive of subsequent behaviour. Since
much recent work on intergroup relations is concerned with relative
deprivation, strength of ingroup identification, and evaluations we doubt
whether such attention is fruitful for a further understanding of
intergroup behaviour. One may of course refute this argument by saying
that we did not measure overt behaviour; hence it is not applicable.
However, if indeed in the way we measured reactions we obtained a
response comparable to evaluations, attitudes or expectancies, strong
interrelationships between attitudes, evaluations, reactions, identifications,
etc. would have been very likely since; these variables would have formed
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a coherent whole. This was however not the caset.

9.2.2.   Self-presentation or in- and outgroup bias?

A thorny issue we have to address is the potential influence of social
desirability and self-presentation or impression management (Tedeschi,
1981) on our dependent variables. It could be said that in some of our
studies we have investigated a kind of naive theory of intergroup
relations: subjects were asked how they think individuals belonging to
different groups interact (Chapter 4), and how they expected victims to
react after they have given a particular explanation of the norm violating
actor's behaviour (Chapter 7). Testing a naive theory is subject to all kinds
of self-presentational considerations. On other occasions subjects were
asked to explain and evaluate behaviour (Chapter 6); responses which
again are very easily influenced by subjects' self-presentational concerns.
On the basis of our data we cannot exclude such possibilities. We can only
point to the implications and see how patterns of data we obtained become
more intelligible by taking these considerations into account. Self-
presentation in our case can take two forms: individual self-presentation
and group-presentation. In the case of individual self-presentation
individuals want to be consistent as an individual in the way they explain
and in the way they evaluate behaviour. Also, the expression of a negative
outgroup attitude would be consistent with anticipating an outgroup
victim to react negatively, etc. This individual self-presentation may have
influenced our data, although over individuals, the interrelationships (as
mentioned before) between attitudes, evaluations, attributions, anticipated
reactions, were not unconditionally strong. Perhaps the fact that neither
Turkish nor Dutch subjects anticipated extremely negative reactions by
in- and outgroup victims is another expression of individual self-
presentation. Since however individual anonymity can be secured but
group membership not, it would seem that within the present (intergroup)
context the second presentational concern, namely group presentation, is
of much greater relevance. Group presentation can be taken to mean a
concern to present the ingroup in a favourable light. This group
presentational issue is not a simple restatement of  ingroup bias'. To put
the ingroup in a favourable light may mean that (a) more positive
evaluations, explanations, etc. are given of the ingroup and its behaviour

1     Sinco we did not find a strong relationship between all thcsc variables this may man that
(a) our reactions wore indeed belonging to a quite different category, but it may also still indicate that
(b) methodological objections to the way we have operationalized our concepts may be valid, and (c)
that perhaps, evaluations and identifications belonged to a separate category, with reactions and
attitudes tapping the same.
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as compared to the outgroup, but also (b) more negative evaluations and
explanations are given of the ingroup and its behaviour in comparison to
the outgroup, because it is not socially desirable to favour the ingroup so
bluntly. If (b) indeed applies, this may mean that group membership has
considerable importance for an individual since s/he tries to protect both
the group's and his/her own public image and even to attempt to create a
positive image. The Dutch subjects' apparent outgroup biases may be
strategic in origin and intended to elicit the following image of them with
the researchers or a broader public: *the Dutch are very fair and lenient to
the outgroup; they cannot be the cause of any problems'. Or, *they may
engage in negative behaviour in intergroup encounters, but at least they
have the guts to admit it and give a objective account of events'. But how
then would this line of reasoning apply to the Turks, who more clearly
demonstrated the traditional *ingroup bias'? The explanation we have
provided in Chapters 4 and 6 is related to their minority status in The
Netherlands and their need and striving for a positive identity vis-8-vis
the Dutch. But perhaps the ingroup bias was enhanced as part of a
deliberate strategy. A strategy aimed at calling society's attention to the
inequalities which they perceive and feel to exist. For in their eyes, these
studies were carried out by Dutch researchers belonging to a university,
who might publish their results and make known to society that the Dutch
are treating the Turks in a very negative and unjust way. They finally
obtained attention; the questionnaires clearly asked for their opinions and
their perception of the present state of affairs. In the Turkish subjects'
view the results may turn out as crucial in a potential decrease of
inequalities.

It is unclear, still, how these strategic concerns for the Turks and the
Dutch, manifesting itself in apparent in- and outgroup biases respectively,
relate to behaviour. Also, the existence of these biases does not exclude
the simultaneous occurrence of opposite tendencies. As may be recalled
from Chapter 4, the Dutch predicted more negative reactions by Turkish
victims than the Turks themselves did. And, we obtained a Dutch ingroup
bias on some attribution variables in Chapter 6. Hence, a public outgroup
bias was obtained, yet at the same time a more covert differentiation in
favour of the ingroup. The Turks likewise were not consistently dero-
gating the Dutch in favour of their ingroup. Their attitude towards the
Dutch was neutral and more positive than the Dutch own attitude towards
themselves. And, they predicted less negative reactions by Dutch than the
Dutch themselves did.

Summarizing, it may well be that impression management considera-
tions influenced our data, which were perhaps manifested in an (en-
hanced) outgroup favouring bias by the Dutch and an (enhanced) ingroup
favouring bias by the Turks. Nevertheless, more covert forms of dis-
crimination in favour of the ingroup were found for the Dutch, whereas
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Turks were less negative towards the Dutch as might have been taken at
face value2.

9.2.3.   Ingroup bias, outgroup bias or no bias?

We have described ingroup bias in Chapter 3 as referring to attributions
which put the ingroup in a positive light vis-A-vis the outgroup, whereas
outgroup bias refers to the opposite phenomenon. In that same chapter we
departed from the view that ingroup bias is a universal phenomenon, on
the basis of findings reported in the literature which demonstrate the
existence of outgroup biases as well. Indeed we obtained outgroup biases -
as we called them- in Chapter 6. Also with respect to anticipated reactions
and evaluations, outgroup favouritism was obtained. However, here we
want to argue that it is very difficult to decide which results exactly refer

to ingroup biases or outgroup biases (or in- or outgroup favouritism).
Minimally one can only use the term 'ingroup bias' when no main effects
are obtained for observer's group membership nor for actor group's mem-
bership: To ascertain that this is not the case, two conditions have to be
met when doing research on ingroup bias: (a) reciprocal attributions need
to be tapped, and (b) a standard of comparison needs to be available.

A first requirement is that attributions (or evaluations) of both groups
involved in a relationship are obtained. This was the case in Chapter 4 and
Chapter 6 Study I, but not in Chapter 6 Study 2, nor in Chapter 7. By
gathering reciprocal attributions and evaluations (both groups explain/
evaluate in- and outgroup behaviour), it can be checked whether in ad-
dition to an interaction between actor's and observer's group membership
(which at face value may be taken as bias), a main effect for observer's
group membership exists. The latter may imply that the kind of attribu-
tions or evaluations found are something typical for the observer group.
Since we have not tapped reciprocal attributions or evaluations in Study 2
of Chapter 6, nor in Chapter 7, we cannot actually use the term bias as we
do not know whether a main effect for observer group might exist.

However more is needed in order to use the term 'ingroup bias' cor-
rectly. Strictly speaking one can only use the term bias when one has some
kind of standard; a reference with which the specific findings can be
compared. Ideally one would have information on how an individual
explains (or evaluates) general outgroup behaviour differently from an
ingroup member's behaviour, which may serve as some kind of baseline.
By general outgroup behaviour we mean behaviour enacted by any out-

2 Note however the critical comments with respect to this issue made in Chapter 4.
3      J.B. Rijsman (personal communication, september 18, 1990).
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group member, irrespective of a specific outgroup involved. Let us assume
that a significant difference is found, in favour of the ingroup. By
substituting 'any outgroup member's behaviour' with a specific outgroup
label (e.g. a Turk), and comparing both measures, an indication of the
existence and strength of ingroup bias can be obtained. It might be that a
Dutchman explains ingroup behaviour in comparison with that of a Turk
more positively than ingroup behaviour compared to 'any outgroup mem-
ber's behaviour. In such a case the term ingroup bias may seem to be
warranted (assuming that reciprocal behaviour is measured and an inter-
action between observer's and actor's group membership is found). How-
ever when a Dutchman explains ingroup behaviour more positively than
identical behaviour by a Turk, yet significantly less positively than in
comparison with *any outgroup' behaviour, the term ingroup bias'may be
misplaced. Following this line of reasoning, an identical explanation for a
Turkish actor's and a Dutch actor's behaviour may imply bias! (an ingroup
bias when a standard outgroup member would have been favoured; or an
outgroup bias when a standard outgroup member would have been der-
ogated). Therefore, a standard of comparison is needed. Such a standard is
however hard to obtain: to ask subjects to explain 'any outgroup actor's'
behaviour is very abstract. Perhaps one can average the explanations for a
number of different outgroup actors. A possibility may be to involve at
least three groups in research on ingroup biases, as is common practice in
cross-cultural studies which cope with similar interpretational difficulties.

Even when both conditions have been met, other issues may still com-
plicate arriving at appropriate conclusions with respect to the existence of
ingroup or outgroup biases: for example, the (ir)relevance of behaviour or
group characteristics to be explained or evaluated, the comparison (ir)-
relevance of certain outgroups, the perceived (un)ambiguity of certain
differences between groups, etc. Also, baselines may be different for dif-
ferent cultural groups, groups which differ in socio-structural position,
etc. It would thus seem that in the pursuit of ingroup and outgroup biases,
each intergroup relationship needs to be studied individually, placed in its
proper context, incorporating different types of behaviour to be ex-
plained.

Within the context of the present discussion the following should be
pointed out: in none of the empirical studies reported in Chapters 4 to 7
did we employ a full design. That is, we asked subjects to respond to sit-
uations in which a Dutchman violated a norm towards a Turk, and in
which a Turk violated a norm towards a Dutchman. However, we did not
present situations in which a Dutchman engaged in norm violating behav-
iour towards another Dutchman, nor situations in which a Turk violated a
norm towards another Turk. Had we done that we might have gained more
information on the pervasiveness of the observer group membership
effect. Also, it may have become clear whether the target effects found
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were due to the group membership of the actor or to the group
membership of the victim: This issue does not apply to most of the social
responsibility situations used in Chapter 4. However, since no specific
victim was pointed out in these situations, they did not deal with
interaction and therefore may be of a different order than those situations
explicitly depicting an interaction between an actor and a victim.

Clearly, this discussion is not going to solve the issue whether we have
indeed obtained real biases in our empirical studies or not. Nevertheless,
we considered it essential to address this issue and be critical of our own
findings and the way we have labeled them. We can only conclude that the
label 'bias' should be used with extreme caution due to the points raised
above.

9.2.4.  General methodological issues

Finally, we want to raise some general methodological issues. Firstly, in
none of our studies have all components of the intergroup model been
tested simultaneously, at least not in a consistent and/or extended way.
Therefore, the model cannot be treated as a model tested empirically in its
totality. Together with the effects observed for the differential salience of
group membership in case multiple groups were involved, and for the role
expectancies played, it may be seen as a model which can serve as a
framework guiding new research questions. Secondly, although we con-
fined our studies mainly to the Turkish-Dutch relationship, the samples of
Turks were quite different, as were the samples of Dutch. They differed
on a host of variables, but perhaps most importantly with respect to size
and age. The study in Chapter 4 used large samples of Turks and Dutch
between  the  age  of  18  and 50. Chapter 5 employed  two very small  sam-
ples, of comparable age. In the remaining studies however, pupils par-
ticipated whose  mean  age  did not extend  over 18 years.  Thus the studies
may be quite incomparable. Related to this is the third issue, namely, that
we studied the intergroup model by using only one intergroup
relationship. Whether the results obtained can be treated as support of the
model as a general model can therefore be doubted. Over the recent years
however, other studies have been carried out which addressed the overall
NVT model, using different populations (e.g. the relationship between
Hindus and Muslims in India (Ghosh, Kumar & Tripathi, in press),
between managers and workers in The Netherlands (DeRidder, in press)
and between managers and workers in India (Singh & Sinha, in press).

4     It should be noted however, that situations in which an actor violates a norm towards an
ingroup actor, may be perceived as interpersonal or intragroup interaction and hence be incomparable
with the intergroup equivalents.
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Fourthly, although a different kind of group contrast was employed in the
negotiation study, its integration with the other empirical studies may be
perceived as problematic. On the one hand a different kind of group
contrast may add to the generality of the findings, but on the other hand
the comparability of findings is decreased. Finally, the model of inter-
group relations as it was formulated originally, is rather aspecific:
relationships are specified but exactly the nature of the relationship, how
it manifests itself, and under what conditions, is not always very clear.
Our research has hopefully contributed to its specificity but more research
is undoubtedly needed.

9.3. Potential and essential future research

In Chapter 1 is was stated that we wanted to study processes which
accompany or are predictive of intergroup behaviour. Most notably we
were interested in explanations, evaluations, anticipated reactions, and
attitudes. Looking back on our empirical work we feel that despite all the
shortcomings and issues listed above, the research conducted within the
present context offers some potentially fruitful and promising directions
for the study of psychological processes in intergroup relations. First of
all, studying norm violations and reactions to them in intergroup relations,
appears to be a new and refreshing approach in the understanding of in-
tergroup behaviour (see also DeRidder & Tripathi, in press). The next step
in this kind of research is hopefully to investigate overt behavioural reac-
tions to norm violations. We moreover specifically want to refer to (a)

intergroup attribution, which is a crucial element in intergroup relations
yet seems to be in need of a more profound theoretical, empirical and
methodological basis, (b) the relationship between intergroup attitudes and
intergroup attribution, and (c) the relationship between attitudes and
intergroup behaviour. The former relationship has been established in
several studies (see Chapter 3), and also our research pointed to the
importance of attitudes for intergroup attributions. The latter relationship
has always interested social psychologists in the past. Studying this
relationship from an intergroup angle may perhaps offer new and relevant
insights in the matter. Furthermore, the possible relationships between the
manifestation of in- and outgroup biases, between overt and covert dis-
crimination, and the extent to which biases and discrimination are in-
fluenced by strategies of group presentation seem to be promising topics
for future research. Finally, the issue referring to the conditions under
which what group membership becomes salient and how it affects psycho-
logical processes and reactions in the interaction with different outgroup
members needs to be addressed.
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However, if society is to gain anything from the work of social psy-
chologists in this field, it is imperative that overt behaviour is studied.
Perhaps social psychology can then claim that it not only understands psy-
chological processes which accompany intergroup conflict, but also how
these relate to overt intergroup behaviour. We would like to propose to
social psychologists in their future work to go back to Sherif and be
modest in the meantime.



219

References

Abeles, R.D. (1976). Relative deprivation, rising expectations, and black
militancy. Journal of Social Issues, 32,119-131.

Abrams, D., & Hogg, M.A. (1988). Comments on the motivational status
of self-esteem in social identity and intergroup discrimination.
European  Journal  of  Social  Psychology,   18,311-334.

Abramson, L.Y., & Martin, D.J. (1981). Depression and the causal in-
ference process. In J.H. Harvey, W.J. Ickes, & R.F. Kidd (Eds.),
New directions in attribution research (vol. 3). Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Adorno, T.W., Frenkel-Brunswik, E., Levinson, D.J., & Sanford, R.M.
(1950). The authoritarian personality. New York: Harper.

Allen, J.L., Walker, L.D., Schroeder, D.A., & Johnson, D.E. (1987).
Attribution and attribution-behavior relations: The effect of level of
cognitive development. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy,52, 1099-1109.

Allen, P.T.,& Stephenson, G.M. (1983). Inter-group understanding and
size of organization. British Journal of Industrial Relations, 21,312-
329.

Allen, P.T.,& Stephenson, G.M. (1984). The relationship of inter-group
understanding and inter-party friction in industry. British Journal
of Industrial Relations, 23, 203-213.

Allen, V.L., & Wilder, D.A. (1975). Categorization, belief similarity, and
group discrimination. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
32, 971-977.

Allen, V.L., & Wilder, D.A. (1979). Group categorization and attribution
of belief similarity. Small Group Behaviour, 110, 73-80.

Allport, G.W. (1954/1979). The nature of prejudice. Cambridge/Reading,
MA: Addison-Wesley.

Amir, Y. (1969). Contact hypothesis in ethnic relations. Psychological
Bulletin, 71, 319-342.

Amir, Y. (1976). The role of intergroup contact in change of prejudice
and ethnic relations. In P.A. Katz (Ed.), Toward the elimination of
racism. Elmsford, N.Y.: Pergamon Press.

Apfelbaum, E. (1979). Relations of domination and movements for libera-
tion: An analysis of power between groups. In W.G. Austin & S.
Worchel    (Eds.),    The     social     psychology     of     intergroup     relations.
Monterey, California: Brooks/Cole Publishing Company.

Apfelbaum, E., & Herzlich, C. (1970-1971). La theorie de l'attribution en
psychologie sociale. Bulletin de  Psychologie, 24,961-916.



220

Aronson, E. (1984). The social animal. New York: W.H. Freeman.
Asch, S.E. (1951). Effects of group pressure upon the modification and

distortion of judgment. In H. Guetzkow (Ed.), Groups,  leadership
and men. Pittsburgh: Carnegie Press.

Asch, S.E. (1952). Social psychology. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-
Hall.

Aschenbrenner, K.M., & Schaefer, R.E. (1980). Minimal group situations:
Comments on a mathematical model and on the research paradigm.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 10,389-398.

Ashmore, R.D., & DelBoca, F.K. (1981). Conceptual approaches to stereo-
types and stereotyping. In D.L. Hamilton (Ed.), Cognitive processes
in stereotyping and intergroup behavior. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Augoustinos, M. (1990). The mediating role of representations on causal
attributions in the social world. Social Behaviour. 5, 49-62.

Austin, W. (1977). Equity theory and social comparison processes. In J.
Suls & R. Miller (Eds.), Social comparison theory: Theoretical and

: -      empirical perspectives. Washington, D.C.: Hemisphere.
Austin, W.G., & Worchel, S. (Eds.) (1979/1985). The social psychology of

intergroup relations. Monterey, C.A.: Brooks/Cole.
Bass, B.M., & Dunteman, G. (1964). Biases in the evaluation of one's own

group, its allies and opponents. Journal of Conf/ict Resolution, 7,
16-20.

Beck, A.T., Rush, A.J., Shaw, B.F., & Emery, G. (1979). Cognitive therapy
of depression. New York: Guildford Press (cited in Fincham, 1983).

Bem, S.L. (1974). The measurement of psychological androgyny. Journal
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 42,155-162.

Berkowitz, L. (1962). Aggression: A social psychological analysis. New
York: McGraw-Hill.

Berkowitz, L. (1969). The frustration-aggression hypothesis revisited. In
L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Roots of aggression. New York: Atherton Press.

Billig, M. (1973). Normative communication in a minimal intergroup sit-
uation. European Journal of Social Psychology, 3,339-343.

Billig, M. 0916). Social psychology and intergroup relations. London:
Academic Press.

-illig, M., & Tajfel, H. (1973). Social categorization and similarity in in-
tergroup   behaviour.    European    Journal    of    Social    Psychology.    3,

-   27-52.
Blake, R.R., Shepard, H.A., & Mouton, J.S. (1964). Managing intergroup
- -       conflict in industry. Houston: Gulf.
Blake, R.R.,& Mouton, J.S. (1962). The intergroup dynamics of win/lose

conflict and problem solving collaboration in union-management
relations. In M. Sherif (Ed.), Intergroup relations and leadership.
New York: Wiley.



221

Bodenhausen, G.V., & Wyer, R.S. (1985). Effects of stereotypes on deci-
sion-making and information-processing strategies. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 48, 267-282.

Bolle, W., Van Dijk, H., & Hetebrij, D. (1980). Discriminatie bij het
verhuren van kamers aan gastarbeiders [Discrimination in renting
rooms to guestworkers]. In F. Bovenkerk (Ed.), Omdat zij anders
zijn: Patronen van rasdiscriminatie in Nederiand. Meppeli
Amsterdam: Boom.

Bond, M.H., Chiu, C.-K., & Wan, K.-C. (1984). When modesty fails: The
social impact of group-effacing attributions following success or
failure. European Journal of Social Psychology. 14, 335-338.

Bond, M.H., & Hewstone, M. (1988). Social identity theory and the per-
ception of intergroup relations in Hong Kong. International Journal

of Cross-Cultural Relations, 12, 153-110.
Bond, M.H., Hewstone, M., Wan, K.-C., & Chiu, C.-K. (1985). Group-

serving attributions across intergroup contexts: Cultural differences
in the explanation of sex-typed behaviours. European Journal of
Social Psychology. 15, 435-451.

Bornewasser, M. (1985). Verantwortlichkeitsattributionen im Intergrup-
penkontext am Beispiel deutscher Arbeiter und jugoslawischer
Gastarbeiter, Gruppendynamik, 1, 19-33.

Bornewasser, M., & Bober, J. (1987). Individual, social group and inter-
group behavior: Some conceptual remarks on the social identity
theory.  European  Journal  of  Social  Psychology.  17,261-216.

Bornstein, G., Crum, L., Wittenbraker, J., Harring, K., Insko, C.A., &
Thibaut, J. (1983a). On the measurement of social orientations in the
minimal group paradigm. European Journal of Social Psychology,
13, 321-350.

Bornstein, G., Crum, L., Wittenbraker, J., Harring, K., Insko, C.A., &
Thibaut, J. (1983b). Reply to Turner's comments. European Journal

of Social Psychology, 13,321-350.
Bourhis, R.Y., & Hill, P. (1982). Intergroup perceptions in British higher

education: A field study. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Social identity and
intergroup relations. Cambridge & Paris: Cambridge University Press
and Editions de la Maison des Sciences de l'Homme.

Bovenkerk, F. (19803). Omdat zij anders zijn: Patronen van rasdiscrimi-
natie in Nederland [Because they are different: Patterns of racial
discrimination in The Netherlands]. Meppel/Amsterdam: Boom.

Bovenkerk, F. (1980b). Rasdiscriminatie by misdaadverslaggeving in de
pers [Racial discrimination with the reporting of crimes in the
press]. In F. Bovenkerk (Ed.), Omd(it zij anders zijn: Patronen van
rasdiscriminatie in Nederiand. Meppel/Amsterdam: Boom.



222

Bovenkerk, F., & Breuning-Van Leeuwen, E. (1980). Rasdiscriminatie en
rasvooroordeel op de Amsterdamse arbeidsmarkt [Racial discrimina-
tion and racial prejudice at the Amsterdam labour market]. In F.
Bovenkerk (Ed.), Omdat zij anders zijn: Patronen van rasdiscri-
minatie in Nederland. Meppel/Amsterdam: Boom.

Bradbury, T.N., & Fincham, F.D. (1990). Attributions in marriage: Re-
view and critique. Psychological  Bulletin.  107,3-33.

Bradley, C.W. (1978). Self-serving biases in the attribution process: A re-
examination of the fact or fiction question. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 35,56-11.

Branthwaite, A., Doyle, S., & Lightbown, N. (1979). The balance between
fairness and discrimination. European Journal of Social Psychology,
9, 149-163.

Branthwaite, A., & Jones, J.E. (1975). Fairness and discrimination: English
versus Welsh. European Journal of Social Psychology, 5,323-338.

Brassd, P., Sikking, E., & Bakker, J. (1986). Positie en kansen van etnische
minderheden in Nederlandse ondernemingen [Position and opportu-
nities of ethnic minorities in Dutch enterprises]. Min. of SOZAWE,
Den Haag.

Breakwell, G. (1978). Some effects of marginal identity. In H. Tajfel
(Ed.), Differentiation between social groups. London: Academic
Press.

 rewer, M.B. (1979). Ingroup bias in the minimal intergroup situation: A
 f'      cognitive-motivational analysis. Psychological  Bulletin, 67, 215-230.

Brewer, M.B., & Kramer, R.M. (1985). The psychology of intergroup at-
titudes and behavior. Annual Review of Psychology, 36, 219-243.

Brewer, M.B., & Miller, N.E. (1984). Beyond the contact hypothesis: The-
oretical perspectives. In N.E. Miller, & M.B. Brewer (Eds.), Groups
in conflict: The psychology of desegregation. New York: Academic
Press.

Brigham, J. (1971). Ethnic stereotypes. Psychological Bulletin. 76, 15-38.

Brown, B.B., & Lohr, M.J. (1987). Peer-group affiliation and adolescent
self-esteem: An integration of ego identity and symbolic-interaction
theories. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 47-55.

Brown, R.J. (1978). Divided we fall: An analysis of relations between
sections of a factory workforce. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Differentiation
between social groups: Studies in the social psychology of intergroup
relations. London: Academic Press.

Brown, R.J. (19843). The role of similarity in intergroup relations. In H.
Tajfel (Ed.), The social dimension (vol. 2). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Brown, R.J. (1988). Intergroup relations. In M. Hewstone, W. Stroebe, J.-
P. Codol, & G.M. Stephenson (Eds.), Introduction to social psychol-
ogy. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.



223

Brown, R.J., Condor, S., Mathews, A., Wade, G., & Williams, J. (1986).
Explaining intergroup differentiation in an industrial organization.
Journal of Occupational Psychology, 59, 273-286.

Brown, R., & Smith, A. (1989). Perceptions of and by minority groups:
The case of women in academia. European Journal of Social Psy-
chology, 19,61-75.

Brown, R.J., Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. (1980). Minimal group situations and
intergroup discrimination: Comments on the paper by Aschenbren-
ner & Schaefer. European Journal of Social Psychology. 10,399-
414.

Brown, R., & Turner, J.C. (1981). Interpersonal and intergroup behaviour.
In J.C. Turner, & H. Giles (Eds.), Intergroup behaviour. Oxford:
Basil Blackwell.

Brown, R., & Wade, G. (1987). Superordinate goals and intergroup behav-
iour: The effect of role ambiguity and status on intergroup attitudes
and  task  performance.  European  Journal  of  Social  Psychology,   17,
131-142.

Brown, R.J., & Williams, J. (1984). Group identification: The same thing
to all people? Human Relations, 37, 547-564.

Bruner, J.S., & Goodman, C.C. (1947). Value and need as organizing fac-
tors in perception. Journal   of   Abnormal   and   Social   Psychology.  42,
33-44.

Buss, A.R. (1978). Causes and reasons in attribution theory: A conceptual
critique. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 36, 1311-
1321.

Buys, C.J. (1978). Humans would do better without groups. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 4, 123-125.

Byrne, D., & Wong, T.J. (1968). Racial prejudice, interpersonal attraction
and assumed dissimilarity of attitudes. Journal of Abnormal and So-
cial Psychology. 65,246-253.

Caddick, B. (1981). Equity theory, social identity and intergroup relations.
In L. Wheeler (Ed.), Review of personality and social psychology
(vol. 2). London: Sage.

Caddick, B. (1982). Perceived illegitimacy and intergroup relations. In H.
Taifel (Ed.), Social identity and intergroup relations. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Cairns, E. (1982). Intergroup conflict in Northern Ireland. In H. Tajfel
(Ed.), Social identity and intergroup relations. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Cairns, E., & Mercer, G.W. (1984). Social identity in Northern Ireland.
Human Relations. 37, 1095-1102.

Campbell, D.T. (1965). Ethnocentric and other altruistic motives. In D.
Levine (Ed.), Nebraska symposium on motivation (vol. 13). Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press.



224

Campbell, A. (1971). White attitudes towards black people. Ann Arbor: In-
stitute for Social Research.

Caplan, N. (1970). The new ghetto man: A review of recent empirical
studies, Journal of Social Issues, 26, 59-73.

Caplan, N., & Paige, J.M. (1968). A study of ghetto rioters. Scientific
American, 219, 15-22.

Capozza, D., Bonaldo, E., & Di Maggio, A. (1982). Problems of identity
and social conflict Research on ethnic groups in Italy. In H. Tajfel
(Ed.), Social identity and intergroup relations. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Carnevale, P.J.D., Pruitt, D.G., & Seilheimer, S.D. (1981). Looking and
competing: Accountability and visual access in integrative bar-
gaining. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 40,111-120.

Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek, 1982,1986.
Chapman, L.J. (1967). Illusory correlation in observational report. Journal

of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behaviour. 6, 151-155.
Christie, R., & Jahoda, M. (Eds.). (1954). Studies in the scope and method

of the authoritarian personality. New York: Free Press.
Condor, S. (1986). Sex role beliefs and 'traditional' women: Feminist and

intergroup perspectives. In S. Wilkinson (Ed.), Ferninist social psy-

chology. Milton Keynes: Open University Press.
Condor, S., & Brown, R.J. (1988). Psychological processes in intergroup

conflict. In W. Stroebe, A.W. Kruglanski, D. Bar-Tal, & M.
Hewstone (Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup conflict.
Berlin: Springer-Verlag.

Cook, S.W. (1962). The systematic analysis of socially significant events: A
strategy for social research. Journal of Social Issues, 18, 66-84.

Cook, S.W. (1978). Interpersonal and attitudinal outcomes in cooperating
interracial groups. Journal of Research and Development in Educa-
tion, 12, 97-113.

Cook, T.D., Crosby, F., & Hennigan, K.M. (1977). The construct validity
of relative deprivation. In J.M. Suls & R.L. Miller (Eds.), Social

comparison processes: Theoretical and empirical perspectives,
Washington, D.C.: Halsted-Wiley.

Cooper, J., & Fazio, R.H. (1979). The formation and persistence of atti-
tudes that support intergroup conflict. In W.G. Austin & S. Worchel
(E(is.), The social psychology of intergroup relations. Monterey, CA:
Brooks/Cole.

Crittenden, K.S. (1983). Sociological aspects of attribution. Annual Review
of Sociology, 9, 425-446.

Crocker, J., & Schwartz, I. (1985). Prejudice and ingroup favoritism in a
minimal intergroup situation: Effects of self-esteem. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 11,319-386.

Crosby, F. (1976). A model of egoistical relative deprivation. Psychol-
ogical Review, 83,85-113.



225

Crosby, F. (1982). Re/ative deprivation and working women. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Crosby, F., Bromley, S., & Saxe, L. (1980). Recent unobtrusive studies of
black and white discrimination and prejudice: A literature review.
Psychological  Bulletin. 87, 546-563.

Davies, J.C. (1969). The J-curve of rising and declining satisfaction as a
cause of some great revolutions and a contained rebellion. In H.D.
Graham, & T.R. Gurr (Eds.), The history of violence in America.
New York: Bantam Books.

Davis, J. (1959). A formal interpretation of the theory of relative depri-
vation. Sociometry, 22, 280-296.

Deaux, K. (1976). Sex: A perspective on the attribution perspective. In
J.H. Harvey, W.J. Ickes, & R.F. Kidd (Eds.), New directions in attri-
bution research (vol. 1). Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Deaux, K., & Emswiller, T. (1974). Explanations of successful perfor-
mance on sexlinked tasks: What is skill for the male is luck for the
female. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 29,80-85.

DeRidder, R. (,1980). Agressie in sociale interactie: Waarneming en reactie
[Aggression in social interaction: Perception and reaction]. Unpub-
lished PhD thesis, Tilburg University.

DeRidder, R. (1983). Norm violation in a dyad: The effects of the victims'
attribution of malevolent intent on reactive aggression. Unpublished
manuscript, Tilburg University.

DeRidder, R. (1988). Book review of 'Rediscovering the social group: A
self-categorization theory' by Turner, J.C., Hogg, M.A., Oakes, P.J.,
Reicher, S.D., & Wetherell, M., Social Behaviour. 3, 46-48.

DeRidder, R (in press). Dutch employee relations: Supervisors' and subor-
dinates' perspectives. In R. DeRidder & R. Tripathi (Eds.), Norm
violation and intergroup relations.

DeRidder, R., Kumar, R., & Schruijer. S.G.L. (in press). Intergroup rules
of conflict handling. In R. DeRidder & R. Tripathi (Eds.), Norm
violation and intergroup relations.

DeRidder, R., & Schruijer, S.G.L. (1986). Norm violation, attribution and
intergroup relations: A theoretical proposition and some initial data.
Paper presented at the 7th East-West Meeting of the European As-
sociation of Experimental Social Psychology, Graz, Austria.

DeRidder, R., Schruijer, S.G.L., & Tripathi, R.C. (in press). Norm
violation as a precipitating factor of negative intergroup relations. In
R. DeRidder, & R.C. Tripathi (Eds.), Norm violation and intergroup
relations.

DeRidder, R., & Tripathi (Eds.). (in press). Norm violation and intergroup
relations.



226

DeRidder, R., Tripathi, R.C., Sinha, J.B.P., Poortinga, Y.H., Schruijer,
S.G.L., Ghosh, E., Kumar, R., & Sinha, D. (1985). Psycho-cultural
determinants of intergroup relations: A project proposal. Unpub-
lished manuscript, Tilburg University, The Netherlands; Allahabad
University and ANS Institute of Social Studies, India.

Deschamps, J.C. (1973-1974). L'attribution, la catdgorisation sociale et les
representations intergroupes. Bulletin  de  Psychologie, 27, 710-721.

Deschamps, J.C. (1982). Social attribution. In J. Jaspars, F. Fincham, & M.
Hewstone (E(is.), Attribution theory: Conceptual, developmental and
social dimensions. London: Academic Press.

Deschamps, J.C. (1984). Intergroup relations and categorical identification.
In H. Taifel (Ed.), The social dimension: European developments in
social psychology (vol. 2). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Deschamps, J.C., & Brown, R. (1983). Superordinate goals and intergroup
conflict. British Journal of Social Psychology, 22,189-195.

Deschamps, J.C., & Doise, W. (1978). Crossed category memberships in
intergroup relations. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Differentiations between
social groups: Studies in the social psychology of intergroup re-
lations. London: Academic Press.

Deutsch, M. (1969). Socially relevant science: Reflections on some studies
of interpersonal conflict. American Psychologist. 24, 1076-1092.

Diab, L. (1970). A study of intragroup and intergroup relations among
experimentally produced small groups. Genetic Psychology Mono-
graphs, 82, 49-82.

Dijker, A.J.M. (1987). Emotional reactions to ethnic minorities. European
Journal  of  Social  Psychology. 17, 305-325.

Doise, W. (1978). Groups and individuals: Explanations in social psychol-
ogy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Doise, W.  (1986).  Levels  of  explanation  in  social  psychology.  Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, Editions de la Maison des Sciences de
l'Homme.

Doise, W., Csepeli, G., Dann, H.D., Gouge, C., Larsen, K., & Ostell, A.
(1972). An experimental investigation into the formation of inter-
group representations. European Journal of Social Psychology, 2,
202-204.

Doise, W., Deschamps, J.C., & Meyer, G. (1978). The accentuation of in-
tracategory similarities. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Differentiation between
social groups: Studies in the social psychology of intergroup re-
lations. London: Academic Press.

Doise, W. & Lorenzi-Cioldi, F. (1989). Patterns of differentiation within
and between groups. In J.P. Van Oudenhoven & T.M. Willemsen
(Eds.), Ethnic minorities: Social psychological perspectives.
Amsterdam/Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.



227

Dollard, J., Doob, L.W., Miller, N.E., Mowrer, O.H., & Sears, R.R. (1939).
Frustration and aggression. New Haven, Conn.: Yale University
Press.

Dovidio, J.F., Evans, N., & Tyler, R.B. (1986). Racial stereotypes: The
contents of their cognitive representation. Journal of Experimental
Social  Psychology.  22,22-31.

Druckman, D. (1978). Boundary role conflict: Negotiation as dual re-
sponsiveness. In I.W. Zartman (Ed.), The negotiation process: Theo-
ries and applications. London: Sage.

Dubbelman,   J.E.   (1984).   Vooroordelen   veroordeeld,   feiten   tegen   vooroor-
delen over buitenlanders [Prejudices convicted, facts against pre-
judices about foreigners]. Den Haag: Staatsdrukkerij.

Duncan, B.L. (1976). Differential social perception and attribution of
intergroup violence: Testing the lower limits of stereotyping of
Blacks.  Journal  of  Personality  and  Social  Psychology.  34,590-598.

Eiser, J.R. (1982). Addiction as attribution: Cognitive processes in giving
up smoking. In J.R. Eiser (Ed.), Social psychology and behavioural
medicine. Chicester: Wiley.

Eiser, J.R. (1983). From attributions to behaviour. In M. Hewstone (Ed.),
Attribution theory: Social and functional extensions. Oxford: Basil
Blackwell.

Eiser, J.R. (1987). Interpersonal attributions. In H. Tajfel & C. Fraser
(Eds.), Introducing social psychology. Harmondsworth: Penguin
Books.

Eisinga, R.N., & Scheepers, P.L.H. (1989). Etnocentrisme in Nederland
[Ethnocentrism in The Netherlands]. Nijmegen: ITS.

Ellsworth, P.C., & Carlsmith, J.M. (1968). Effects of eye contact and
verbal content on affective response to a dyadic interaction. Journal

of Personality and Social Psychology, 10,15-20.
Entzinger, H.B. ( 1984). Het minderhedenbeleid [Policy concerning minor-

ities]. Meppel/Amsterdam: Boom.
Eppink, A. (1981). Kind-zijn in twee culturen [Being a child in two cut-

tures]. Deventer.
Eppink, A., Hartman-Eeken, M., & Vreede-de Stuers, C. (1979). Turkse

en Marokkaanse jongeren in Nederland ITurkish and Moroccan
youth in The Netherlands]. Den Haag: Staatsuitgeverij.

Erskine, H. (1968). The polls: Recent opinion on racial problems. Public
Opinion Quarterly, 32, 696-703.

Esmeijer, L., & Luning, M. (1980). Surinamers in de ogen van de Amster-
damse politie [Surinamese in the eyes of Amsterdam police]. In F.
Bovenkerk (Ed.), Omdat zij anders zijn: Patronen van rasdiscrimi-
natie in Nederiand. Meppel/Amsterdam: Boom.

Feagin, J.P. (1972). God helps those who help themselves. Psychology
Today, 6, 101-129.



228

Feather, N.T. (1974). Explanations of poverty in Australian and American
samples: The person, society, or fate? Australian Journal of Psy-
chology, 26, 199-216.

Feather, N.T. (1983). Causal attributions and beliefs about work and un-
employment among adolescents in state and independent secondary
schools. Australian Journal of Psychology. 35,211-232.

Feather, N.T. (1985). Attitudes, values, and attributions: Explanations of
unemployment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 48,
876-889.

Feather, N.T., & Barber, J.G. (1983). Depressive reactions and unemploy-
ment. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 92,185-195.

Feather, N.T., & Davenport, P.R. (1981). Unemployment and depressive
affect A motivational and attributional analysis. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology. 41,422-436.

Feather, N.T., & Simon, J.G. (1975). Reactions to male and female success
and failure in sex-linked occupations: Impressions of personality,
causal attributions, and perceived likelihood of different con-
sequences.  Journal  of  Personality  and  Social  Psychology,  31,20-31.

Feldman, J.M., Crino, M.D., & Velez, J.I. (1980). Categorical inference
and information-processing approaches to the stereotyping process.
Unpublished manuscript, University of Florida (cited by Stephan,
1985).

Feldman-Summers, S., & Kiesler, S.B. (1974). Those who are number two
try harder: The effect of sex on attributions of causality. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology. 30, 846-855.

Ferguson, C.K., & Kelley, H.H. (1964). Significant factors in the over-
evaluation of one's own group product. Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psychology. 66,223-228.

Fincham, F. (1983). Clinical applications of attribution theory: Problems
and prospects. In M. Hewstone (Ed.), Attribution theory: Social and
functional extensions. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention and behavior:
An introduction to theory and research. Reading, Mass.: Addison-
Wesley.

Fiske, S.T., & Taylor, S.E. (1984). Social cognition. New York: Random
House.

Forgas, J.P., Furnham, A., & Frey, D. (1989). Cross-national differences
in attributions of wealth and economic success. The Journal of So-
cial  Psychology, 643-657.

Forsterling, F. (1985). Attributional retraining: A review. Psychological
Bulletin, 98, 495-512.

Forsterling, F., & Rudolph, U. (1988). Situations, attributions, and the
evaluation of reactions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy,54, 225-232.



229

Forsyth, D.R. (1983). An introduction to group dynamics. Pacific Grove,
CA.: Brooks/Cole.

Frank,  3 D.  (1961).  Sanity  and   survival:   Psychological   aspects  of  war  and
peace. London: Barrie & Rockliff (cited in Taylor & Moghaddam).

Freud, S. (1922). Group psychology and the analysis of the ego. London:

Hogarth.
Furnham, A. (19823). Explanations for unemployment in Britain. Euro-

pean Journal of Social Psychology, 12,335-352.
Furnham, A. (1982b). Why are the poor always with us? Explanations of

poverty in Britain. British Journal of Social Psychology, 21,311-
322.

Gaertner, S.L., & McLaughlin, J.P. (1983). Racial stereotypes: Associa-
tions and ascriptions of positive and negative characteristics. Social
Psychology Quarterly, 46,23-30.

Gallagher, A.M. (1989). Social identity and the Northern Ireland Conflict.
Human Relations. 42, 917-935.

Garcia, L.T., Erskine, N., Hawn, K., & Casmay, S.R. (1981). The effect
of affirmative action on attributions about minority members. Jour-

nat of Personality, 49, 427-437.
Garland, H., & Price, K.H. (1977). Attitudes toward women in manage-

ment and attributions for their success and failure in a managerial
position. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62, 29-33.

. erard, H.B., & Hoyt, M.F. (1974). Distinctiveness of social categorization
and attitude toward ingroup members. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 29,836-842.

Ghosh, E., Kumar, R., & Tripathi, R (in press). The communal cauldron:
Relations between Hindus and Muslims in India. In R. DeRidder &
R. Tripathi (,Eds.), Norm violation and intergroup relations.

Giles, H. (1978). Linguistic differentiation in ethnic groups. In H. Tajfe 1
(Ed.), Differentiation between social groups. London: Academic
Press.

Giles, H., & Powesland, P.F. (1975). Speech style and social evaluation.
London: Academic Press.

Gordon, R.A. (1990). Attributions for blue-collar and white-collar crime:
The effects of subject and defendant race on simulated juror deci-
sions. Journal of Applied Social  Psychology. 20,911-983.

Gouldner, A.W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement.
American Sociological Review, 25, 161-118.

Greenberg, J., & Rosenfield, D. (1979). Whites' ethnocentrism and their
attributions for the behaviour of Blacks: A motivational bias. Jour-

nat  of  Personality, 47, 643-657.
Gruisen, T., Janssen, F., & van der Vorst, H. (1987). Bij ons gebeurt dat

niet: Sociaal-kultureel werk en racismebestrijding Ut does not

happen with us: social-cultural work and fight against racism].
Sittard: Offset Kurver Sittard B.V.



.
230

Guimond, S., & Dube-Simard, L. (1983). Relative deprivation theory and
the Quebec nationalist movement The cognitive-emotion distinction
and the person-group deprivation issue. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology. 44,526-535.

Guimond, S., & Palmer, D.L. (1990). Type of academic training and causal
attributions for social problems. European Journal of Social Psy-
chology. 20,61-15.

Guimond, S., & Simard, L.M. (1979). Perception et interpretation des
inegalites economiques entre Francophones et Anglophones au
Quebec. Paper presented to the 40th Congress of the Canadian Psy-
chological Society, Quebec.

Gurin, P., Gurin, G., Lao, R., & Beattie, H. (1969). Internal-external
control in the motivational dynamics of negro youth. Journal of
Social Issues. 25,29-53.

Gurin, P., Miller, A.H., & Gurin, G. (1980). Stratum identification and
consciousness. Social Psychology Quarterly. 43, 30-47.

Gurney, J.N., & Tierney, K.J. (1982). Relative deprivation and social
movements: A critical look at twenty years of theory and research.
The Sociological Quarterly, 23,33-49.

Gurr, T.R. (1970). Why men rebel. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Hagendoorn, L. (19868). Cultuurconflict en vooroordeel [Culture conflict

and prejudice]. Alphen a/d Rijn/Brussel: Samsom.
Hagendoorn, L. (1986b). De etnische hidrarchie: Terughoudendheid ten

opzichte van etnische minderheden [The ethnic hierarchy: Reserva-
tion with respect to ethnic minorities]. Nederiands Tijdschrift voor
de Psychologie, 41, 120-123.

Hagendoorn, L., & Janssen, J. (1983). Rechtsomkeer, rechtsextreme opvat-
tingen bij leerlingen van middelbare scholen [Turn about, extreme
right opinions of pupils of high schools]. Baarn: Ambo.

Hamilton, D.L. (1979). A cognitive-attributional analysis of stereotyping.
In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology
(vol. 12). New York: Academic Press.

Hamilton, D.L. (19818). Cognitive processes in stereotyping and intergroup
behaviour. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Hamilton, D.L. (198 lb). Illusory correlation as a basis for stereotyping. In
D.L. Hamilton (Ed.), Cognitive processes in stereotyping and inter-
group behaviour. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Hamilton, D.L., & Bishop, G.D. (1976). Attitudinal and behavioural ef-
fects of initial integration of white suburban neighbourhoods. Jour-

nal of Social Issues, 32,47-67.
Hamilton, D.L., & Gifford, R.K. (1976). Illusory correlation in interper-

sonal perception: A cognitive basis of stereotypic judgments. Journal
of Experimental Social Psychology, 12, 392-407.



231

Hamilton, D.L., & Rose, T.L. (1980). Illusory correlation and the mainte-
nance of stereotypic beliefs. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 39, 832-845.

Hamilton, V.L. (1978). Who is responsible? Toward a social psychology of
responsibility attribution. Social Psychology. 41, 316-328.

Harvey, J.H., Ickes, W., & Kidd, R.F. (Eds.), (1978). New directions in
attribution research (vol. 2). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Harvey, J.H., & Weary, G. (1984). Current issues in attribution theory and
research. Annual Review of Psychology, 35, 427-549.

Harvey, J.H., & Weary, G. (Eds.), (1985). Attribution: Basic issues and
applications. Orlando: Academic Press.

Hastorf, A.H., & Cantril, H. (1954). They saw a game: A case study. Jour-
nal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 49,129-134.

Reider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. New York:
Wiley.

Hendrick, C., Bixenstine, V.E., & Hawkins, G. (1971). Race vs. belief
similarities as determinants of attraction: A search for a fair test.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 34,159-168.

Hewstone, M. (1988). Attributional biases of intergroup conflict. In W.
Stroebe, A.W. Kruglanski, D. Bar-Tal & M. Hewstone (Eds.), The
social psychology of intergroup conflict. Berlin: Springer Verlag.

Hewstone, M. (19893). Causal attribution: From cognitive processes to
collective beliefs. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Hewstone, M. (1989b). Intergroup attribution: Some implications for the
study of ethnic prejudice. In J.P. van Oudenhoven & T.M. Willem-
sen (Eds.), Ethnic minorities: Social psychological perspectives.
Amsterdam/Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Hewstone, M. (1990). The 'ultimate attribution error'? A review of the
literature on intergroup causal attribution. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 20,311-335.

Hewstone, M., Bond, M., & Wan, K.-C. (1983). Social facts and social at-
tributions: The explanation of intergroup differences in Hong Kong.
Social  Cognition,  2,  142-157.

Hewstone, M., & Brown, R. (Eds.), (1986a). Contact and conflict in inter-
group encounters. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Hewstone, M., & Brown, R. (1986b). Contact is not enough: An intergroup
perspective on the 'contact hypothesis'. In M. Hewstone, & R.
Brown (Eds.). Contact and conflict in intergroup encounters. Oxford:
Basil Blackwell.

Hewstone, M., & Jaspars, J.M.F. (19823). Intergroup relations and attri-
bution processes. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Social identity and intergroup
behaviour. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



232

Hewstone, M., & Jaspars, J.M.F. (1982b). Explanations for racial dis-
crimination: The effect of group discussion on intergroup attri-
butions. European Journal of Social Psychology, 12,1-16.

Hewstone, M., & Jaspars, J.M.F. (1984). Social dimensions of attribution.
In H. Tajfel (Ed.), The social dirnension (vol. 2). Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Hewstone, M., Jaspars, J., & Lalljee, M. (1982). Social representations,
social attribution and social identity: The intergroup images of
'Public' and 'Comprehensive' schoolboys. European Journal of So-
cial Psychology. 12, 241-269.

Hewstone, M., Wagner, U., & Machleit, U. (1989). Self-, ingroup, and
outgroup achievement attributions of German and Turkish pupils.
The Journal of Social Psychology, 459-410.

Hewstone, M., & Ward, C. (1985). Ethnocentrism and causal attribution in
Southeast Asia. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 48,
614-623.

Hofstede, G. (1982). Dimensions of national cultures. In R. Rath, H.S.
Asthana, D. Sinha, & J.B.P. Sinha (Eds.), Diversity and unity in
cross-cultural psychology. Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Hogg, M.A., & Abrams, D. (1988). Social identifications. London:

Routledge.
Homans, G.C. (1950). The human group. New York: Harcourt, Brace.
Homans, G.C. (1961). Social behavior: Its elementary forms. New York:

Harcourt, Brace & World.
Horai, J. (1977). Attributional conflict. Journal of Social Issues, 33, 88-

100.

Horai, J., Lindskold, S., Gahagan, J., & Tedeschi, J. (1969). The effects of
conflict intensity and promisor credibility on a target's behavior.
Psychonomic Science, 14, 73-74 (cited in Rubin & Brown, 1975).

Horwitz, M., & Rabbie, J.M. (1982). Individuality and membership in the
intergroup system. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Social identity and intergroup
relations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Howard, J.A. (19848). Societal influences on attribution: Blaming some
victims more than others. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 47, 494-505.

Howard, J.A. (1984b). The 'normal' victim: The effects of gender stereo-
types on reactions to victims. Social  Psychology  Quarterly,  47,210-
281.

Howard, J.A., & Pike, K.C. (1986). Ideological investment in cognitive
processing: The influence of social statuses on attribution. Social
Psychology Quarterly, 49, 154-167.

Ipso Facto (1986). Turken en Marokkanen in de bijstand [Turks and
Moroccans on social welfare]. Eindrapport. Leiden.



233

Jackson, L.A., Hymes, R.W., & Sullivan, L.A. (1987). The effects of
positive information on evaluations of black and white targets by
black and white subjects. Journal of Socia/ Psycho/ogy, 127, 309-
316.

Jaffe, Y., & Yinon, Y. (1979). Retaliatory aggression in individuals and
groups.  European  Journal  of  Social  Psychology,  9,111-186.

Janis, I.L. (1972). Victims of groupthink. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.
Jaspars, J.M.F., & Fraser, C. (1984). Attitudes and social representations.

In R.M. Farr & S. Moscovici (Eds.), Social representations. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Jaspars, J.M.F., & Hewstone, M. (1982). Cross-cultural interaction, social
attribution and intergroup relations. In S. Bochner (Ed.), Cultures in
contact: Studies in cross-cultural interaction. Oxford: Pergamon
Press.

Jaspars, J.M.F., & Warnaen, S. (1982). Intergroup relations, ethnic identity
and self-evaluation in Indonesia. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Social identity
and intergroup behaviour. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Johnson, D.W. (1967). Use of role reversal in intergroup competition.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 7, 135-141.

Jones, E.E., & Davis, K.E. (1965). From acts to dispositions: The attribu-
tion process in person perception. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in
experimental social psychology (vol. 2). New York: Academic Press.

Jones, E.E., & McGillis, D. (1976). Correspondent inferences and the at-
tribution cube: A comparative reappraisal. In J.H. Harvey, W.J.
Ickes, & R.F. Kidd (Eds.), New directions in attribution research
(vol. 1). Hillsdale, N.J.. Erlbaum.

Jones, E.E., & Nisbett, R.E. (1971). The actor and the observer: Divergent
perceptions of the causes of behavior. New Jersey: General Learning
Press.

Kalmuss, D., Gurin, P., & Townsend, A.L. (1981). Feminist and sympa-
thetic feminist consciousness. European Journal of Social Psychol-
ogy,11, 131-147.

Katz, D., & Braly, K. (1935). Racial prejudice and racial stereotypes of
one hundred college students. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psy-
chology, 28, 180-290.

Kelley, H.H. (1967). Attribution theory in social psychology. Nebraska
Symposium on Motivation, 15,192-238.

Kelley, H.H. (1971 ). Attribution in social interaction. In E.E. Jones, D.E.
Kanouse, H.H. Kelley, R.E. Nisbett, S. Valins, & B. Weiner (Eds.),
Attribution: Perceiving the causes of behavior. Morristown, N.J.:
General Learning Press.

Kelley, H.H., & Michela, J.L. (1980). Attribution theory and research. In
M.R. Rosenzweig & L.M. Porter (Eds.), Annual Review of Psychol-
ogy, 31, 457-503.



234

Kelly, C. (1988). Intergroup differentiation in a political context. British
Journal of Social Psychology, 27,319-322.

Kelly, C. (1990). Social identity and intergroup perceptions in minority-
majority contexts. Human Relations, 583-599.

Kerssemakers, L. & DeRidder, R. (1989). The aggravation of intergroup
conflict: Effects of pre-existing negative attitudes. Paper presented
at the 2nd Regional Conference of the International Association for
Cross-Cultural Psychology, Amsterdam, The Netherlands.

King, J. (1983). Attribution theory and the Health Belief Model. In M.
Hewstone (Ed.), Attribution theory: Social and functional extensions.
Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Klimoski, R.J. (1978). Simulation methodologies in experimental research
on negotiation by representatives. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 22,
61-77.

Kramer, R.M., & Brewer, M.B. (1984). Effects of group identity on re-
source use in a simulated commons dilemma. Journal of Personality
and  Social  Psychology, 46,1044-1051.

Kutner, B., Wilkins, C., & Yarrow, P. (1952). Verbal attitudes and overt
behavior involving racial prejudice. Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, 47,649-652.

LaPiere, R.T. (1934). Attitudes versus actions. Social Forces, 13, 230-237.
Lau, R.R. (1989). Individual and contextual influences on group identifi-

cation. Social Psychology Quarterly, 52, 220-231.
Lautmann,  R.  (1911).  Wert  und   Norm.  Begriffanalysen  fur  die  Soziologie

(2nd ed.). Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag Opladen.
LeBon, G. (1896). The crowd:   A   study  o f   the   popular   mind. New York:

Macmillan.
Lee, S.S. (1987). Attributions and performance: The effects of sex role

identity and sex-typed tasks. Journal   of   Social   Psychology,   127,
151-157.

Lemaine, G., & Kaszterstein, J. (1972). Recherches sur l'originalitd so-
ciale, la diffdrentiation, et l'incomparabilitd. Bulletin de Psy-
chologie, 25, 613-693.

Lemyre, L., & Smith, P.M. (1985). Intergroup discrimination and self-
esteem in the minimal group paradigm. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 49, 660-670.

Lewin, K. (1948). Resolving  social conflicts. New York: Harper & Bros.
Lewis, S.A., & Fry, W.R. (1977). Effects of visual access and orientation

on the discovery of integrative bargaining alternatives. Organiza-
tional Behavior and Human Performance, 20,15-92.

Lieberson, S.F., & Silverman, A. (1965). The precipitants and underlying
conditions of race riots. American Sociological Review. 30, 887-898.

Liebkind, K. (1982). The Swedish-speaking Finns: A case study of ethno-
linguistic identity. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Social identity and intergroup
relations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



235

-  Linville, P.W.,
& Jones, E.E. (1980). Polarized appraisals of outgroup

members. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 38,689-
703.

Locksley, A., Ortiz, V., & Hepburn, C. (1980). Social categorization and
discriminatory behavior: Extinguishing the minimal intergroup dis-
crimination effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
39,773-783.

Lodewijkx, H. (1989). Conflict en agressie tussen groepen en individuen
[Conflict and aggression between groups and individuals]. Unpub-
lished PhD-thesis, University of Utrecht, The Netherlands.

Lonner, W.J., & Berry, J.W. (Eds.) (1986). Field methods in cross-cultural
psychology. Beverly Hills: Sage.

Lucassen, J., & Penninx, R. (1985). Nieuwkomers. immigranten en hun
nakomelingen [Newcomers, immigrants and their offspring].
Amsterdam: Meulenhoff.

Luce, R.D., & Raiffa, H. (1957). Games and decisions. New York: Wiley.
Mackie, D.M. (1986). Social identification effects in group polarization.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 720-728.

Macrae, C.N., & Sheperd, J.W. (1989). Stereotypes and social judgements.
British Journal of Social Psychology, 28, 319-325,

Mann, J.F., & Taylor, D.M. (1974). Attribution of causality: Role of eth-
nicity and social class. Journal of Social Psychology, 94,3-13.

94*04argues, J.M., & Yzerbyt, V.Y. (1988). The black sheep effect: Judg-
mental extremity towards ingroup members in inter- and intragroup
situations. European Journal of Social Psychology, 18,287-292.

-argues, J.M., Yzerbyt, V.Y., & Leyens, J.-P. (1988). The 'Black Sheep
Effect': Extremity of judgments towards ingroup members as a
function of group identification. European Journal 0/ Social Psy-
chology, 18,1-16.

Marques, J.M., Yzerbyt, V.Y., & Rijsman, J.B. (1988). Context effects on
intergroup discrimination: In-group bias as a function of experi-
menter's provenance. British  Journal  of  Social  Psychology,  27,301-
318.

Martin, J., Brickman, P., & Murray, A. (1984). Moral outrage and prag-
matism: Explanations for collective action. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 20, 484-496.

Martin, J., & Murray, A. (1983). Distributive injustice and unfair
exchange. In K.S. Cook, D.M. Messick (Eds.), Theories of equity:
Psychological and sociological perspectives. New York: Praeger.

Martin, J., & Murray, A. (1984). Catalysts for collective violence: The
importance of a psychological approach. In R. Folger (Ed.), The
sense of injustice: Social psychological perspectives. New York:
Plenum.



236

Martinez, J.C. (1989). The ingroup bias as a function of differences in
resources within groups. European Journal of Social Psychology. 19,
251-254.

McCauley, C., & Stitt, C.L. (1978). An individual and quantitative
measure of stereotypes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy. 36, 929-940.

McDougall, W. (1920). The group mind. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

McGrath„ J.E. (1966). A social psychological approach to the study of
negotiation. In R. Bowers (Ed.), Studies on behaviour in organiza-
tions: A research symposium. Athens, Georgia: University of
Georgia Press.

McGuire, W.J. (1985). Attitudes and attitude change. In G. Lindzey & E.
Aronson (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology. New York:
Random House.

McGuire, W.J. (1986). The vicissitudes of attitudes and similar representa-
tional constructs in twentieth century psychology. European Journal        of Social Psychology, 16,89-130.

McKirnan, D.J. (1980). The identification of deviance: A conceptualiza-
tion and initial test of a model of social norms. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 10,75-93.

Meertens, R.W. (1985). Interethnische attitudes: Algemene beschouwing en
verkennend onderzoek bij Amsterdamse scholieren [Interethnic atti-
tudes: General consideration and explorative research among Am-
sterdam pupils]. In J. von Grumbkow, D. van Kreveld & P. Stringer         
(Eds.), Toegepaste Sociale Psychologie (deel I). Lisse: Swets &
Zeitlinger.

Messick, D.M., & Mackie, D.M. (1989). Intergroup relations. Annual Re-
view of Psychology, 40, 45-81.

Miller, N.E. (1941). The frustration-aggression hypothesis. Psychological
Review. 48, 337-342.

Miller, D.T., & Ross, M. (1975). Self-serving biases in the attribution of
causality: Fact or fiction? Psychological Bulletin, 82, 213-225.

Milner, D. (1975). Children and race. Harmondsworth, Middlesex:
Penguin.

Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken (1987). Notitie voor de bestrijding van
de werkloosheid onder etnische minderheden [Note for the fight
against unemployment among ethnic minorities]. Den Haag.

Moghaddam, F.M., & Stringer, P. (1986). Trivial and important criteria
for social categorization in the minimal group paradigm. The Jour-

nal of Social Psychology, 126,345-354.
Monson, T.C., & Snyder, M. (1977). Actors, observers and the attribution

process. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 13,89-111.



-9

237

Morley, I.E., & Stephenson, G.M. (1977). The social psychology of bar-
gaining. London: Allen & Unwin.

Morris, R.T. (1956). A typology of norms. American Sociological Review,
21, 610-613.

Moscovici, S. (1976). Social influence and social change. London: Aca-
demic Press.

Moscovici, S. (1984). The phenomenon of social representations. In R.M.
Farr & S. Moscovici (Eds.), Social representations. Cambridge/Paris:
Cambridge University Press, Maison des Sciences de l'Homme.

Moscovici, S., & Faucheux, C. (1972). Social influence, conformity bias,
and the study of active minorities. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances
in experimental social psychology (vol. 6). New York: Academic
Press.

Mummendey, A. (undated). Interpersonal and intergroup aggression:
Some preliminary thoughts and results. Unpublished manuscript,
University of MOnster, MOnster.

Mummendey, A., Linneweber, V., & Loschper, G. (19843). Aggression:
From act to interaction. In A. Mummendey (Ed.), Social psychology
of aggression: From individual behavior to social interaction.
Heidelberg, New York: Springer.

Mummendey, A., & Otten, S. (1989). Perspective-specific differences in
the segmentation and evaluation of aggressive interaction sequences.

European Journal of Social Psychology, 19,23-40.
Mummendey, A., & Schreiber, H.J. (1983). Better or different? Positive

social identity by discrimination against or differentiation from
outgroups. European Journal of Social Psychology,  13,389-391.

Mummendey, A., & Schreiber, H.J. (1984). 'Different' just means 'better':
Some obvious and some hidden pathways to in-group favouritism.
British Journal of Social Psychology, 23,363-368.

Mummendey, A., & Simon, B. (1989). Better or different? III: The impact
of importance of comparison dimension and relative in-group size
upon intergroup discrimination. British Journal of Social Psychol-
ogy. 28,1-16.

Naqvi, N. (1980). Relative deprivation and attribution of blame in com-
munal riots. Unpublished PhD-thesis, Allahabad: Allahabad Uni-
versity.

Nemeth, C. (1972). A critical analysis of research utilizing the Prisoner's
Dilemma paradigm for the study of bargaining. In L. Berkowitz
(,Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (vol. 6). New
York: Academic Press.

Nesdale, A.R., & Rule, B.G. (1977). An attributional perspective on ag-
gression. Unpublished manuscript, University of Alberta (cited in
DeRidder, 1980).

Newcomb, T.M. (1950). Social psychology. New York: Dryden.



--

238

Newcomb, T.M, Turner, R.H., & Converse, P.E. (1965). Social psychol-
ogy: A study of human interaction (2nd revised edition). London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd.

Ng, S.H. (1981). Equity theory and the allocation of rewards between
groups. European Journal of Social Psychology,  11,439-443.

Ng, S.H. (1982). Power and intergroup discrimination. In H. Tajfel (Ed.),
Social identity and intergroup behaviour, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Ng, S.H. (1984). Equity and social categorization effects on intergroup
allocation of rewards. European Journal of Social Psychology, 23,
165-172.

Ng. S.H. (1985). Biases in reward allocation resulting from personal status,
group status, and allocation procedure. Australian Journal of Psy-
chology, 37, 297-307.

Ng, S.H. (1986). Equity, intergroup bias and interpersonal bias in reward
allocation. European Journal of Social Psychology, 16, 239-255.

Oakes, P.J., & Turner, J.C. (1980). Social categorization and intergroup
behaviour: Does minimal group discrimination make social identity
more positive? European Journal of Social Psychology, 10. 295-301.

Olson, J.M., Herman, C.P., & Zanna, M.P. (1986). Relative deprivation and
social comparison: The Ontario Symposium (vol. 4). Hillsdale, N.J..
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Paicheler, G., & Darmon, G. (1978). Rdprdsentations majoritaires et mi-
noritaires et relations intergroupes. Bulletin de Psychologie, 31, 170-
180.

Pandey, J., Sinha, Y., Prakash, A., & Tripathi, R.C. (1982). Right-left
political ideologies and attribution of the causes of poverty. Euro-
pean Journal of Social Psychology, 12, 327-331.

Penninx, R. (1983). Migration, minorities and policy in The Netherlands:
Recent trends and developments. SOPEMI-report for the OECD,
Ministerie van WVC, Rijswijk.

Penninx, R. (1985). Onderzoek en beleid met betrekking tot minderheden
in Nederland [Research and policy concerning minorities in The
Netherlands]. In A. Martens & F. Moulaert (Eds.), Buitenlandse
minderheden in Viaanderen-Belgie: Wetenschappelijke inzichten en
overheidsbeleid. Antwerpen/Amsterdam: De Nederlandse Boek-
handel.

Penninx, R. (1988). Minderheidsvorming en emancipatie [Minority for-
mation and emancipation]. Alphen a/d Rijn/Brussel: Samsom.

Pepitone, A. (1976). Toward a normative and comparative biocultural so-
cial psychology. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 34.
641-653.



-9

239

Peplau, L.A., Russell, D., & Heim, M. (1979). An attributional analysis of
loneliness. In I. Frieze, D. Bar-Tal & J. Carroll (Eds.), Attribution
theory:  Applications to social  problems. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Peters, L.H., Terborg, J.R., & Taynor, J. (1974). Women as managers
scale: A measure of attitudes toward women in management posi-
tions.   JSAS   CATALOG   of   selected   documents   in   Psychology,   27,
(Ms. No. 585) (cited by Garland & Price, 1977).

Peterson, C., & Seligman, M. (1984). Causal explanation as a risk factor
for depression: Theory and evidence. Psychological Review, 91,341-

- 374.

Pettigrew, T.F. (1958). Personality and sociocultural factors in intergroup
attitudes: A cross-cultural comparison. Journal of Conflict Resolu-
tion. 2, 29-42.

Pettigrew, T.F. (1964). The profile of the Negro American. Princeton, N.J.:
Van Nostrand.

Pettigrew, T.F . (1971). Racially separate or together? New York:

McGraw-Hill.
Pettigrew, T.F. (1979). The ultimate attribution error: Extending Allport's

cognitive analysis of prejudice. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 5, 461-476.

Pettigrew, T.F. (1986). The intergroup contact hypothesis reconsidered. In
M. Hewstone, & R. Brown (Eds.). Contact and conflict in intergroup
encounters. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Pettigrew, T.F., & Martin, J. (1989). Organizational inclusion of minority
groups: A social psychological analysis. In J.P. Van Oudenhoven &
T M.  Willemsen  (Eds.),   Ethnic   minorities:   Social   psychological   per-
spectives. Amsterdam/Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Petty, R.E., & Cacioppo, J.T. (1981). Attitudes and persuasion: Classic
and contemporary approaches. Dubuque, Iowa: Wm. C. Brown.

Platow, M.J., McClintock, C.G., & Liebrand, W.B.G. (1990). Predicting
intergroup fairness and ingroup bias in the minimal group paradigm.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 20,221-239.·

Pliske, R., & Smith, K. (1979). Semantic categorization in a linear order
problem. Memory and Cognition, 4, 297-302.

Poortinga, Y.H., Schruijer, S.G.L., & DeRidder, R. (1987). Social respon-
sibility in a migrant group. Paper presented at the First Regional
North American Conference of the International Association for
Cross-Cultural Psychology, Kingston, Canada.

Poortinga, Y.H., Schruijer, S.G.L., DeRidder, R., & Janssen, X. (1990).
Reacties op normschendingen: Verschillen tussen Turkse migranten
en autochtonen Nederianders [Reactions to norm violations: Dif-
ferences between Turkish migrants and autochthonous Dutch]. De
Psycholoog, 25, 451-459.



./.-

240

Poortinga, Y.H., Van de Vijver, F.J.R., Joe, R.C., & Van de Koppel,
J.M.H. (1987). Peeling the onion called culture: A synopsis. In C.
Kagit basi (Ed.), Growth and progress in cross-cultural psychology.
Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Pruitt, D.G. (1981). Negotiation behavior. New York: Academic Press.
Pruitt, D.G., & Kimmel, M.J. (1977). Twenty years of experimental

gaming: Critique, synthesis and suggestions for the future. Annual
Review of Psychology. 28,363-392.

Pruitt, D.G., Kimmel, M.J., Britton, S., Carnevale, P.J.D., Magenau, J.M.,
Peragallo, J., & Engram, P. (1978). The effect of accountability and
surveillance on integrative bargaining. In H. Sauermann (Ed.), Con-
tributions to experimental economics. TObingen: Mohr.

Quattrone, G.A. (1986). On the perception of a group's variability. In S.
Worchel & W. Austin (Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup re-
lations. Chicago: Nelson.

Quattrone, G.A., & Jones, E.E. (1980). The perception of variability with-
in in-groups and out-groups: Implications for the law of small num-
bers. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 38, 141-152.

Raaymakers, Q. (1986). Politieke intolerantie bij middelbare scholieren
[Political intolerance with high school pupils]. In Congresboek
Jeugdonderzoek. Utrecht (cited by Eisinga & Scheepers, 1989).

Rabbie, J.M. (1979). Competitie en cooperatie tussen groepen
[Competition and cooperation between groups]. In J.M.F. Jaspars &
R. van der Vlist (Eds.), Sociale psychologie in Nederland II: De
kleine groep. Deventer: Van Loghum Slaterus.

Rabbie, J.M. (1982). The effects of intergroup competition and coopera-
tion on intragroup and intergroup relationships. In V. Derlega & J.
Grzelak (Eds.), Cooperation and helping behavior: Theories and re-
search. Academic Press.

Rabbie, J.M., Benoist, J., Oosterbaan, H., & Visser, L. (1974). Differential
power and effects of expected competitive and cooperative inter-
group interaction on intragroup and outgroup attitudes. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 30,46-56.

Rabbie, J.M., & Horwitz, M. (1969). The arousal of ingroup-outgroup
bias by a chance win or loss. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 69, 223-228.

Rabbie, J.M., & Horwitz, M. (1982). Conflicts and aggre,ssion among indi-
viduals and groups. In H. Hiebsch, H. Brandstatter & H. Kelley
CE(is.), Proceedings of the XXIInd international congress of psy-
chology, Leipzig, DDR (cited in Rabbie & Lodewijkx, 1983).

Rabbie, J.M., & Horwitz, M. (1988). Categories versus groups as explan-
atory concepts in intergroup relations. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 18,117-123.



241

Rabbie, J.M. & Lodewijkx, H. (1983). Differences in reactive and dis-
mental aggression between individuals and groups. Paper presented
at the European-Israeli Conference in Group Processes in intergroup
conflict. Israel, october 14-17.

Rabbie, J.M., & Lodewijkx, H. (1987). Een interactief gedragsmodel: Een
poging tot integratie [An interactive model of behaviour: An attempt
at integration]. In A. Van Knippenberg, M. Poppe, J. Extra, G.J.
Kok & E. Seydel (Eds.), Fundamentele sociale psychologie (vol. 2).
Tilburg: Tilburg University Press.

Rabbie, J.M., Schot, J.C., & Visser, L. (1989). Social identity theory: A
conceptual and empirical critique from the perspective of a behav-
ioural  interaction  model.  European  Journal  of  Social  Psychology,   19,
171-202.

Rabbie, J.M., & Visser, L. (1983). Deindividuatie en de ontwikkeling van
normen in groepen beschouwd. Een veldexperiment.
[Deindividuation and the development of norms in groups of
observers. A fieldexperiment]. In R. van der Vlist (Eds.), Sociale

psychologie  in  Nederland  IV:  Samenleving  en individu. Deventer:
Van Loghum Slaterus.

Rabbie, J.M., & Wilkens, G. (1971). Intergroup competition and its effect
on intragroup and intergroup relations. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 1,215-234.

Rapoport, A., & Chammah, A.M. (1965). Prisoner's dilemma: A study in
conflict and cooperation. Ann Arbor. University of Michigan Press.

Reicher, S.D. (1984). The St. Paul's riot: An explanation of the limits of
crowd action in terms of a social identity model. European Journal

of Social Psychology, 14,1-21.
Rijsman, J.B . (1974). Factors in social comparison of performance in-

fluencing actual performance. European Journal of Social Psychol-
Ogy.4, 279-311.

Rijsman, J.B. (1978). Sociale psychologie [Social psychology]. In H.C.J.
Duijker (Ed.), Psychologie vandaag. Deventer: Van Loghum Sla-
terus.

Rijsman, J.B. (1980). Sociale vergelijking: Een theoretische analyse [Social
comparison: A theoretical analysis]. In J.B. Rijsman & H. Wilke
(Eds.), Sociale vergelijkingsprocessen. Deventer. Van Loghum
Slaterus.

Rijsman, J.B. (19838). Groepskenmerken en individueel gedrag [Group
characteristics and individual behaviour]. In P.J.D. Drenth, H.
Thierry, P.J. Willems & Ch. J. de Wolff (Eds.), Handboek arbeids-
en organisatiepsychologie. Deventer. Van Loghum Slaterus.

Rijsman, J.B. (1983b). The dynamics of social competition in personal and
categorical comparison situations. In W. Doise & S. Moscovici (Eds.),
Current issues in European social psychology (vol. 1). London: Cam-
bridge University Press.



242

Riordan, C. (1978). Equal status interracial contact A review and revision
of the concept. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 2,
161-185.

Rokeach, M. (1960). The open  and  closed  mind. New York: Basic Books.
Rokeach, M. (1968). Beliefs. attitudes and values. San Francisco: Jossey-

Bass.
Rokeach, M., & Mezei, L. (1966). Race and shared beliefs as factors in

social choice. Science, 151,167-172.
Rokeach, M., Smith, P.W., & Evans, R.I. (1960). Two kinds of prejudice

or one? In M. Rokeach (Ed.), The open and closed mind. New York:
Basic Books.

Rommetveit, R. (1955). Social norms and values. Minneapolis: University
of Minnesota Press.

Rosch, E. (1978). Principles of categorization. In E. Rosch & B.B. Lloyd
(Eds.), Cognition and categorization. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Rosenberg, M.J. (1960). Cognitive reorganization in response to the
hypnotic reversal of attitudinal affect. Journal of Personality, 28,
39-63.

Rosenthal, R. (1973). On the social psychology of the self-fulfilling
prophecy: Further evidence for Pygmalion effects and their me-
diating mechanisms. MSS Modular Pub., 1973 Module, 53, 1-28
(cited in Stephan, 1985).

Ross, L. (1977). The intuitive psychologist and his shortcomings: Dis-
tortions in the attribution process. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances
in experimental social psychology (vol. 10). New York: Academic
Press.

Rothbart, M., Evans, M., & Fulero, S. (1979). Recall for confirming
events: Memory processes and the maintenance of social stereotypes.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 15,343-356.

Rubin,  J.Z.,   &  Brown,  B.R.  (1915).  The   social   psychology   of   bargaining
and negotiation. New York: Academic Press.

Rubovits, P.C., & Maehr, M.L. (1973). Pygmalion black and white. Jour-

nal of Personality and Social Psychology, 25,210-218.
Runciman, W.G. (1966). Relative deprivation and social justice. London:

Routledge and Kegan Paul.
Rutten, P. (1987). Waarneming van normen en normschendingen door Tur-

ken en Nederlanders [Perception of norms and norm violations by
Turks and Dutch]. Unpublished MA-thesis, Tilburg University.

Rutter, D.R., Stephenson, G.M., & Dewey, M.E. (1981). Visual communi-
cation and the content and style of conversation. British Journal of
Social Psychology, 20, 41-52.

Ryen, A.H., & Kahn, A. (1975). The effects of intergroup orientation on
group attitudes and proxemic behavior: A test of two models. Jour-

nat of Personality and Social Psychology, 31, 302-310.



243

Sachdev, I., & Bourhis, R.Y. (1984). Minimal majorities and minorities.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 14,35-52.

Sachdev, I., & Bourhis, R.Y. (1985). Social categorization and power dif-
ferentials in group relations. European Journal of Social Psychology,
15,415-434.

Sachdev, I., & Bourhis, R.Y. (1987). Status differentials and intergroup
behaviour.  European  Journal  of  Social  Psychology.  17,211-293.

Sagar, H.A., & Schofield, J.W. (1980). Racial and behavioral cues in Black
and White children's perceptions of ambiguously aggressive acts.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39. 590-598.

Schaller, M., & Maass, A. (1987). Illusory correlation and socia/ cate-
gorization: Toward an integration of motivational and cognitive fac-
tors in stereotype formation. Unpublished MS, Arizona State Uni-
versity (cited in Brown & Smith, 1989).

Schaufeli, W.B. (1988). Perceiving the causes of unemployment An eval-
uation of the Causal Dimensions Scale in a real-life situation.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 54,341-356.

Schein, E.H. (1980). Organizational psychology (3rd ed.). New York:
Wiley.

Schiffman, R., & Wicklund, R.A. (1988). Eine kritik der Social Identity
Theory von Tajfel & Turner. Zeitschrift fur Sozialpsychologie,
159-174.

Schlenker, B.R., & Miller, R.S. (1977). Egocentrism in groups: Self-
serving biases or logical information processing? Journal of Per-

sonality and Social Psychology, 35, 755-764.
Schruijer, S.G.L. 0982). De invioed van personalisme op reactieve agres-

sie: Een discrepantie tussen woorden en daden IThe influence of
personalism on reactive aggression: A discrepance between words
and deeds]. Unpublished MA-thesis, Tilburg University.

Schruijer, S.G.L. (1985). Potential areas of conflict between the autoch-
thonous and allochthonous populations in The Netherlands: A pre-
liminary report. Unpublished manuscript, Tilburg University.

Schruijer, S.G.L. (1986). Intergroepsverhoudingen in organisaties [Inter-
group relations in organizations]. In J. von Grumbkow (Ed.), Werk
en organisatie (vol. 1). Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Schruijer, S.G.L. (in press). The relationship between autochthonous
Dutch and allochthonous Turks in The Netherlands and their reac-
tions to norm violations. In R. DeRidder, & R.C. Tripathi (Eds.),
Norm violation and intergroup relations.

SQhruijer, S.G.L. (1990). Book review of 'Social identifications' by M.A.
Hogg & D. Abrams, Social behaviour, 6, 66-67.



244

Schruijer, S.G.L., Blanz, M., Mummendey, A., Tedeschi, J., Banfai, B.,
Dittmar, H., Kleibaumhiiter, P., Mahjoub, A., Mandrosz-
Wroblewska, J., Molinari, L., & Petillon, X. (1989). The group-
serving bias in the explanation and evaluation of harm-doing
behaviour. Unpublished manuscript, Tilburg University.

Schruijer, S.G.L., & DeRidder, R. (1988). Evaluation of norm violations
and reactions to norm violations by members of different 'cultural'
groups. In J.W. Berry, & R.C. Annis (Eds.), Ethnic psychology.
Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Schruijer, S.G.L., DeRidder, R., & Poortinga, Y.H. (1986). Norm viola-
tions and the relationship between the Dutch autochthones and the
Turkish allochthones in The Netherlands. Paper presented at the 8th
International Conference on Cross-Cultural Psychology of the In-
ternational Association of Cross-Cultural Psychology, Istanbul,
Turkey.

Schruijer, S.G.L., DeRidder, R., Poortinga, Y.H., & Tripathi, R.C. (1986).
Norm violations and intergroup research: A framework for research.
In L.H. Ekstrand (Ed.), Ethnic minorities and immigrants in a cross-
cultural perspective. Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Schruijer, S.G.L., & Lemmers, L. (1988). Intergroup explanations and
evaluations by Turks and Dutch of norm violating ingroup and out-
group behaviour. Unpublished manuscript, Tilburg University.

Schumacher, P. (1987). De minderheden: 700.000 migranten minder gelijk
[The minorities: 700.000 migrants less equal]. Amsterdam: Van
Gennep.

Schuman, H., & Johnson, M.P. (1976). Attitudes and behavior. Annual Re-
view of Sociology. 2, 161-207.

Sears, D.O., & McConahey, J.S. (1970). Racial socialization, comparison
levels, and the Watts riot. Journal of Social Issues, 26,121-140.

Shaffer, L.S. (1983). Toward Pepitone's vision of normative social psy-
chology: What is a social norm? Journal of Mind and Behavior, 4,
275-294.

Shaver, K.G. (1983). An introduction to attribution processes. Hillsdale,
N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Sherif, M. (1935). A study of some social factors in perception. Archives
of  Psychology,  27. No.  187.

Sherif, M. (1966). In common predicament: Social psychology of inter-
group conflict and cooperation. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Sherif, M. (1967). Group conflict and cooperation. London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul.

Sherif, M., Harvey, O.J., White, B.J., Hood, W.R., & Sherif, C.W. (1961).
Intergroup cooperation and competition: The Robbers' Cave exper-
iment. Norman, Okla.: University Book Exchange.



245

Sherif, M., & Sherif, C.W. (1953). Groups in harmony and tension. New
York : Harper Brothers.

Sherif, M., & Sherif, C.W. (1969). Social psychology (3rd ed.). New York:
Harper & Row.

Sherif, M., & Sherif, C.W. (1979). Research on intergroup relations. In
W.G. Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of
intergroup relations. Monterey, California: Brooks/Vote Publishing
Company.

Shotola, R.W. (1970). Cooperation and interpersonal risk. Dissertation
Abstracts, 31, 1375-A (cited in Rubin & Brown, 1975).

Simon, B., & Brown, R. (1987). Perceived homogeneity in minority-ma-
jority contexts. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53,
703-711.

Singh, R., & Sinha, J.B.P. (in press). The darker side of the worker-
manager relationship in a coal area in India. In R. DeRidder & R.
Tripathi (Eds.), Norm violation and intergroup relations.

Skevington, S. (1981). Intergroup relations and nursing. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 11, 43-59.

Snyder, M., & Cantor, N. (1979). Testing hypotheses about other people:
The use of historical knowledge. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 15, 330-342.

Snyder, M., & Swann, W.B. (1978). Hypothesis testing processes in social
interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 36,
12102-1212.

Snyder, M., Tanke, E.D., & Berscheid, E. (1977). Social perception and
interpersonal behavior: On the self-fulfilling nature of social
stereotypes. Journal   of   Personality  and   Social   Psychology,   35,656-
666.

Sousa, E., & Leyens, J.-P. (1987). A priori vs. spontaneous models of at-
tribution: The case of gender and achievement. British Journal of
Social Psychology. 26, 281-292.

St. Claire, L., & Turner, J.C. (1982). The role of demand characteristics in
the social categorization paradigm. European Journal of Social Psy-
chology, 12, 307-314.

Steiner, I.D. (1974). Whatever happened to the group in social psychology.
Journal  of  Experimental  Social  Psychology,  10,94-108.

Steiner, I.D. (1986). Paradigms and groups. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.),
Advances in experimental social psychology (vol. 19). London:
Academic Press.

Stephan, W. (1977). Stereotyping: Role of ingroup-outgroup differences in
causal attribution of behaviour. Journal of Social Psychology, 101,
255-266.



246

Stephan, W. (1985). Intergroup relations. In G. Lindzey & E. Aronson
(Eds.), The handbook of social psychology. New York: Random
House.

Stephan, W. (1987). The contact hypothesis in intergroup relations. In C.
Hendrick (Ed.), Review of Personality and Social Psychology, (vol.9). Newbury Park: Sage.

Stephan, W.G., Rosenfield, D., & Stephan, C. (1976). Egotism in males
and    females.    Journal    of    Personality    and    Social    Psychology,    34.
1161-167.

Stephenson, G.M. (1981). Intergroup bargaining and negotiation. In J.C.
Turner, & H. Giles (Eds.), Intergroup behaviour. Oxford: Basil
Blackwell.

Stephenson, G.M. (1984). Intergroup and interpersonal dimensions of bar-
gaining and negotiation. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), The social dimension:
European developments in social psychology (vol. 2). Cambridge &
Paris: Cambridge University Press and Editions 'de la Maison des
Sciences de l'Homme.

Stephenson, G.M., & Allen, P.T. (1987). Bargaining and industrial rela-
tions. In P. Warr (Ed.), Psychology at work (3rd ed.). London:
Penguin Books.

Stephenson, G.M., Ayling, K., & Rutter, D.R. (1976). The role of visual
communication in social exchange. British Journal of Social and
Clinical Psychology. 15,113-120.

Stephenson, G.M., Brotherton, C.J., Skinner, M.R., & Delafield, G.
(1983). Size of organization and attitudes at work. Industrial Rela-
tions Journal, 14, 28-40.

Stephenson, G.M., Skinner, M., & Brotherton, C.J. (1976). Group partici-
pation and intergroup relations: An experimental study of negotia-
tion groups. European Journal of Social Psychology. 6.51-70.

Stouffer, S.A., Lumsdaine, M.H., Williams, R.M., Smith, M.B., Janis, I.L.,
Star, S.A., & Cottrell, L.S. (1949). The American soldier: Combat
and its aftermath (vol. 2). New York: Wiley.

Struch, N., & Schwartz, S.H. (1989). Intergroup aggression: Its predictors
and distinctness from in-group bias. Journal of Personality and So-
cial Psychology, 56, 364-373.

Suls, J.M., & Miller, R. (1977). Social comparison processes. New York:
Wiley.

Sumner, W.G. (1906). Folkways, Boston: Ginn.
Sussman, M.B., & Weil, W.B. (1960). An experimental study on the effects

of group interaction upon the behaviour of diabetic children. Inter-

national Journal of Social Psychiatry, 6,120-125.
Syroit, 3. (1984). Interpersonal injustice: A psychological analysis il-lustrated with empirical research. PhD-thesis, Tilburg University.



247

Syroit, J., & von Grumbkow, J. (1977). Hoe billijk is billijk? Toetsing van
een sociaal vergelijkingsmodel van billijkheid (How equitable is
equitable? Test of a social comparison model of equity). Nederlands
Tijdschrift voor de Psychologie, 32,411-482.

Syroit, J., & Rijsman, J.B. (1980). Effecten van beloningsvergelijking [Ef-
fects of reward comparison]. In J.B. Rijsman & H.A.M. Wilke
(Eds.), Sociale vergelijkingsprocessen. Deventer: Van Loghum
Slaterus.

Tajfel, H. (1957). Value and the perceptual judgement of magnitude. Psy-
chological Review, 64, 192-204.

Tajfel, H. (1969). Cognitive aspects of prejudice. Journal of Social Issues,
25,79-97.

Tajfel, H. (1972). Experiments in a vacuum. In J. Israel & H. Tajfe 1
(Eds.), The context of social psychology. London: Academic Press.

Tajfel, H. (1978). Interindividual behaviour and intergroup behaviour. In
H. Taifel (Ed.), Differentiation between social groups:  Studies in the
social psychology of intergroup relations. London: Academic Press.

Tajfel, H. (1980). Experimental studies of intergroup behaviour. In M.
Jeeves (Ed.), Psychology survey (vol. 3), London: George Allen &
Unwin.

Tajfel,  H.  (198 la). Social stereotypes and social groups.  In J.C. Turner  &
H. Giles (Eds.), Intergroup behaviour. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.=+'ajfel, H. (1981b). Human groups and social categories: Studies in social
psychology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Tajfel, H. (19823). Social identity and intergroup behaviour. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Tajfel, H. (1982b).Social psychology of intergroup relations. Annual Re-
view of Psychology. 33,1-39.

Tajfel, H. (1987). Intergroup behaviour: I Individualistic perspectives. In
H. Taifel & C. Fraser (Eds.), Introducing social psychology. Har-
mondsworth: Penguin Books.

Tajfel, H., Billig, M.G., Bundy, R.P., & Flament, C. (1971). Social cate-
gorization and intergroup behaviour. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 1, 149-178.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup con-
flict. In W.G. Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of
intergroup relations. Monterey, California: Brooks/Cole Publishing
Company.

Tajfel, H., & Wilkes, A.L. (1963). Classification and quantitative judge-
ment. British Journal of Psychology. 54,101-114.

Taylor, D.M., & Doria, J.R. (1981). Self-serving and group-serving bias in
attribution. Journal of Social Psychology, 113, 201-211.



248

Taylor, D.M., Doria, J., & Tyler, J.K. (1983). Group performance and co-
hesiveness: An attributional analysis. Journal of Social Psychology.
119,187-198.

Taylor, D.M., & Gardner, R.C. (1969). Ethnic stereotypes: Their effects
on the perception of communications of varying credibility. Cana-
dian Journal of Psychology, 23, 161-113.

Taylor, D.M., & Jaggi, V. (1974). Ethnocentrism and causal attribution in
a South Indian context. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 5,
162-171.

Taylor, D.M., & McKirnan, D.J. (1984). A five-stage model of intergroup
»-« relations. British Journal of Social Psychology, 23,291-300.
Taylor, D.M., & Moghaddam, F.M. (1987). Theories of intergroup rela-

tions: International social psychological perspectives. New York:
Praeger.

Taylor, D.M., Moghaddam, F.M., & Bellerose, J. (1989). Social compar-
ison in a group context. The Journal of Social Psychology, 129,499-
515.

Taylor, D.M., Moghaddam, F.M., Gamble, I., & Zellerer, E. (1987). Dis-
advantaged group responses to perceived inequality: From passive
acceptance to collective action. Journal   of  Social   Psychology,  127,
259-272.

Taylor, D.M., & Tyler, J.K. (1987). Group members' responses to group-
serving attributions for success and failure. Journal of Social Psy-
chology, 126, 775-781.

Taylor, D.M., Wong-Rieger, D., McKirnan, D.J., & Bercusson, J. (1982).
Interpreting and coping with threat in the context of intergroup re-
lations. Journal  of  Social  Psychology, 117, 257-269.

Taylor, S.E., Fiske, S.T., Etcoff, N.L., & Ruderman, A.J. (1978).
Categorical and contextual bases of person memory and stereo-
typing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36,118-193.

Tedeschi, J.T. (1981). Impression management theory and social psychol-
ogical research. New York: Academic Press.

Tesser, A. (1980). Self-esteem maintenance in family dynamics. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 39, 77-91.

Thibaut, J.W., & Kelley, H.H. (1959). The social psychology of groups.
New York: Wiley.

Thibaut, J.W., & Riecken, H.W. (1955). Some determinants and conse-
quences of the perception of social causality. Journal of Personality,
24,113-133.

Thomas, W.I., & Znaniecki, F. (1918-1920). The Polish peasant in Europe
and America. Boston: Badger (cited in Jaspars & Fraser, 1984).

Topagrin, H., & Baardewijk, C. van. (1987). Als Turken zich organiseren
[When Turks organize themselves]. Tilburg: Compuprint.



249

Tripathi, R.C., & Ansari, M.J. (1980). Resolution of communal conflicts:
Relating ethnicity and relative deprivation to conflict resolution
modes. Paper presented    on the seminar on 'Intergroup relations',
Department of Psychology, Allahabad University, India.

Tripathi, R.C., Ghosh, E., & Kumar, R. (1987). Reactions to norm viola-
tion in the Hindu-Muslim relationship in India. Paper presented at

the First Regional North American Conference of the International
Association for Cross-Cultural Psychology, Kingston, Canada.

Tripathi, R.C., & Srivastava, R. (1981). Relative deprivation and
intergroup attitudes. European   Journal   of   Social    Psychology,   11,
313-318.

Turner, J. (1975). Social comparison and social identity: Some prospects
for  intergroup behaviour.  European  Journal  of  Social  Psychology,  5,
5-34.

Turner, J. (1978). Social categorization and social discrimination in the
minimal group paradigm. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Differentiation between
social groups: Studies in the social psychology of intergroup rela-
tions. London: Academic Press.

Turner, J.- (1981). The experimental social psychology of intergroup be-
haviour. In J.C. Turner, & H. Giles (Eds.), Intergroup behaviour.
Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

-:-E:3urner, J.C., & Brown, R.J. (1978). Social status, cognitive alternatives
and intergroup relations. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Differentiation between
social groups. London: Academic Press.

Turner, J.C., & Giles, H. (1981). Introduction: The social psychology of
intergroup behaviour. In J.C. Turner & H. Giles (Eds.), Intergroup
behaviour. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Turner, J.C., & Giles, H. (198 lb). Intergroup behaviour. Oxford: Basil
Blackwell.

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

Oxford and New York: Basil Blackwell.
Turner, R.H., & Killian, L.W. (1972). Collective behavior (2nd ed.).

Englewood Cliffs, N .J.: Prentice-Hall.
Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1973). Availability: A heuristic for

judging frequency and probability. Cognitive   Psychology,   5,207 -
232.

Tyerman, A., & Spencer, C. (1983). A critical test of the Sherifs Robber's
cave experiments: Intergroup competition and cooperation between
groups of well-acquainted individuals. Small Group Behavior. 14,
515-531.

Vala, J., Monteiro, M., & Leyens, J.-P. (1988). Perception of violence as a
function of observer's ideology and actor's group membership.
British Journal  of  Social  Psychology,  27,231-231.



250

Vanbeselaere, N. (1987). The effects of dichotomous and crossed social
categorizations upon intergroup discrimination. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 17,143-156.

Van Knippenberg, A. (1978). Status differences, comparative relevance
and intergroup differentiation. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Differentiation
between social groups: Studies in the social psychology of intergroup
relations. London: Academic Press.

Van Knippenberg, A. (1984). Intergroup differences in group perceptions.
In H. Tajfel (Ed.), The social dimension: European developments in
social psychology (vol. 2). Cambridge & Paris: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press and Editions de la Maison des Sciences de l'Homme.

Van Knippenberg, A. (1986). Group-serving attribution bias as a function
of intra- and intergroup re/ations. Paper presented at the 2 lst
International Congress of Applied Psychology, Jerusalem, Israel.

Van Knippenberg, A. (1989). Strategies of identity management. In J.P.
Van Oudenhoven & T.M. Willemsen (Eds.), Ethnic minorities: Social
psychological perspectives. Amsterdam/Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Van Knippenberg, A., & Van Oers, H. (1984). Social identity and equity
concerns in intergroup perceptions. British Journal of Social Psy-
chology, 23,351-361.

Vanneman, R.D., & Pettigrew, T.F. (1972). Race and relative deprivation
in the United States. Race, 13, 461-486.

Van Oudenhoven, J.P. (1989). Improving interethnic relationships: How
effective is cooperation? In J.P. Van Oudenhoven & T.M. Willemsen
(Eds.), Ethnic minorities: Social psychological perspectives.
Amsterdam/Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Van Praag, S.C.P. (1981). Allochtonen: Huisvesting en spreiding IA\-
lochthones: Housing and dispersal]. SCP Cahier nr. 22, Den Haag:
Staatsuitgeverij.

Vaughan, G.M. (1978). Social categorization and intergroup behaviour in
children. In H. Tajfel (ed.), Differentiation between social groups:
Studies in the social psychology of intergroup relations. London:
Academic Press.

Vermeulen, H. (1985). Etnische groepen en grenzen: Surinamers, Chinezen
en Turken [Ethnic groups and boundaries: Surinamese, Chinese and
Turks]. Weesp: Het Wereldcentrum.

Waddell, N., & Cairns, E. (1986). Situational perspectives on social
identity in Northern Ireland. British Journal of Social Psychology,
25, 25-31.

Wagner, U., Lampen, L., & Syllwasschy, J. (1986). In-group inferiority,
social identity and out-group devaluation in a modified minimal
group study. British Journal of Social Psychology, 25, 15-23.



251

Walker, I., & Mann, L. (1987). Unemployment, relative deprivation, and
social protest. Personality  and  Social  Psychology  Bulletin,  13,275-

28.

Walker, I., & Pettigrew, T.F. (1984). Relative deprivation theory: An
overview and conceptual critique. British Journal of Social Psy-
chology, 23, 301-310.

Walraff, G. (1985). Ganz unten. Koln: Kiepenheuer & Witsch.
Wang, G., & McKillip, 1. (1978). Ethnic identification and judgement of

an accident. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 4, 296-299.
Weber, R., & Crocker, J. (1983). Cognitive processes in the revision of

stereotypic beliefs. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology.
45, 961-977.

Weiner, B. (1974). Achievement motivation and attribution theory. Morris-
town, NJ: General Learning Press.

Weiner, B. (1985). An attributional theory of achievement motivation and
emotion. Psychological Review, 92, 548-573.

Wentholt, (1982). Massamedia en buiteniandse werknemers in Nederland
[Mass media and foreign workers in The Netherlands]: NOS pro-
grammadiensten en programma onderzoek.

Wetherell, M. (1978). Cross-cultural studies of minimal groups: Implica-
tions for the social identity theory of intergroup relations. In H.
Tajfel (Ed.), Social identity and intergroup relations. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Whitehead, G.I., Smith, S.H.,& Eichhorn, J.A. (1982). The effect of
subject's race and other's race on judgements of causality for
success and failure. Journal of Personality. 50, 193-202.

Wicker, A.W. (1969). Attitudes versus actions: The relationship of verbal
and overt behavioural responses to attitude objects. Journal of So-

cial /ssues, 25,41-78.
Wilder, D.A. (1986). Social categorization: Implications for creation and

reduction of intergroup bias. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in

experimental social psychology (vol. 19). London: Academic Press.
Wilder, D.A., & Thompson, J.E. (1980). Intergroup contact with inde-

pendent manipulation of in-group and out-group interaction.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 38, 589-603.

Williams, J. (1984). Gender and intergroup behaviour: Towards an inte-
gration. British Journal of Social Psychology, 23,311-316.

Williams, J., & Giles, H. (1978). The changing status of women in society:
An intergroup perspective. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Differentiation be-
tween social groups: Studies in the social psychology of intergroup
relations. London: Academic Press.

Wilson, W., & Katayani, M. (1968). Intergroup attitudes and strategies in
games between opponents of the same or a different race. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology. 9, 24-30.



252

Wish, M., Deutsch, & Kaplan, S.J. (1976). Perceived dimensions of inter-
personal  relations.  Journal  of  Personality  and  Social  Psychology,  33.
409-420.

Wong, P.T.P., & Weiner, B. (1981). When people ask 'why' questions, and
the heuristics of attributional search. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 40,650-663.

Woonsituatie (1982). Woon- en leefsituatie etnische minderheden in Utrecht
[Housing and living situation ethnic minorities in Utrecht]. Dienst
Ruimtelijke Ordening, afdeling Onderzoek.

Worchel, S., Andreoli, V.A., & Folger, R. (1977). Intergroup cooperation
and intergroup attraction: The effect of previous interaction and
outcome on combined effort. Journal of Experimental Social Psy-
chology. 13, 131-140.

Word, C.0., Zanna, M.P., & Cooper, J. (1974). The nonverbal mediation
of self-fulfilling prophecies in interracial interaction. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology. 10,109-120.

Wright, S.C., Taylor, D.M., & Moghaddam, F.M. (1990). Responding to
membership in a disadvantaged group: From acceptance to collective
protest. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58,994-1003.

Yarkin, K.L., Town, J.P., & Wallston, B.S. (1982). Blacks and women must
try harder: Stimulus persons' race and sex attributions of causality.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin. 8,21-24.

Zaccaro, S.J., Peterson, C., & Walker, S. (1987). Self-serving attributions
for individual and group performance. Social Psychology Quarterly,
50,257-263.

Zajonc, R. (1965). Social facilitation. Science, 149, 269-274.
Zajonc, R. (1966). Social  psychology: An experimental approach. Belmont,

California: Brooks/Cole Publishing Company.



253

Appendix 1.

Two-tailed Pearson Correlations between the variables for Turks (left of
diagonal) and Dutch (right of diagonal).

r-i r-o Ogi attin attout frdpre frdfut frdsat

r-i .26** .15 -.12 -.23* 0.01 -.01 .00

r-o .27* -.04 .22* -.25* -.16 -.23* -.02

Ogi .11 -.02 -.46*** -.05 -.03 -.04 -.20*

attin -.15 -.09 -.34*** .49*** -.06 -.13 .11

attout -.05 -.21 -.04 .52*** .00 -.07 .15

frdpre .22* -.05 -.00 .10 .02 .63*** .31***

frdfut .16 .00 -.05 .19* .08 .56***             .19*
frdsat .20* -.09 .18 .07 .16 .57*** .50***

resp-i .34*** .04 .05 -.14 -.17 .66*** .44*** .46***

resp-0 -.15 .08 .12 .18* .07 -.30*** .01 -.06
retl-i .18 .04 .22** -.25** -.19* .25** .12 .33***

retl-0 -.15 .25* .09 .20* .04 -.24** .01 -.17*

ret2-i .02 .05 .09 -.06 -.16 .10 .27*** .12

ret2-0 .04 .09 .06 .06 -.04 .01 .02 .21*

resp-i resp-0 retl-i retl-0 ret2-1 ret2-0

r-i .13 .01 .14 .02 .01 -.11

r-o -.18 .30*** -.03 .30*** -.01 -.10

Ogi .10 -.01 .04 .17* -.06 .03

attin -.13 .26** -.13 .16 .12 -.04

attout .03 -.08 .04 .00 .00 .02

frdpre .51*** -.50*** .29*** -.21* .00 .20*

frdfut .43*** -.49*** .24** -.28*** .17* .18*

frdsat .07 -.13 .03 -.17* -.04 .02

resp-i -.38*** .55*** -.14 .04 .17*

resp-0 -.28*** -.25** .55*** -.15 -.10

retl-i .36*** -.11 -.01 .12 .29***
retl-0 -.28*** .45*** .02 -.09 -.06
ret2-i .19* .27'*** .10 .19* .36***
ret2-0 .04 .22** .18* .17* -.14

Note  *p< .05; ** p< .01; *** p< .001.

Index

r-i = own group reaction r-0 = other group reaction
ogi = own group identification attin = attitudes towards own group
attout = attitudes towards other group frdpre = relative deprivation present
frdfut = relative deprivation future
frdsat = relative deprivation satisfaction
resp-i = resource power of own group
resp-0 = resource power of other group

retl-i = retaliatory power 1 ('embitter') of own group
retl-0 = retaliatory power 1 ('embitter') of other group
ret2-i = retaliatory power 11 ('make sacrifices') of own group
ret2-0 = retaliatory power 11 ('make sacrifices') of other group
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Appendix 2.

Situation descriptions of NVI (For X and Y should be read 'Dutchman'/
'Dutch' and 'Turk'/'Turkish' or 'Turk'/'Turkish' and 'Dutchman'/'Dutch').
Inappropriateness ratings for each situation, as obtained by the second
pilot-study are provided (l=very inappropriate; 7=very appropriate).

Inappropriateness
Turks Dutch
(n=15) (n=15)

1.  An X ridiculizes the Islam (Christianity). 1.20 1.53

2.  At a party an X obtrudes upon
a married Y woman. 1.13 2.07

3.  An X girl is pestered by a Y who lives in
the same street as she does. 1.07 1.27

4.   An X does not show any sign of appreciation
for a present which he has been given
by his Y neighbour. 1.27 1.93

5.  An X car driver causes through his own fault
an accident with serious damage to
a Y person's car. 1.13 2.40

6.  An X girl of age tells her parents
that she is going to marry a Y man. 5.47 6.21

7.  An X refuses to accept a typical
Y dish, specially made for him by
his Y neighbour. 1.13 1.93

8.  An X regularly parks his car on the
spot of his Y neighbour.
A complaint did not help. 1.33 2.33

9.  An X plays loud music in the middle
of the night. 1.07 1.60

10.  An X does not respond to the greeting
of his Y neighbour, yet ignores him completely. 1.33 2.47
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11.  In the canteen, an X takes the
regular seat of his Turkish colleague. 2.07 3.27

12. During their first acquaintance, an X
newcomer in the street ignores a hand held
out by a Y neighbour for a handshake. 1.13 1.29

13.  An X personnel manager unjustly favours
unemployed X people over unemployed
Y people. 1.20 1.47

14.  An X football-player continuously tackles
a Y opponent by playing the man instead
of the ball. 1.53 1.93

15.  An X market trader regularly
shortchanges Y customers. 1.13 1.27

16.  An X shopkeeper refuses to sell to Y clients. 1.53 1.93

17.  An X bus driver does not want to respond
to the question of a Y passenger which bus
he should take to reach his destination. 1.07 1.47

18.  An X teacher gives higher marks to X as
compared to Y children, although their
performance is equally well. 1.20 1.53

19.  An X physician refuses the request of a Y
patient, who is unable to go to the physician
himself, to make a house-call that day. 1.00 1.20

20.  In a factory there are a light and a heavy task.
An informal agreement exists that everyone
regularly should change tasks. An X worker
repeatedly refuses to change his light task
for the heavy task of a Y colleague. 1.29 1.47

21.  An X police-officer refuses to register a
complaint of rape reported by a Y girl. 1.00 1.07

22.  Two X shop attendants continue to chat
among themselves some time, while a Y
customer is waiting. 1.33 2.00
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23.  An X employee refuses to work with a
Y colleague.
He says: "I do not work with lazy Y's". 1.13 2.00

24.  An X butcher sells meat of lower
quality to Y customers. 1.13 2.33

25.  An X in the neighbourhood deals in heroin. 1.80 1.87

26.  An X smokes a cigarette in a train-wagon
where this is prohibited and ignores
the sign 'no smoking'. 1.71 1.53

27.  An unemployed X receives unemployment
benefits, yet at the same time earns
money from moonlighting. 2.13 3.13

28.  In the supermarket an X jumps
into a queue of waiting people. 1.27 1.60

29.  An X train-passenger travels without a ticket. 1.93 2.73

30.  An X worker steals tools from the workshop. 1.27 1.64

31.  An X reports to be ill, yet takes a holiday. 1.73 2.53

32.  An X almost always comes late at
meetings of the neighbourhood society. 2.00 2.33

33.  In the bus an X refuses to yield
his seat over to a handicapped Y. LOO 1.33

34.  A Y has a heart attack on the street. An X
passer-by ignores him completely and
quietly walks on. 1.00 1.13

35.  A leader of an X political organization
insists that intergroup marriages between the
Y's and the X's should be discouraged. 1.33 1.47

36.  An X swindles an insurance company by
claiming money for goods which in fact are
not stolen as he reports they are. 1.67 2.27
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Appendix 3.

Results  form a Principal Components Analysis on 15 reaction items, after
Varimax rotation (n = 119).

Eigenvalue Cumulative
% of variance

Reactions
1. positive reaction 3.82 25.5
2. abuse 2.18 40.0
3. parents' action 2.07 53.8
4. avoid 1.63 64.6

5. ignore 1.05 71.6

Factor loadings Communality

Factor         I             II            III           IV          V

Item
1. .593 .571

2. .712 .545

3. -.789 .709

4. .878 .795

5.                                               .528
6. .787 .713

7. .748 .598

8. .868 .781

9. .921 .855

10. .862 .752

11. .901 .832

12. .740 .695

13. .878 .784

14. .855 .760

15. .885 .823

(Factor loadings < .500 have been omitted from the table).
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Appendix 4.

Results   form a Principal Components Analysis   on 10 evaluation items,
after Varimax rotation (n = 119).

Eigenvalue Cumulative
% of variance

Evaluations
1. actor 3.26 32.6
2. act 1.71 49.7
3. intent 1.16 61.2
4. victim 1.04 71.6

Factor loadings Communality

Factor                        I II III           IV

Item
appropriate .656 .627

strength blow .892 .816

pain inflicted .880 .781

aggressiveness .506 .636

aware .849 .729

punishment A -.563 .666

punishment V .858 .782

reason .831 .741

empathize A -.660 .589

empathize V .868 .794

(Factor loadings < .500 have been omitted from the table).
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Appendix 5.

Pearson correlations coefficients between attitudes, evaluations, iden-
tification and expectancy on the one hand and reactions on the other,
broken down by GM, L and S (overall) (* < .05; ** < .01; *** < .001) (two-
tailed). In case an attitude, evaluation, identification or expectancy
measure is found to be a predictor of a reaction (stepwise multiple
regression analysis), details are provided in a corresponding footnote.

attitudes evaluations Id. Exo.

10 Int. A     act      In       V

pos. .06 .33** .14 .19 -.17 -.07 -.04 -.10 .15

abuse -.03 -.07 -.31*b -.09 .06 -.12 .09 .23 -.11

parents -.19 -.02 .15 .05 .02 -.11 .10 -.16  -.06

avoid -.14 .19 .45***c .13 -.11 -.31* .31* -.14 .25

ignore .17 .04 -.10 -.11 -.12 -.02 .02 .15 -.09

scold -.12 -.26 -.24 -.17 -.03 .01 .13 -.06  -.04

2 = .33; R* = .11; B = .33.
bR = .31; RI = .09; 8 = -.31.
CR = .45; RS = .20; B = .45.

I=ingroup; 0=outgroup; Int=integration; A=actor; In=intent; v=victim;

Id=identification; Exp=expectancy.

Turkish actor: Dutch victim.

attitudes evaluations 156 Exp.

IO Int. A     act      In       V

pos. -.04 .33* .42**a -.09 .05 .03 -.23     -.08  ..10

abuse .14 -.02 ..11 .16 -.03 -.08 .03 .11 -.22

parents -.07 -.18 .17 .09 -.14 -.11 .18 .13 .01

avoid -.26 -.15 -.05 .06 .06 .08 -.18 .02 .34**b

ignore .05 -.08 -.08 .07 .09 .00 .03 -.03 .01

scold .00 .12 .20 .07 -.13 -.05 .16 -.05 -.15

1 = .42: R' = .17; 8 = .42.
bR    =    .3 4;    R I   =    .1 1:     B    =     .3 4.

I=ingroup; 0=outgroup; Int=integration; A=actor; In=intent; V=victim;
Id=identification; Exp=expectancy.

Dutch actor: Turkish victim.
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attitudes evaluations Id. Exo.

IO Int. A     act      In       V

pos. .15 .22 .27* .01 .14 -.07 -.13 -.12 .06

abuse .15 -.03 -.22 .21 -.18 -.31*a .15 .14 -.23

parents -.16 -.03 .13 .10 .00 -.10 .21 ..09 -.02

avoid -.23 ..01 .29*b -.06 ..10 -.16 .16 -.12 .19

ignore -.01 -.03 .11 -.12 .01 -.02 .02 -.09  -.05
scold .02 -.04 -.01 .10 -.01 -.07 .22 -.08  -.04

P = .31; R' = .10; B = -.31.
bR   =    .29;    R*  =    .08;    B   =    .2 9.

1=ingroup; 0=outgroup; Int=integration; A=actor; In=intent; V=victim;
Id=identification; Exp=expectancy.

person attribution

attitudes evaluations 1.sl= Exo.

IO Int. A     act      In       V

pos. -.17" .43**a .26 .09 -.19 .04 -.15 -.03 -.02

abuse .11 -.11 -.19 -.05 -.03 -.06 .08 .15 -.15

parents -.11 -.16 .15 .06 -.11 -.14 .05 .01 -.05

avoid -.21 .06 .08 .16 .10 .02 -.10 .03 .41**c

ignore .14 .05 -.22 -.00 .01 .08 -.04 .26* .02
scold .07 -.15 -.01 -.09 -.28* -.11 .15 -.06  -.19

aR = .43; R 2 = .18; B = .52.
bR = .53; R* = .28; 8 = -.32.
CR = .41; R2 = .17; B = .41.

I=ingroup; 0=outgroup; Int=integration; A=actor; In=intent; V=victim;
Id=identification; Exp=expectancy.

group attribution

attitudes evaluations ld' Exp.

IO Int. A     act      In       V

pos. -.18 .16 .27 -.07 .11 .02 .19 -.05 .03

abuse .19 -.33 -.34* .00 -.09 .03 -.26 .34* -.09

parents -.27 -.13 .04 .07 -.04 -.06 -.04 .17 .28

avoid -.35 .09 .31 -.01 .20 .02 -.00 -.19 .31

ignore .11 .01 .04 -.29 .18 .18 -.15 .00  -.45**a

scold .12 -.29 -.01 .11 -.14 -.10 .17 .00 .06

*R = .45; R' = .20; 8 = :45.

I=ingroup; 0=outgroup; Int=integration; A=actor: In=intent; V=victim;
Id=identification: Exp=expectancy.

males
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attitudes evaluations Id. Exp.
10 Int. A     act      In       V

pos. .34**8 .29** -.13 -.28**b ..10   -.04.13 .07 .01

abuse .09 -.01 -.19 .14 -.04 -.30** .30**c           .04      -.24*

parents -.11 -.04 .21 .07 -.04 -.17 .23* -.16  -.09

avoid -.16 -.02 .13 .09 -.05 -.07 .01 .01 .29**d

ignore .09 -.03 -.13 .08 -.07 -.03 .05 .14 .09

scold -.05 .01 -.03 -.03 -.11 -.12 .21 -.11 -.15

*R  =   .34;  R 2  =   .12;   B  =   .36.
bR = .46; RI = .21; 8 = -.30.
cR ,.30; Rz = .09; 8 - .30.
dR = .29; R' = .08: B = .29.

I=ingroup; 0=outgroup; Int=integration; A=actor; In=intent; V=victim;
Id=identification: Exp=expectancy.

females
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Appendix 6.

Case description for the negotiation

Negotiation on cuts in available grants for two student-associations

Background

Students in Psychology and Sociology at Cornwall University are very
concerned about what is going to happen to their student-associations. The
government has required Cornwall University to cut back its expenditure
considerably and this requirement has implications for the grant each
student-association receives from the Central Subsidy Committee (CSC).
The CSC announced that there will be a grant of £300 less, as compared
with the grants in former years, available to PSYSA (PSYchology Student
Association) and SOCAS (SOCiology Association for Students) together in
the forthcoming academic year. This means, that in the coming academic
year, a grant of only £900 is available to the two associations together. The
responsibility for deciding how to divide this amount among PSYSA and
SOCAS is delegated to these associations themselves. The reason for CSC
delegating this decision is as follows.

Since the formation of the Social Sciences Faculty (Cornwall University is
divided in faculties, each faculty containing two or more departments
with related scientific interests), comprising the departments of Psychol-
ogy and Sociology, three years ago, interest among students to found
student-associations was present immediately. In order to enable both Psy-
chology- and Sociology-students to form their own associations, PSYSA
and SOCAS received between them, a lumpsum of money yearly which
they had to divide equally. In these three years PSYSA and SOCAS grew
equally big: each association has about 50 members, which is approxi-
mately 83% of the total number of Psychology- and Sociology-students.
(Actually, the departments of Psychology and Sociology have the same
number of students (60) and employ the same number of personnel). Since
both PSYSA and SOCAS, as part of the Social Sciences Faculty, were
given the opportunity to employ their own initiatives and organizational
capabilities to establish their associations, the CSC now felt that they were
equally able to make use of these initiatives and organizational capabilities
for making decisions about how to share the cuts in the grant they
received.
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The separate estimates of PSYSA and SOCAS for the coming academic
year, which each had already made before this request for a cut-back,
indicated that each needed a grant of £600 for the next year. £300 means a
cut-back of 25% on the total size of the grant awarded to PSYSA and
SOCAS. This is a really serious cut-back for both associations, since the
former grant of £1200 for PSYSA and SOCAS together, meant that 68.5%
of the costs involved in all activities was subsidized; a percentage which
now is to be reduced drastically. The activities of PSYSA and SOCAS
consist of organizing study-relevant excursions, lectures and meetings,
having several workgroups and editing their newsletter.

In complying with the request of the CSC, each association modified its
original estimate according to the amount of money each was able and
willing to save in order to reduce the size of grant needed. The cut-backs
in both estimates combined however, did not add up to £300. Consequent-
ly, a dispute arose between both associations, because neither PSYSA nor
SOCAS was willing to give in any more. They were urgently pressed by
the CSC however, to decide on this matter themselves and reach an
agreement soon.

PSYSA said it needed a grant of £550, since its maximum possible saving
was £50. Its original and modified estimates are given below:

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE PSYSA (prepared before the cut-back was announced)

Expenses Income

Excursions (4x£50) £200 Annual contribution (5Ox£4) £200

Lectures & meetings (6x£25) £150 Incidental contributions for

Workgroups (2x£25) £ 50 excursions and lectures £100

Newsletter; incl. printing
and postage (6x£40) £240

Printing & postage (letters,
leaflets, etc.) £185

Stationery £ 50

Unexpected £ 25 Grant £600

total £900 total £900

MODIFIED ESTIMATE PSYSA

Expenses Income

Excursions (4x£50) £200 Annual contribution (5Ox£4) £200

Lectures & meetings (5x£25) £125 Incidental contributions for

Workgroups (2x£25) £ 50 excursions and lectures £125
Newsletter, incl. printing

and postage (6x£40) £240

Printing & postage (letters,
leaflets, etc.) £185

Stationery £ 50

Unexpected £ 25 Grant £550

total £875 total £875
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PSYSA saves on the grant originally needed, by reducing the number of
lectures by 1 (£25) and raising the incidental contributions by £25 yearly.
In this way, it is still possible for PSYSA to organize as many activities as
before and so fulfil the major part of the member's wishes, with only a
slight increase in the contributions members make throughout the year.
PSYSA is very reluctant to reduce its number of activities drastically,
since all their members are quite active and willing to put a lot of effort
in organizing and participating in activities.

SOCAS proposed that the cuts should be applied equally to both associa-
tions, which means that each association would receive a grant of £450
instead of £600 as last year. Its original estimate was modified as follows:

ORIGINAL ESTIMATE SOCAS (prepared before the cut-back was announced)

Expenses Income

Excursions (3x£60) £180 Annual contribution (5Ox£3) £150

Lectures & meetings (5x£30) £150 Incidental contributions for

Workgroups (2x£20) £ 40 excursions, lectures, etc. £100
Newsletter, incl. postage and

printing (6x£40) £240

Postage & printing (letters,
leaflets, etc. £165

Stationery £ 50

Unexpected £ 25 Grant £600

total £850 total £850

MODIFIED ESTIMATE SOCAS

Expenses Income

Excursions (3x£65) £195 Annual contribution (5Ox£3) £150

Lectures & meetings (3x£30) £ 90 Incidental contributions for

Workgroups (lx£20) £ 20 excursions, lectures, etc. £100
Newsletter, incl. postage and

printing (5x£40) £200

Postage & printing (letters,
leaflets, etc.) £120

Stationery £ 50

Unexpected £ 25 Grant £450

total £700 total £700

SOCAS mainly saves on its expenditure by reducing the number of activi-
ties: a lecture less, one workgroup less and only five newsletters in the
forthcoming year. Together with the reduction in postage and printing
costs this reduction of activities implies, the total amount of savings add
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up to £150 and the size of grant needed is £450. In this way, SOCAS wants
to keep the contribution small, in order that it will not prove a barrier to
become a member of SOCAS. The argument of SOCAS for sharing the
cuts equally, is that both associations up till now received an equal yearly
grant and they also estimated that they would need the same size of grant
in the forthcoming academic year. Furthermore, both associations have
the same number of members. Their point of view is, that they are in this
situation together and an "equal-split" decision costs the least amount of
time and is the easiest way to deal with the problem.

PSYSA does not in the least agree with the proposal of SOCAS since it
would imply that PSYSA would be given a grant of £450 too, which is far
less than their estimate of requirements. The main objections of PSYSA
against the proposal of SOCAS are the following: First of all, PSYSA
thinks that SOCAS should receive a smaller grant than PSYSA, simply
because it organizes fewer activities than PSYSA; not only as estimated in
the modified estimate, but also in the original one. Secondly, PSYSA
thinks it could be possible for SOCAS to cut back its expenses on several
activities: why does an excursion organized by SOCAS cost £15 more and a
lecture £5 more? Thirdly, and not the least important, PSYSA thinks that
membership contribution for SOCAS-members should be raised. The total
contribution of SOCAS-members barely covers the costs of issuing its
newsletters! Is a threshold of £4 as a yearly contribution that much higher
than £3; high enough to justify not raising it? According to PSYSA an
association derives its reason for existence by virtue of satisfying the
needs of its members, which in this case is organizing activities and not
keeping the contributions as low as possible. If THAT was the need of
members, they would not have become a member in the first place! Maybe
there is less interest of SOCAS-members to organize and participate in
activities? But in that case, that surely would imply less justification for
awarding a grant! PSYSA thinks that SOCAS needs a much smaller grant
than it says it does: SOCAS should be able to cope with a grant of £350.
This amount, together with the grant of £550 needed by PSYSA, would
add up to the available £900.

The objection of SOCAS to the proposal of PSYSA to lose only £50 of
their grant, is that it is quite unreasonable in view of the equal grants both
associations enjoyed up till now; the identical needs of both associations,
as implied by the original estimates; and the equal number of members
each association has, which altogether, in SOCAS' view clearly demands
for an equal division of the grant available.

Summarizing: SOCAS proposes an equal division of the available grant
each association will be awarded £450. PSYSA suggests that SOCAS will
receive £350 and PSYSA itself £550.
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[Following paragraph only for the 'cooperative intergroup relationship'
conditions]:

This dispute is very distressing for both associations since it disturbs
the good relationship both associations had up till now and actually hope
to have in the future. It is quite usual for members of PSYSA and SOCAS
to participate in each other's activities and to write articles in each other's
newsletters. Sometimes even, an event is organized by PSYSA and SOCAS
jointly, to be attended by both PSYSA-members and SOCAS-members.
These joint activities resulted in good social relationships between
PSYSA- and SOCAS-members too: this can be illustrated by the fact that
PSYSA- and SOCAS-members often spend their lunchhours together and
also meet frequently during the evenings for social purposes. There is a
strong desire in both associations to settle this dispute with a mutually
satisfactory agreement. However, both associations believe in the reason-
ableness of their own proposals and would rather not give in.

[Following paragraph only for the 'competitive intergroup relationship'
conditions]:

This conflict has .angered members of both associations, since  the  last
dispute has only been settled last week. There always have been conflicts,
major and minor, between both associations, on e.g. the use of rooms at
the university for their meetings; the use of the student-typewriter,
belonging to the Social Sciences Faculty, etc. This has sometimes resulted
in personal conflicts between members of both associations and at the
moment, the atmosphere between both associations is unpleasant. Each as-
sociation tries to be very independent of the other association and no
activities are organized nor attended jointly. Staff-members sometimes
have the impression, that both associations try to outdo one another with
respect to, for example, the exclusiveness of their excursions. Because of
this unfriendly relationship and also because each association has in its
own view the best proposal, neither association is willing to give anything
in and yield to the other association's pressure.

In order to settle this dispute, each association chose a representative and
now, both representatives are about to start a negotiation; a negotiation
which is aimed at reaching an agreement between both associations. The
CSC urgently pressed both associations to reach an agreement between
themselves, and, that is exactly what both associations intend to do.
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