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Results of experiments employing the minimal group paradigm (MGP) (Tajfel et al., 1971) have provided evidence that mere
categorization can—at least on average—lead to in-group favoritism, i.e., allocating more resources to in-group members than to
out-group members. This effect is often explained by sociomotivational processes in which persons favor their own group in order to
enhance their social self-esteem (e.g., Tajfel & Turner, 1986). However, in-group favoritism in the MGP can alternatively be explained
by assuming that persons simply follow social norms or scripts that are currently accessible and provide behavioral prescriptions for
the task at hand. This explanation was tested by experimentally varying the accessibility of behavior scripts with a priming procedure
within a MGP. As expected, priming of “loyalty” compared to priming of “equality” led to (a) higher perceptions that loyalty is
expected by in-group members, (b) increased in-group favoritism, (c) increased expression of in-group identification. Moreover, while
self-esteem ratings were positively correlated with in-group favoritism after priming of loyalty, this relation was reversed after priming
of equality. © 2001 Academic Press
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One of the central hypotheses of social identity theoryFlament, 1971). Participants, after being divided into groug
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986) is that mere categorization of per-according to trivial categories (e.g., preferences for model
sons into groups can produce discriminating behavior, evepainters or the result of a coin flip; cf. Diehl, 1990; Jetten
in the absence of conflicting group interests or a history ofvianstead, & Spears, 1996), are asked to allocate resour
group conflict. That is, merely being labeled as a member ofe g., points or money) between members of their ow
a group should evoke behavior that favors one’s own grougyroup (“in-group”) and members of another group (“out-
members and discriminates against members of oth&jroup”) on specially prepared allocation matrices. During
groups, given that persons accept the group categorizatioghese allocations, participants (a) cannot allocate resourc
To provide empirical gwdenge for th|§ “mere categor'lzatlonto themselves, (b) do not know the persons to whom the
effect,” scholars routinely cite experiments employing theallocate resources, and (c) cannot expect further interactio

minimal group paradigm (MGP) (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & with the other group members. The only thing they know fo

sure is the group membership of the allocation targets.
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status of a group when it is part of their social self-concepiscripts rather than in their motivation to maintain self-
(e.g., Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Note that this account leads toesteen.
a rather pessimistic perspective for a peaceful coexistence Preliminary evidence that spontaneously accessed soc
of social groups (cf. Billig & Tajfel, 1973). scripts might underlie in-group favoritism was provided in ¢
However, even though the notion that mere categorizapair of unpublished studies (Hertel, Clotz, & Kerr, 1998;
tion leads to in-group favoritism is a fixture in many social Kerr & Hertel, 1998) in which perceived norms were as:
psychology textbooks, the evidence for this effect is lessessed before participants completed typical MGP alloc:
clear and conclusive than often assumed. A number ofion tasks. In-group favoritism was significantly correlatec
studies have failed to replicate in-group favoritism in thewith perceived norms of in-group members (see also Jette
MGP (e.g., Kerr, 2000; see Mullen et al., 1992, for areview)et al., 1996) but not with perceived expectations of out
or have implicated moderators that contradict the suffigroup members or of the experimenter, nor with partici
ciency of mere categorization (e.g., Berkowitz, 1994; Gaertpants’ self-esteem. However, these studies have two sign
ner & Insko, 2000; Grieve & Hogg, 1999; Horwitz & icant limitations. First, it is possible that participants first
Rabbie, 1982; Mummendey & Otten, 1998; Ng, 1986; Viv- decided to favor the in-group and then projected their ow
ian & Berkowitz, 1992; Yamagishi, Jin, & Kiyonari, 1999). behavioral intentions as others’ normative expectations. Tt
Moreover, SIT’s central assumption that in-group favorit-second problem is that perhaps participants access norn
ism is mediated by self-esteem maintenance processes h@ge expectations within the MGP only when normative
garnered only mixed support (Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Ottenissues are made salient by the experimental procedure.
& Moskowitz, 2000; Rubin & Hewstone, 1998). stronger test of our contention that accessible normati
An alternative account to SIT and related sociomotiva-scripts may underlie in-group favoritism in the MGP would
tional approaches that has been largely neglected is a nogntail an experimental manipulation of script accessibilit
mative explanation. This is particularly ironic given that without making normative prescriptions salient before th
Tajfel's original explanation for in-group favoritism postu- allocation task. This was the primary objective of the
lated a generic in-group norm (e.g., Tajfel, 1970). Persongresent experiment.
might favor in-group members simply because it is part of |t is also plausible that accessible scripts may affect ne
a social norm or (in the terminology of the theory first only allocation preferences, but also the subjective cons
making this argument, proposed by Wilder, 1986) a sociajuences of allocation behavior. In this view, self-enhance
script prescribing favoritism or loyalty to one’s group as anment following discriminating behavior predicted by SIT
expected and socially approved behavior (Wilder, 1986)could occur because the MGP is interpreted in terms of
Such a normative social script could be learned duringyroup loyalty script that endorses in-group favoritism. Un
social experiences in groups where group loyalty is reder such conditions, discriminating persons are doing wh
warded in various ways. Especially in ambiguous decisionthey think) they are expected to do and should const
situations in which few personal interests are at stake anguently feel more satisfied or proud. Such an increase
there are few contextual cues for choice (e.g., the MGP)self-esteem would not be based on positive social compz
people might well base their decisions not on careful calison (j.e., “the in-group is superior to the outgroup”), but
culations of direct or indirect self interest but rather searchather on satisfaction about fulfilling normative standards
their memory for appropriate normative scripts that giveHowever, if the equality script were seen as applicable t
meaning to the situation and clear prescriptions for behavioghe MIG situation, in-group favoritism should be unrelatec
(Hertel & Fiedler, 1994, 1998; Messick & Schell, 1992). As or even negatively correlated with current self-esteen
with other cognitive schemas, such a social script would b&spme tentative evidence for this conjecture is reported in z
activated as a function of accessibility, which in turn would (unpublished) study by Vickers et al. (1985, as cited ir
be determined by the recency and frequency of prior us@prams & Hogg, 1988), in which MGP participants who
(Higgins, 1996; Wegner & Bargh, 1998). discriminated contrary to a prescriptive norm of cooperatio
In addition to parsimoniously explaining in-group favor- reported lower self-esteem than persons who allocated
itism in the MGP, such a social script approach can alsggyrces equally.
specify conditions under which persons should not show Finally, we also explored whether the expression of in

clear in-group favoritismLoyalty to the in-groupis only  group identification might be affected by available scripts
one possible script that can be activated within the MGPywije high in-group identification might be part of a loyalty
Another isequality, prescribing unbiased allocation of re-

sources to all. This simple decision heuristic has high social

acceptability (Messick & Schell, 1992) and could be stored ! Although other normative scripts could be triggered in the MGP (e.g.

. . . deservingness, equity), in the current study we focus on loyalty an
and activated from memory much like a loyalty script. Thus’equality. They seem to be prominent normative standards for intergrot

persons showing different levels of in-group favoritism in contexts and also are sufficient to demonstrate empirically the feasibility
the MGP could differ in the relative accessibility of social a social script explanation.
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script (“stand by your group”), it might be seen as far less Measures of self-esteem and moodhe categorization
appropriate if equality norms—stressing universal values—task was followed by an initial measure of feeling states
were highly accessible. Current self-esteem was rated on three items: “How do yc
To test the predictions and implications of a social scriptfeel right now?” (1= insecurethrough 7= self-assurej]
model (Wilder, 1986), we manipulated the availability of “How self-confident do you feel right now?” (% not at all
normative concepts using a priming technique. Participantthrough 7= very strong, and “How satisfied with yourself
were first categorized into groups. A supraliminal primingdo you feel right now” (1= not at all through 7= very
procedure adapted from prior studies (Hertel & Fiedler,strong (o = 0.86). Current mood was rated on a single
1994, 1998) was then followed. Participants subsequentljtem: “How do you feel right now?” (k= negativethrough
allocated resources between in- and out-group member3. = positived. The same measures were collected immed
We also assessed participants’ mood and self-esteem (bately after the allocation taske(= 0.94 for the self-esteem
fore and after allocation), identification with their groups, measure).
and normative beliefs. The social script model predicts that Priming manipulation. After the initial measure of feel-
priming of “loyalty” should lead to clear in-group favorit- ing states, participants performed a verbal memory tas
ism in allocations, to a belief that in-group members expeciodeled after a priming procedure developed by Hertel ar
in-group favoritism more than equal allocations, tpasi-  Fiedler (1994, 1998). Thirty words were scattered unsy:
tive correlation between in-group favoritism and self-es-tematically over a single page. The participants were ask
teem, and to stronger in-group identification. Converselyto study these words for 3 min so that they could reproduc
priming of “equality” should lead to reduced or no in-group as many as possible at the end of the experiment. It w:
favoritism in allocations, to an attenuation or reversal infyrther mentioned that the words could be arranged into tw
participant’s in-group-favoring normative expectations, to ameaningful categories that might be helpful in memorizing
low or evennegativecorrelation between in-group favorit- the list. In fact, the total set comprised 10 filler words (e.g.
ism and self-esteem, and to weaker in-group identificationheanhy, prosaicand burned, 10 words forming a spatial
category (e.g.concave, widespreadind squared, and a
METHOD subset of 10 words designed to prime a social script. Tf
latter words had been originally identified in a pilot study in
Participants which 10 participants generated words that expressed pc
Fifty-six undergraduate students from Michigan State'tlvg Ia ndlpegatlve ctgnrllot:—__lliuhons of ths conceptt; of e?ugllg
University (15 males and 40 females, 1 with sex unre-and OYalty, Fespectively. 1hese words were then rae

corded) participated in the experiment to receive credit in ésmother group of 15 students on the degree to which the

class. Gender was randomly distributed over conditions. |nd|cqted posmve/negat!ve aspects of loyalty/equality, re
spectively. The 5 most highly rated words for each valence

behavior combination were then used in the main study.
Priming of loyalty was accomplished with words stress-
There were two experimental conditions: one priminging positive aspects of loyalty to one’s group (viz. trustwor:
“loyalty” and the other priming “equality.” The main de- thy, buddy, devoted, team-spirited, and allegiance) and ne
pendent variables were allocation decisions, perceived betive aspects of disloyalty (viz. unfaithful, unreliable,
havior norms, ratings of mood and self-esteem before anBetrayal, disloyal, and deceitful). Priming efjuality was
after the allocation task, and in-group identification. accomplished with words stressing positive aspects «
Minimal group categorization. The minimal groups equality (viz. fair, just, equitable, neutrality, and impartial)
were created with an alleged “test of cognitive representaand negative aspects of inequality (viz. one-sided, prejt
tion styles.” Purportedly the study was investigating differ-diced, discriminating, favoritism, and biased). With this
ences in the way people mentally arrange perceptual eldipolar priming technique (Hertel & Fiedler, 1998), norma-
ments. Therefore, we would apply a new test oftively prescribed behaviors were associated with positiv
“representation style” to find out whether participants werevalence and normatively proscribed behaviors with negati
“shape dependent” or “shape independent” representers. halence. (See Hertel, 1995, and Hertel & Fiedler, 1998, fc
this test, participants had to sort five sets of symbols (e.ga more detailed discussion of this priming procedure.)
letters and stars; five symbols in each set) in rows according Allocation matrices. We used four types of allocation
to whatever perceptual feature they thought was most pronmatrices developed by Tajfel et al. (1971, Experiment 2]
inent. Afterward, the experimenter gave each participant &ach matrix consisted of two rows of numbers specifyint
feedback sheet, categorizing all participants as “shape dedternative point allocations to two persons, one for eac
pendent.” To avoid differences in perceived status betweerow (see Table 1). The group category of these persol
the groups, it was stressed that representation style was n(dither “shape dependent” or “shape independent,” alor
related to intelligence or other personality variables. with a bogus participant number) was indicated at the be

Design, Procedure, and Measures
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TABLE 1
Minimal Intergroup Matrices

Type 1 19 18 17 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7
1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25
Type 2 23 22 21 20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13 12 11
5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29
Type 3 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25
Type 4 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29

ginning of each row. Matrix types 1 and 2 provided differ- states were completed, participants filled out a postexpe
entiation between maximizing joint profit (MJP) versus mental questionnaire (all ratings on 7-point scales). In orde
maximizing in-group profit (MIP) and maximizing the dif- to measure perceived social norms, four possible allocatic
ference between in-group and out-group profit (MD). Ma-strategies (viz. equality, in-group favoritism, out-group fa-
trix types 3 and 4 enabled differentiation between maximiz-oritism, and maximizing common gain) were identified.
ing groups’ difference (MD) versus maximizing in-group participants were asked to rate the extent to which in-grot
profit (MIP) and maximizing joint profit (MJP; see Tajfel et members expected them to use each strategy. Then the s
al., 1971, for more details). Each of the four matrices wergatings were obtained for out-group members’ expectation
pre;ented four times, presenting all pqssible combinationpamcipzmtS were then asked how strongly they agreed wi
ggtltg-rgr?(;jvs a:rzoﬁu;gsrc;urpestﬁmeti)err:hc;?tr?(fa ::ztr?gg; gggtheir group categorization [l agree with my categorizatior
trasted profi?s for in-group and,ouggroup members (inter—aS a shape-(iependent (S-D) or sh_ape-mdepe_ndent rel
. . . . _~ senter (SI)..."]. The following three items covering cogni-
group m."’“”ces)’ while in the other eight matrices pmf'tstive, evaluative, and affective aspects of group identificatio
were divided between two in-group or out-group member . :
. . . . . 3e.g., Doosje, Ellemers, & Spears, 1995) measured iden
(intragroup matrices). The order in which the matrices were.” "~ : . . )
presented was constant, starting with two intergroup matri:'cat'c.)n W'.t h the assigned cognitive-representer group (
ces followed by an intragroup matrix of in-group members'dem"cy W'th the group Of persons th‘_"‘t have the sam
and an intra-group matrix of out-group members. This ordelrepresentqtlon style as 1" 1 feel be!ongmg to the gr?up 0
was repeated four times. Participants were asked to indicaf€"SONns with the same representation style | have,” and
for each of the allocation matrices the option that theyth'”k I will like persons with the' same representation sty!e
prefered most. To keep the group categorization salienS | have more than persons with a different representati
participants were also asked to indicate their representatiofty!e”; @ = 0.86). Finally, participants were asked to recal
style on top of each matrix sheet. In order to increase th&s many words from the memory task as they could in ord
importance of the allocation task, participants were in-to determine how thoroughly the priming material had bee
structed to imagine that the allocated points representegirocessed. In addition, participants were asked to “expla
dollars. briefly in your own words the main purpose of this study” tc
Postexperimental questionnaireAfter the allocation check for demand effects of the priming treatment or an
task and the second measure of self-esteem and feelirgher suspicion of the coverstory.

TABLE 2
Main Dependent Variables

Loyalty priming Fairness priming Statistics
Acceptance of Group Categorization 5.2 5.1 t(50) = .39, ns
Ingroup favoritism in Intergroup Matrices 24.8 8.8 t(50) = 2.21,p < .04
Ingroup favoritism in Intragroup Matrices 4.0 8.0 t(50) = .64,ns
Ingroup Favoritism as Perceived In-group Norms 55 4.2 t(47)= 1.97,p < .06
Equality as Perceived In-group Norms 3.9 5.2 t(48) = 2.36,p < .03
Ingroup Identification 3.8 2.9 t(50) = 2.51,p < .02
Difference of Self-esteem Ratings before and after Allocations —0.53 -0.42 t(50) = .34,ns
Difference of Mood Ratings before and after Allocations -0.19 0.0 t(50) = .39, ns

Number of Recalled Priming Stimuli 2.9 4.4 t(50) = 3.26,p < .01
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RESULTS 5.93,p < .02. When compared to equality priming, loyalty
priming led to higher in-group favoritism in the intergroup
matrices Mgy = 24.8 more points for in-group members

We first analyzed whether participants in the two primingWwith loyalty priming vs 8.8 for equality primingd7(1,50) =
conditions were comparable in relevant aspects. First, theré.88,p < .04], but not in the intragroup matriced(; =
were no meaningful differences in participants’ agreemen#.0 for loyalty vs 8.0 for equalityi: < 1). The simple main
with their group categorization (i.e., belonging to the shapeeffect of priming in the intergroup matrices became eve
dependant group), < 1. Also, although several disposi- stronger when we excluded the five participants who mer
tional variables that were collected weeks before the maitioned intergroup conflicts as study subjéet], 45)= 7.07,
experiment (viz. general values for loyalty or equality, P < .02, further arguing against conscious compliance wit
Schwartz, 1992; social orientation, e.g., van Lange et al€xperimental demands as a plausible explanation of o
1997) showed correlations with in-group favoritism and/orresults? [There remained some degree of in-group favorit
in-group identification, there were no meaningful differ- ism in the equality priming condition; the mean difference
ences between the two priming condition's (< 1.4) on  score of 8.8 was significantly greater thant(@5) = 2.37,
these variables, verifying the success of random assignmerf?.< -03.]

Only four participants failed to endorse their categoriza-
tion as a “shape dependent representer” (i.e., gave rating2erceived Norms

below the midpoint of the scale) and were excluded from Participants reported how much they perceived in-grou

further analyses. Among the remaining participants, ther‘?avoritism and equality to be expected by their in-grou

were no differences in endorsement of the categorization, . \hersa 2 (Priming) X 2 (In-group favoritism vs equal-
between the two priming conditions,< 1. The suspicion ity) repeated-measures ANOVA revealed a significant in
check at the end of the study revealed no comments sugg ., ion effectF(1,45)= 6.19,p < .02; otherF's < 1. As
ggst!ng that parthlpimts saw any" connection betlween th@xpected, priming of loyalty related concepts led to a stror
priming words of the “learning task” and the allocation task. o, expectation of in-group favoritism as in-group norn
Five participants mentioned intergroup conflicts as part ofy, — 5.5) than equality I = 3.9), whereas priming of
the study’s focus. Although such a belief, per se, does noiquality led to the reversd/ = 4.2 and 5.2, respectively).

provide a demand characteristic interpretation for our pri- e perceived expectations of in-group members (con

mary hypothesis, we will consider these participants sepagjned as a difference score: in-group favoritismequality)

rately in some analyses. . _ correlated significantly with in-group favoritism in the in-
In-group favoritism in allocation matrices.We ex- tergroup allocation matrices(n = 52) = .391,p < .01, but
pected priming effects to occur in intergroup allocation st in intragroup matrices; < .08. Including this per-
matrices since the primed norms (especially “loyalty”) aré;ejyed-norm variable as a predictor along with the dummy
most relevant when in-group and out-group interests are igggeq priming variable in a mediation analysis with in-
direct conflict. In intragroup matrices participants allocatedgroup favoritism as dependent variable reduced the impa
points either between two in-group members or betwe_erbf the priming effect to nonsignificance< 1.2, suggesting
two out-group members. Responses to the latter matricgat the priming effect on in-group favoritism may have
can also reflect in-group favoritism (although rather indi-peen at least partly mediated by different perceived in-grot
rectly, because one cannot exhibit favoritism through a,orms. Similar results were observed when perceived i
single judgment, but only through a pattern across severgjroup norms were included as a covariate in an ANCOV/

separate judgments) when participants tend to maximizgg in-group favoritism with priming as the independent

joint gains more strongly in intragroup matrices with in- yariaple.

group members than with out-group members (Tajfel et al.,

1971, Experiment 2). However, because loyalty norms dQn-Group Identification

not imply “punishing” out-group members, we did not ex- o . _

pect effects of our normative priming in this second type of In order to test whether the priming manipulation alsc

matrices. affected feelings of in-group identification, we analyzed th

As a simple index of in-group favoritism, we computed

the difference betwe_en p0|r_1ts allocated to In-group anq 0 2 Similar results were obtained when we analyzed “pull scores” a

out-group members in the intergroup matrices. Analyzingalternative way to show in-group bias (cf. Tajfel et al., 1971). Loyalty

these difference scores ia 2 (loyalty vs equality prim- priming produced stronger tendencies toward both MIP/MD (vs MJP) an

ing) X 2 (intergroup VS intragroup matrices) showed theMD(VS MIP&M._]P) strategies relative to equality primir_lg; participants in
the latter condition allocated more equally between in- and out-grouy

eXpECted result pattern. Type of matrices showed a Slgr"f'Eength limits of Journal of Experimental Social PsychologyReport

cant main effect,F(1, 50) = 6.25, p < .02, that Was format prohibit presenting these analyses in detail: the interested reac
moderated by a significant interaction effeE{(1, 50) = may obtain them from the authors.

Acceptance of Categorization
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identification ratings of participants after the allocation task.correlation between number of recalled priming words an
The analysis of the average of the three relevant items ( prime-consistent allocation was marginally stronger in th
0.86) revealed a significant priming effe¢(50) = 2.51, loyalty condition ¢ = .43) than in the equality condition
p < .02. Consistent with our conjecture, after the loyalty (r = .10;z = 1.22,p < .12). In addition to suggesting that
priming participants expressed higher identification with theonly a little cognitive effort may be required to evoke
in-group M = 3.83) than after the equality primind/(= priming effects, this result provides yet additional evidenc
2.86). Mediation analyses suggest that this effect is a direagainst an explanation of the priming effects as participant
consequence of the priming rather than mediated by allocazonscious compliance with experimental demands.

tion behavior. There was no significant correlation between
in-group identification and in-group favoritism in the inter-
group allocation matrices. Moreover, entering in-group fa-

voritism as a second predictor (along with priming, dummy The purpose of this experiment was to test whether e:

cpded) Into a regression eguanon of IN-group Id_em'f'cat'Or]oerimentalIy varied accessibility of social scripts could alte
did not change the predictive value of the priming factor. in-group favoritism and related variables in a MIG experi-

. ment. The results clearly indicated that it could. Priming o
Self-Esteem and Feeling States loyalty produced significantly more in-group favoritism

We combined the three self-esteem items to create scafgan priming ofequality. Moreover, the analyses of per-

scores ¢'s = 0.86 and 0.94 for the two measure times,Ceived expectations of in-group members suggests th

respectively). We then correlated mood and self—esteeﬁhese.prim.ing effects were at Ieggt partly mediated by tf
ratings with in-group favoritism (intergroup matrices only). perceived g]-groudp norms. I;' add(ljtlc;]n, tr;]e analys_es ofdsel
No significant correlations occurred, either for ratings ofesteem an rfncr)]o ratll?gss_ owe dt at.t € experlle nceff o
self-esteem or general mood before the allocation task or fgpeduences of these allocation tendencies were also affec

difference scores of self-esteem or general mood ratinggy the fnc;rmahye pr:jmmg. n gccordan;:e W'.th the implica
before vs after the allocation tasks, 6B < .20. tions of the activated scripts, in-group favoritism was assc

However, the relationship between self-esteem and ingiatGd with enhanced self-esteem in the loyalty primin

group favoritism in the intragroup matrices (which mea_conditiop, out With decrgased self-esteem when participar
sured in-group bias more indirectly, see above) was mod?/€'® primed with equality. -

erated by the priming treatment. In the loyalty priming .Our rgsults alsp reye_aled priming effec.ts.on the expre:
condition, the correlation between in-group bias and th ion of in-group identification. Loyalty priming produced

difference in self-esteem before and after the allocation tas |gh9r |dent|f|cat|on SCores Fhan equality pr!m|ng. .Th'S I
showed a positive relationship(n = 26) = .34. Partici- consistent with our assumption that expression of in-grou

pants who showed relatively high in-group bias Scoreddentifi.cgtion might be pqrt of a *?Foader behavior s:crip
rescribing group-supporting activities. Whereas sociomc

higher in self-esteem after the allocation task than before?'€S I h . dentificati
However, this relation was reversed in the equality primingt'vat'ona. approaches conceive in-group | entification as
precondition for in-group favoritism (e.g., Turner et al.,

condition,r(n = 26) = —.33;z = 2.36,p < .02. Here, e . . o
in-group bias was associated with a decrease in self-e§-986)’ our results indicate that both in-group identificatiol
teem? and in-group favoritism might be a consequence of avai

able social norms or scripts.
There was no overall correlation between in-group favor
itism and self-esteem or general mood ratings, either fc

Participants in the priming conditions did not differ in the Preallocation ratings or for the difference between post- ar
recall of filler and spatial words of the “learning task.” Preallocation ratings. This result is in line with the growing
However, equa'iw pr|m|ng words were better reca”ytj:é body of research that finds little evidence for a generc
4.4) overall than loyalty priming word${ = 2.9),t(50) =  relation between self-esteem and discriminating behavi
3.26,p < .01. This might be due to certain characteristics(Rubin & Hewstone, 1998). This does not mean that th
(frequency of use, |ength, etc_) of the different words. How_allocation decisions were Wh0||y unrelated to participant’f
ever, correlational analyses suggest that recalling moréeeling states. At least for more indirect measures of in

words was not associated with stronger priming effects. Th@roup bias (viz. based on the intragroup matrices), we four

correlations between self-esteem ratings and in-group bic

, _ However, these correlations were moderated by the primir

_ The same result pattern occurred in analyses of pull scores for maxiyreqtment, A positive relation between in-group favoritism
mizing joint profit (MJP) in in-group intragroup matrices compared to d self-est ti v f d wh | It

out-group intragroup matrices. In-group bias in maximizing joint profits and se _—es eem ratings was On.y ound when [oyal y norm

correlated positively with increase of self-esteem after loyalty printing, ~ WEre p“_med b?fore the.allocatlon taSk-. When_ participan

.26, but negatively after equality priming,= —.41,z = 2.38,p < .01. were primed with equality, the expression of in-group fa

DISCUSSION

Recall of Priming Stimuli
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voritism was associated with a decrease in self-esteemwvhen the priming stimuli were easier to memorize and, thu:
SIT’s self-esteem maintenance prediction only seems to bt detect. Perhaps the strongest argument against an exg
viable when group loyalty (or reciprocity; cf. Gaertner & imental-demand explanation of our priming effects is the
Insko, 2000; Yamagishi et al, 1999) is the prevalent sociagrowing evidence showing that awareness of priming trea
norm. When the intergroup situation is approached in termsnents tends to lead to contrast away from rather the
of equality, in-group favoritism is counterproductive for assimilation toward the primed concepts (e.g., Hertel &
self-esteem maintenance. The restriction of these self-es-iedler, 1994; Strack et al., 1993).
teem effects to the indirect measure of group favoritism was More conscious adoption of (in-group) norms might im-
not predicted and at present, we can only offer a speculativply different and more complex processes than the rath
explanation. The primed social scripts were directly rele-unconscious application of social scripts observed her
vant to allocations in the intergroup matrices, but not to thewhether such adoption could be driven by motives to re
intragroup matrices. Following those prescriptions for theduce subjective uncertainty (cf. Grieve & Hogg, 1999
former allocations may not have been a particular source aflogg & Abrams, 1993; Hogg & Mullin, 1999) or by other
pride or self-congratulation. However, the tendency to shownotives (e.g., simple conformity processes, Asch, 195¢
favoritism through the indirect route (allocating points soremains to be determined. It is plausible, though, that mol
that pairs of in-group members tended to get more points ikonscious normative interpretations of intergroup setting
total than pairs of out-group members) was more sensitivgvill show effects qualitatively similar to those observeo
to our participants’ stable personal dispositidrisis pos-  here. As mentioned before, earlier studies have alrea
sible that when our participants retrospectively revieweddemonstrated links between perceived in-group norms at
their allocation behavior, those whose stable dispositiongh-group favoritism when normative issues were salier
inclined them to act more in concert with the primed scriptbefore an allocation task (Hertel et al., 1998; Kerr & Hertel
may have felt relatively greater self-esteem than those998; see also Hertel, Aarts, & Zeelenberg, 2000; Hinkle ¢
whose dispositions inclined them to act contrary to thoseBrown, 1990; Jetten et al., 1996; Mummendey & Otten
scripts. This interpretation suggests that, instead of in-group998). Also, as we noted above, Tajfel and his colleague
favoritism fostering social self-esteem, participants seemethitially considered norms as an explanation for in-grou
to evaluate themselves relative to what they currently perfavoritism effects (Billig, 1973; Bilig & Tajfel, 1973;
ceived to be socially approved behavior. Tajfel, 1970). However, they soon dismissed this approac
It is not plausible that the current priming effects are duein favor of the sociomotivational account of SIT becaus:
to conformity to perceived expectations of the experimentethey considered such a normative explanation to be circul
(Berkowitz, 1994; Orne, 1962). Although a supraliminal (Billig & Tajfel, 1973) and found it difficult to specify
priming technique entails the risk that participants mightwhich norms would be activated in any given situation (se
detect the priming treatment, the current experiment ing|so Jetten et al., 1996; Reynolds, Turner, & Haslam, 200C
cluded several indications that this was not the case. Firstthe current study has drawn on recent knowledge of th
none of the participants described any suspicion of a conexistence and availability of cognitive scripts to begin sucl
nection between the learning task and the allocation taslg specification.
even though asking the question itself in the end of the gpace constraints preclude a thorough discussion of t
experiment might have raised doubts about the cover storypjlity of other current theories of in-group favoritism to
(see Hertel & Fiedler, 1994, 1998, for similar results with account for the present results as well as the implications
the same priming technique). Second, when we excludegyr results for those theories. We can, though, make a fe
participants who mentioned that the study was somehowelevant points. It is not obvious how the present result
related to intergroup conflicts, the priming effects were evercould be predicted by SIT or related theories, like self
stronger. Third, the correlation between the number of primgategorization theory. One possibility (see Turner et al
ing words recalled and in-group favoritism was stronger in1987) s that equality priming somehow undercuts identifi
the priming condition wherdewer words were recalled. cation with the current minimal group in favor of identifi-
Although few cognitive resources seem to be necessary tation with a superordinate group (e.g., all participants i
produce priming effects, these effects were not facilitatedhe experiment). And indeed, equality priming significantly
reduced identification with participants’ cognitive-represen
*Recall that some weeks prior to the study, participants indicated thd@tion-style group. However, this explanation also predict
importance of loyalty and fairness as general values in their life (using thdhat level of identification should have been related to th

format employed in Schwartz's, 1994, value survey). An index of the magnitude of in-group favoritism, which was not the case il
relative importance of these two values was defined as the differenc ur study

between the loyalty and fairness ratings. This index correlated significantly N .
(r = 40,p < Ol n — 46 due to some missing data) with in-group " the other hand, the present findings seem reconcilat

favoritism based on the intragroup matrix allocations, but was uncorrelatedVith several other empirical and theoretical challenges t
(r = .07, n9) with in-group favoritism based on the intergroup matrices. SIT. Mummendey and her colleagues (e.g., Mummendey .
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Otten, 1998) have reported that members of minimal groups and empirical findings. In W. Stroebe & M. Hewstone, (EdSyropean
do not show the usual in-group favoritism when allocating review of social psychologfvol. 1, pp. 263-292). New York: Wiley.
negative outcomes, apparently in contradiction of SIT (al-Poosie. B., Ellemers, N., & Spears, R. (1995). Perceived intragroup var
though see Reynolds et al., 2000). We speculate that anot|,]e|ab|||ty as a function of group status and identificatialaurnal of

. . . T N Experimental Social Psycholog$1, 410-436.
highly accessible normative script is “do no harm” (e.g., o
Baron, 1996). Being faced with the task of taking awayGaertner, L., & Insko, C. A. (2000). Intergroup discrimination in the

- . : . minimal group paradigm: Categorization, reciprocation, or fdaritnal
resources from other participants might make this script of personality and Social Psychologg9, 77-94.

more accessible compared to scripts that prescribe in-grougrieve, p. G., & Hogg, M. A. (1999). Subjective uncertainty and inter-
favoritism. Others (Rabbie et al., 1989; Yamagishi et al., group discrimination in a minimal group situatioRersonality and
1999; Gaertner & Insko, 2000) have presented evidence thatSocial Psychology Bulletir25, 926-940.

people believe that group members are mutually obligateéhertel, G. (1995)Kognitive und affektive Eirifase auf kooperative Ver-
to reciprocate one another’s beneficial actions and that this haltensent§cheidgn_ge(Cognitive and affective influences on coopera-
reciprocity expectation might underlie in-group favoritism, Ve behavior decisions). Aachen, Germany: Shaker. _

If the present analysis is valid, this suggests that the norteteh G, Aarts, H. A. G,, & Zeelenberg, M. (2000). What do you think
mative SCI’ipt activated in the MGP (and the onalty SCI’ipt is “fair"? Effects of social context factors on fairness judgments. Manu

; din th d ib di script under review.
primed in the present st y) may not prescribe uncon IHertel, G., Clotz, T., & Kerr, N. L. (1998)Kritische Uberprifung der

tional_ _generOSity toward in-group members, but in—group Social Identity Theory: Effekte sozialer Normen und verbalen Priming
favoritism that can (see Gaertner & Insko, 2000, Experi- auf die Diskrimination in minimalen Gruppd@ritical test of the social
ment 1; Ng, 1986) and will be reciprocated by fellow group identity theory: Effects of social norms and verbal priming on discrim-
members. Clearly, the ultimate utility of the social script ination in minimal groups). Paper presented at the 40. Tagung expe
model will also require identifying the precise content and Mentell arbeitender Psychologen, Marburg, Germany. _
boundary conditions of alternative norms in intergroup Set_HerteI, G., & Fiedler, K. (1994). Affective and cognitive influences in a
tings social dilemma gameEuropean Journal of Social Psycholog24,

. . . . . . 131-145.
Besides its parsimony and consistency with other theonels-lertel, G., & Fiedler, K. (1998). Fair and dependent versus egoistic ar

and f|nd|ng§, We seg the ch'al script apprQaCh as providing free: Effects of semantic and evaluative priming on the “ring measure ¢
a more optimistic view of intergroup relations. Currently, social values.European Journal of Social Psycholo@8, 49—70.
the most widely held inference from the MGP literature is Higgins, E. T. (1996). Knowledge activation: Accessibility, applicability,
that intergroup discrimination is a nearly inevitable conse- and salience. In E.T. Higgins & A.W. Kruglanski (EdsSocial psy-
guence of our gquest for satisfying self-definitions. The so- chology: Handbook of basic principlgpp. 133-168). New York: Guil-
cial script view suggests that intergroup behavior is guided f'd- _ _
by social norms that are accessible and seen as applicabfé99: M- A., & Abrams, D. (1993). Towards a single-process uncertainty
Although some such norms prescribe in-group favoritism reduction model of social motivation in groups. In M. A. Hogg, & D.
. . . o ! Abrams (Eds.),Group motivation: Social psychological perspectives
others do not. By increasing the applicability and accessi-

¥ . ; ’ (pp. 173-190). Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf.
bility of the latter type of norm, intergroup interaction need Hogg, M. A., & Mullin, B.-A. (1999). Joining groups to reduce uncer-

not inevitably result in intergroup discrimination. tainty: Subjective uncertainty reduction and group identification. In D
Abrams & M.A. Hogg (Eds.)Social identity and social cognitiopp.
249-279), Oxford, UK: Blackwell.
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