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Introduction

Introduction

The general idea developed in this thesis is timattiens can not only be individual,
but also group-based. We define group-based ensméisemotional reactions to group
concerns (and individual emotions as reactionadeovidual concerns). In order to gather
support for this idea, we will argue in the followgitheoretical chapters that

(1) people belong to groups because they depetigeogroup for certain advantages
and therefore should be sensitive to the groupsitipn to the extent that the group is
important to them

(2) the most fundamental characteristic of indialdemotions is that they result from
an appraisal of the environment in light of theiwidual’s concerns and that their function is
to motivate adaptive behaviour

(3) the combination of these two ideas suggestdhiese is a process of group-based
emotional appraisal in which people appraise therenment in lights of the group’s
concerns, i.e. people make group-based appraisditeal group-based emotions.

The first chapter deals with group belonging, sladientity, and intergroup relations.
We start by spelling out the reasons why humansnigetio groups, and the psychological
consequences this has. The most important ideaewadap in this chapter is that social
identity is the psychological mechanism that allemgividuals to function as group members
and protect group interests when this is likelppécbeneficial to them.

In the second chapter we discuss (individual) eomsti We present the general
framework of appraisal theories of emotions andsetibe to their viewpoint that emotions
evolved as a general motivational mechanism tlzasléo behaviour that is both flexible and
adaptive.

The third chapter combines the basic ideas ofiteetivo chapters and presents a
theory of group-based emotions, defined as emdtre@aations to group concerns. We
highlight the theoretically central place of groog@sed appraisals and review the treatment of
group-based appraisal in existing theory and rebedve conclude that group-based
appraisal has not received the attention it deseb&ing the central concept in group-based
emotion. We then formulate the research questiwaiswill guide our empirical efforts in the
subsequent chapters. All research is concernedtéthole of group-based appraisal in
group-based emotion.

In chapter 4, we criticize recent work on chroniouyp emotions (E. R. Smith, Seger,
& Mackie, 2007). These chronic group emotions Haeen conceptualized as group-based
emotions, but we propose that they are emotionstdi®onging to a group.
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Chapter 5 presents three studies that test thettinggie that changing social identity
salience affects group-based emotions and thaetfast is mediated by a change in group-
based appraisals. Chapter 6 builds upon the resuttsapter 5 by using a more ecologically
valid manipulation of social identity salience aslivas an open-ended measure of group-
based appraisals.

The seventh chapter contains two studies that hsee a novel way of testing whether
group-based emotions are stronger when the gromoiie important to the individual. In
previous research on group-based emotions, thertanpe of the group is represented by the
concept of social identification and there is enickethat identification is indeed correlated
with group-based emotions. In contrast, we expettally increase the importance of the
group by inducing feelings of social exclusion dimein measure people’s emotional reactions
to group versus individual concerns. We thus mdatpwoth the importance of the group
and the level of the appraisal process.

In chapter 8, we investigate whether there areggdiiat have a particularly strong
association with one particular type of appraisald emotions. Specifically, we test whether
anger is more strongly related to ethnic groupa tbagender groups.

In chapter 9, the general discussion, we explamgesconsequences of giving group-
based appraisal a central role in group-based emddipecifically, we discuss classifications
of group-level emotions, ways to measure groupbaseotions, the adaptive nature of
group-based emotions, and how our research on drasgd emotions might inform attempts
to change group-based emotions and intergroupaetatWe end with an overview of
limitations and future directions.

Finally, the appendix presents the details of tagstical model that was used to
analyze the data of chapter seven. It constitutesdaptation of multilevel analysis for
multivariate data. More generally, the appendixuasses advantages and pitfalls of using
multilevel analysis for within-subjects designs.



Chapter 1: Social identity
Chapter 1. Group belonging and social identity: Old wine in ngv bottles

In this chapter we introduce groups and we focupsythological factors of group
belonging and intergroup relations, hereby maielying on the social identity perspective.
In this dissertation, we define a group as a cbtleoof individuals that see themselves as
members of the same social category, when thapgroaategory is recognized by at least
one other person (Brown, 2000). Our main goal is thapter is to argue for the importance
of the material (i.e. instrumental, referring ts@arces) dimension in social identity and
intergroup relations. First we present theoriegnéergroup bias and intergroup relations to
illustrate that there are large differences betwbem in the amount of attention that is given
to the material dimension. We then take a functipeaspective on group belonging and
explain how this logically leads to an emphasisraterial issues. The heart of this chapter
will be our discussion on how the social identibncept integrates psychological with
material factors in intergroup relations. Finaillye argue for the primacy of the material
dimension over merely cognitive or psychologicahensions in real-world intergroup
relations.

1.1. The role of conflicts for resources in intergroefations

Theories on intergroup relations differ substahtisd how much attention they give to
the role of group interests and conflicts for reses in shaping intergroup attitudes and
behaviour. On the one extremmealistic conflict theoryRCT, Sherif, 1966) states that
intergroup attitudes and behaviour are a direcéequence of the material dimension of
intergroup relations, and that they reflect theeobye interests of the group. Groups that have
incompatible goals will be in competition and vadivelop negative attitudes about each other
and positive attitudes toward their own group. @that have compatible or superordinate
goals will not be in conflict and will think posiely about each other, in the interest of
between-group cooperation. There is indeed plehéyiolence for the role of conflicts for
resources and intergroup threats in shaping integattitudes and behaviour, independently
of whether the conflict is real or perceived (EsSeskson, Dovidio, & Hodson, 2005;
Meuleman, Davidov, & Billiet, 2009; Quillian, 199Rjek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006; Sherif,
Harvey, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1961; Stephan & 3t@p, 2000). One example of real
intergroup conflict impacting on intergroup attiagdis the Robber’'s Cave experiment in
which researchers imposed incompatible or compagbhls on groups of boys participating
in a summer camp (Sherif, et al., 1961). Incompagjoals (i.e., intergroup conflict) led to
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very negative attitudes toward the out-group, was@mpatible goals led to more
benevolent intergroup attitudes.

On the other extreme of the spectrum, there areyrieories that appear to see
intergroup attitudes and behaviour as a sort afitkmnt”, a mere by-product of certain
cognitive or motivational mechanisms that just leapfo exist. These theories exclusively
study psychological mechanisms as causes of imgpgoehaviour, and do not discuss
material aspects. One example of such theoriegtimal distinctiveness theo(Brewer,

1991). Brewer proposes that humans have two opgposiads. On the one hand, individuals
need to belong and thus strive for inclusion inugd On the other hand, individuals are
motivated to feel different from others. Accorditogoptimal distinctiveness theory,
individuals will identify with groups that “optime&’ between these opposing needs (groups
that are neither too large nor too small). Oneifigdhat could be seen as consistent with this
reasoning is the fact that people prefer to betonginority groups because they better satisfy
the need for distinctiveness (Brewer, 1991; Leoelir& Brewer, 2001), at least in matters of
taste (Spears, Ellemers, & Doosje, 2009). Anotkangle of such non-material theories is
uncertainty reduction theorfHogg, 2000), which predicts that people identifgre strongly
with groups when they are feeling uncertain. Timeautainty can be about cognition,
perceptions, feelings, or behaviours and its ingyaré derives from the fact that it touches
upon individuals’ confidence in their sense of s8klf-categorization as a group member
(Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987an efficient way to reduce subjective
uncertainty to the extent that the group offertearcand consensual group prototype that
contains guidelines for beliefs and behaviour. Regeindeed confirms the effect of
uncertainty manipulations on group identificatiétogg, 2000). For example, people identify
more with the group and discriminate out-groupsenenen the allocation task they had to
perform was novel rather than familiar, or whernythad to judge ambiguous rather than
obvious pictures (Grieve & Hogg, 1999). Moreovée effect of uncertainty on identification
is stronger for highly entitative groups (Hogg, 8han, Dierselhuis, Maitner, & Moffitt,
2007). A third example, and somewhat similar toautainty reduction theory, igrror
management theorzreenberg, Solomon, & Pyszczynski, 1997). Acaggdo this
perspective, there is a risk that people live instant terror because they are capable of
realizing that their own death is inevitable. Besmthis terror may undermine normal
functioning, people supposedly use strategies toage the prospect of their own death.
Belonging to groups and adhering to their cultwaitldviews buffers against terrorizing
death-related thoughts because they grant theitha@ilsymbolic immortality. Indeed,
mortality salience increases in-group bias in madigroups (Harmon-Jones, Greenberg,
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Solomon, & Simon, 1996), but terror managementrghbas also received well-founded
criticism (e.g., Navarrete, Kurzban, Fessler, &dgatrick, 2004).

Given that there is clear evidence for the roléwdterial) group interests and
psychological factors (for a review, see Yzerbyb&moulin, 2010), we do not question the
value of either contribution for the understandafigntergroup relations. However, given the
evidence for both approaches, both theoriesahigtdiscuss real group interests as well as
theories thabnly consider psychological aspects of intergroup iaiatcan arguably be
called limited in scope or even reductionist. Ofitse, not all approaches in social
psychology have chosen one or the other extremewNMargue below that the social identity
perspective (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, et 4887) offers the basis for a more
comprehensive approach that integrates both mbéeriapsychological aspects. We propose
that social identity is a psychological mechanishose function is to protect group-based
interests. That will constitute the main point loitchapter. First, however, we present a
functional view on group belonging, as we belidvat ta functional point of view is an
important building block of any integrative theoWye believe that a broad theoretical
framework is helpful in asking the right questioasd also provides a better chance of
constructing cumulative knowledge. Therefore, vegtavith a simple question.

1.2. Group belonging

Why do humans live in groups? The fact that we iivgroups is so obvious to us that
we might forget to ask the question. Group livimgl &specially the large amount of complex
within-group cooperation of self-conscious indivadkiis one of the most salient
characteristics of humans in comparison with ofipercies. In order to understand group and
intergroup behaviour, it is important to understariy people live in groups, and which
psychological consequences this has.

Let us start at the beginning. Among extant nonhupranate species, the primary
function® of living in a group is protection against predat{Dunbar, 1988; Hill & Lee, 1998;
Van Schaik, 1983). Nonhuman primates live in groogsause living alone puts them at risk
of being attacked by a predator. Group living immams is much more complex and organized
than in nonhuman primates. What is most strikingualhumans is the extraordinary level of
cooperation that can be observed in human growmgisthee fact that this cooperation is not
limited to kin. It is clear that human groups p&imuch more benefits than mere protection

L “Function” here refers to the evolutionary or miite function, i.e., the advantage of a trait dvavéour in
terms of survival and/or reproduction (or, morecisely, gene replication).
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against predation. People depend on or use group#it a large number of needs. Even in
the most primitive societies, these involve childgdooking for food, defence against other
groups, and intense cooperation to solve ecologiedisocial challenges. Importantly, these
cooperation-related advantages can sometimes alpoolided by subgroups (or coalitions)
within a larger group.

If the group offers important advantages to indilidgroup members, this can be
expected to have far-reaching consequences forimpsyaechology and behaviour. If group
living is advantageous, humans need to adapt plsgthology to group living, because this
will allow them to reap more benefits of group tigf. This is a crucial point, but in order to
move beyond the general statement that “the greupportant to humans”, we list in the
following paragraphs what we think are the mostangnt changes in opportunities and
threats that follow from the fact that group livirsgadaptive for individuals.

First, if the individual ‘uses’ the group for certaesources, this means that the
individual depends to some extent on the strengthvéability of the group. If the group falls
apart or stops functioning well, this might endarte crucial advantages that individuals
enjoy (see also Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Neubergditrell, 2003). We should thus expect
group members to be sensitive to the group’s caiscdihese group concerns include issues
of cooperation or conflict with other groups.

Second, the more functions the group fulfils fa thdividual and the more intense
within-group cooperation is, the more the individsiaould care about the group’s well-being
(because more is at stake). As a consequence gpedptare more about some groups or
subgroups than about others.

Third, group living introduces within-group comggtn for food and other resources.
For example, increasing group size leads to strowdbkin-group competition for food in
nonhuman primates (Dunbar, 1988; Van Schaik, 198@hg in a group can thus also have
drawbacks. Starting very early on in our evolutiyrastory, we have thus been confronted
with both advantages and disadvantages of grouglivWe should therefore not expect that
people will want to join any group or act on belalthe group all of the time.

Fourth, and related to the previous point, the pndy of other group members is not
only a source of conflict, but transforms the oshiaeto possible resources. Individuals can use
other group members as social tools to reach gjoails. Without group living, there is no

2 Caporael and Brewer (Brewer & Caporael, 2006; €aglp1997; Caporael & Brewer, 1990) have argued a
similar point. However, they have not developed ttea further, and their rejection of the ided thuits like
in-group altruism and group attachment can evolvadiural selection acting on genes puts them @s adth
the entire fields of evolutionary biology (see el@awkins, 1999) and evolutionary psychology (Dunka
Barrett, 2007; Sober & Wilson, 1998).



Chapter 1: Social identity

social influence, manipulation, forming of coalitg or leadership. We can summarize these
four consequences of group living by stating tHagroup living is more advantageous than
living alone, social groups become an important phthe selective environment, the
ecological niche to which individuals have to addtis means that those individuals who
adapt best to group living or who can take mostathge of it will have a selective
advantage over others (and will thus survive anddproduce more, which results in natural
selection of the advantageous traits). Relatetisoidea, we will argue in the next chapter
that the rich emotional life of mammals but espigciaumans is likely to be an adaption to
the complexities of a constantly changsagialenvironment. For the remainder of this
chapter, we concentrate on the first three poirgs,that if people depend on the group, they
should be sensitive to group concerns, but nottmeerns of any group and that they should
not unconditionally act on behalf of the group. 3&@oints are integrated in the concept of
social identity.

1.3. Social identity: A functional perspective

While the functional questions we have just disedgzrovide an important theoretical
background, this dissertation focuses on psycho&gnechanisms. Taking into account that
(1) humans show remarkable within-group cooperati@pend strongly on the group, and
thus should be sensitive to group concerns, angr{®)p living has both advantages and
disadvantages and thus individuals should not avbeyexpected to act as group members
unconditionally (and not on behalf of any groupgividuals thus need a cognitive
mechanism that allows them to switch between takimgdividual or a group-based
position, as both are likely to be important budifferent circumstances. This mechanism
basically allows individuals to act as group mershehen this is most beneficial. Moreover,
large groups offer the possibility for building acltanging coalitions according to differing
opportunities, which adds extra complexity as iminals can shift from one coalition to
another.

Two basic predictions follow from this functionadipt of view. First, the extent to
which individuals take the group’s perspective stdaepend on how important the group is
to the individual. Individuals should not be ex@etto make great efforts for a group that is
not very important to them. Second, taking the gi®perspective should depend on relevant
characteristics of the environment that indicagerteed for and/or possible success of such a
strategy. The central proposition of this chapgehat the concept gbcial identityrepresents
the way in which individuals sometimes take theugre point of view. As will become clear,
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the social identity approach has addressed thessues we just mentioned (with the role of
identification and social-structural variables pestively). We will now give a short overview
of the social identity perspective and discuss thie light of the functional considerations we
have developed so far.

1.3.1. Social identity theory

The social identity approach in social psychologiers to both social identity theory
and self-categorization theory. Partsotial identity theor¥SIT, Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel &
Turner, 1986) first arose out of the desire to akpthe results of minimal group experiments
in the late 1960s and early 1970s (Tajfel, BilBgindy, & Flament, 1971). With the well-
known minimal group experiments, Tajfel wanteddoHl for the minimal conditions
necessary to produce intergroup discrimination.iiai group studies showed that even
when group membership was arbitrary and meaningledsn the absence of face-to-face
interaction and intergroup conflict, individualsdiiminated by allocating more money to
anonymous in-group members than to anonymous auiggmembers (even if this meant that
the in-group would get less in absolute terms)eXplain this, SIT introduced the concept of
social identity which can be defined as “that part of an indiaitkiself-concept which
derives from his [sic] knowledge of his [sic] memdigp of a social group (or groups)
together with the value and emotional significaattached to that membership” (Tajfel,
1981, p. 255). SIT proposes that social compansonesses can occur at the group level and
that social identity can thus have positive or tiegavalue. People can derive positive self-
esteem from their social identity if their in-groo@gn be compared favourably to an out-
group. Following this reasoning, discriminatiortle minimal group situation serves to
create positive intergroup differentiation andrtorease self-esteem through a positive social
identity. Consequently, the motivation behind disanation in minimal groups is the desire
for positive self-esteem (but see Spears, Jetreepers, & Cihangir, 2009 for a discussion
of this issue).

One qualification of the results of the minimal gpostudies is that in-group bias only
occurs in certain specific situations. For exampémple often choose to benefit themselves
personally when they are given the opportunity.(€ugner, 1975). Such shifts between
personal and group-based motivation are interesitguse the SIT that further developed
out of this line of research describes the condi&im which people will act as individuals or
as group members. Tajfel and Turner (1986) calieslthe interpersonal-intergroup
continuum. They assert that this distinction isdeekto explain why there is no one-to-one
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relation between real group conflicts and intergrbehaviour, which according to them is a
shortcoming of realistic conflict theory (RCT, Sifie1966). In fact, Tajfel and Turner (1986)
clearly formulated SIT as an addition to RCT. RE€Timable to explain why intergroup
discrimination exists in situations where theraasreal material conflict between groups
(such as in the minimal group experiments), or atiye situations of marked material
inequality do not lead to intergroup conflict. Tbgychological mechanisms of SIT are
proposed to fill this gap. For example, sometinmegroup bias serves merely to positively
differentiate the in-group from the out-group, waiti this having any material causes or
consequences, and this can be explained by Sifdadty RCT. Note that this is the
distinction between material and psychologicaldesthat we started the chapter with. We
will come back to this issue later.

Tajfel and Turner (1986) then applied SIT’s psydugotal theory of positive
differentiation to natural intergroup conflicts. &jhargue that a subordinate group position
(which in SIT is not limited to material dimensiosisch as power or wealth) can motivate
group members to collectively change the sociabsibn, but only when some conditions are
met. First, group members need to identify withrtgeoup, i.e., the group must be
sufficiently important to them. Second, the domingnoup must be a relevant comparison
group (on a relevant dimension of comparison).theowords, members of the subordinate
group must believe that the dominant group is eidfitly similar to them so as to make social
comparison possible. One situation where this wooldbe the case is when there is a
consensual and unchallenged ideology that justifieexisting status differences.

Tajfel and Turner (1986) also stress the importaric®cial structural variables in
determining whether social change is likely to beght. If group boundaries apermeable
members of the subordinate group will often chas&ategy of individual social mobility
instead of collective social change (social mopiltat one extreme end of the interpersonal-
intergroup continuum while social change is atdtieer end). Indeed, experimentally created
impermeable boundaries between high status andtiaws positions lead people in low
status positions to prefer more collective formaation but collective action becomes much
less likely even with minimally permeable boundariBoen & Vanbeselaere, 1998;
Reynolds, Oakes, Haslam, Nolan, & Dolnik, 2000; Meselaere, Boen, & Smeesters, 2003;
Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990). In the imperrbidity condition, collective action is
even stronger when social identity is made saljealonde & Silverman, 1994).

The security of intergroup status relations is alsamportant structural variable. If
status differences are illegitimate or unstablejaadentity isinsecureand this can lead to

the availability of cognitive alternatives for therrent status relations. Without these
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cognitive alternatives, individuals can not coneedf an alternative situation in which there
is a better position for their in-group, and thuso#ective strategy of social competition is not
possible.

The important point to remember about the roleoaia-structural variables is that
social identity is sensitive to contextual variabésnd can be flexibly activated depending on
circumstances that influence the likely successdifidual versus social change strategies.
While it is the psychological mechanism of strivilog positive in-group differentiation that is
the proximate cause of seeking social changeciiibes clear that social identity closely
follows the opportunities and threats present enrtfaterial dimension of intergroup relations.
This is an important indication that objective audbjective dimensions are fundamentally
intertwined.

We want to end this section on SIT with a few waaltisutself-esteemrhe need for
positive self-esteem is a basic motivational factd8IT (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). This of
course raises the question of why people strivpdsitive self-esteem and, crucial for our
reasoning here, why people care about having diy®socialidentity in the first place. Of
all the things in the world that people could pblscare about, they feel good when they
belong to a group that positively differentiateelt, a “better” group. However normal or
natural this might seem to us, it is neither obsiaor trivial. We think that the motivation for
positive social identity and self-esteem is ultielatinked to the fact that positive social
identity means that one is doing well in attainimgportant goals. This of course goes back to
our conviction that social groups provide importaanefits to people, and that belonging to a
good group thus means that one is likely to reapdtbenefits. This view is consistent with
similar functional conceptualizations of happinigsappraisal theories (Lazarus, 1991, see
also chapter 2) and in the literature on mood afatination processing (Bless et al., 1996;
Schwarz, 1990).

1.3.2. Self-categorization theory

Continuing the social identity approach, self-catezation theory (SCT, Turner, et al.,
1987) further developed the interpersonal-intergroontinuum and puts more emphasis on
the general mechanism behind social identity preedMore specifically, SCT aims to
predict in which situation people define themsel@ssndividuals or as members of one
particular group. SCT is thus a more general anceroognitive theory than SIT. Self-
categorization can occur at different levels ofustveness — from the personal level to the
level of the whole human species. The saliencepafracular self-categorization is predicted
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by an interaction between the accessibility of #ef-category and the fit between the
category and the realiticcessibilityis the readiness of a person to use a particalar s
category and this depends on a large number ajriastich as identification with the group,
past experience, and current motives, values, gaatsneeds (Turner, 1987, 1999). Fit
consists of comparative fit and normative @omparative fiis determined by meta-contrast,
the ratio of inter-category to intra-category diéfleces. The larger the inter-category
differences in comparison to the intra-categorfedénces, the more likely it is that the
category will be used as the basis for a self-categtion in the given situatioNormative fit
refers to whether the observed inter-category diffees are consistent with our normative
beliefs about the categories. For example, whe@miangoing group discussion on sexism all
women are defending a typically female point ofagiomen are more likely to self-
categorize as women than when women defend atypasitions.

The main consequence of self-categorization in$esfra social identity is that
individual self-perception becomes depersonalidentr{er, 1987). People perceive
themselves as interchangeable group members inst@adunique individuals. They see
more similarities between themselves and otheraoyg members and more differences
between themselves and out-group members. Depdirsdinm is a process of self-
stereotyping on dimensions that are important éorétlevant social identity. Furthermore, the
salient social identity depersonalizes self-intem@® group interests and leads to an
expectation of similarity in opinions and goalsgaooperation within the group. To illustrate
with an example, employees of an Italian constamctiompany rated themselves as more
similar to their fellow employees in terms of wadated behaviour when their company’s
relation to a competing organization had been nsatlent, in comparison with a situation in
which the ratings occurred in an intragroup rathan an intergroup context. This
depersonalization in turn predicted in-group biag srnover intentions (Voci, 2006).

Because people belong to many groups and the sag#rcategorization is
determined by a large number of individual and ertual factors, self-categorization is a
very dynamic and context-dependent process. Téxghility is necessary given the complex
organisation of human social groups and the fadtaliances and coalitions can change
quickly (Cosmides, Tooby, & Kurzban, 2003; Kurzb&opby, & Cosmides, 2001; Van
Bavel & Cunningham, 2009).

In this section so far we have described the sadgsitity approach to intergroup
relations. We want to emphasize a few importanéetspbefore we move on. First, different
social identities can be activated depending orclwvtg the most relevant in the current

circumstances, and this leads individuals to ineltilemselves psychologically in the group
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(SCT). Second, personal identity and social idgriie two aspects of the self that are linked
to interpersonal and intergroup behaviour respelstivi he choice for one or the other
depends on a series of social structural variadeb as permeability of group boundaries and
security of status relations (SIT). Finally, iddicttion with the group also influences self-
categorization because it indicates how importaatgroup is to the individual, and more
important self-categorizations will be activatedrmeasily. In sum, social identity can be
flexibly activated in what seems to be a functiomal of dealing with social reality. We will
now link this to what we said earlier about groghoinging and the functions of group living
and argue that social identity is the psychologmathanism that serves to protect material

group interests that are important to the individua

1.3.3. Social identity facilitates the protection of groupinterests

We propose that social identity is the psycholdgicachanism that enables a group-
based response in situations where this is likelyet beneficial and that ultimately this is a
consequence of the importance of the group tortieidual. Given the benefits of a strong,
well-functioning group, individuals must have ewvadlva way of dealing with intergroup
situations. We conjecture that social identityng @f the psychological adaptations that
humans have to optimize behaviour in intergroupasions. In other words, the ultimate
function of social identity is to be found in masticonsequences it has for the individual. In
fact, this interpretation is not so far removedrirthe original formulation of SIT. Tajfel and
Turner (1986) wrote:

None of the arguments outlined in this chapter rhesinderstood as implying that the
social-psychological or "subjective" type of codflis being considered here as having
priority or a more important causal function inigbceality than the "objective”
determinants of social conflict of which the basnalysis must be sought in the social,
economic, political, and historical structure afaxiety. (p. 23)

Tajfel and Turner (1986) clearly saw material (‘®dijve”) and psychological
(“subjective”) factors as fundamentally intertwinédbit later, they add that the social-
psychological factors discussed in SIT “may alsguae, in turn, armutonomougunction
that enables them to deflect in one direction atlagr the subsequent functioning of these
processes” (Tajfel & Turner, 1986, p. 23, emphasiginal). Here, Tajfel and Turner even
seem to suggest that the autonomous function gidiehological social identity mechanism
is only secondary to the more objective, instrurakfuinction. Whether secondary or not, we
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agree with their point that objective and subjextonflicts will often be related to each other
in real-world situations. In fact, for social idéptto be even moderately adaptive to the
individual, it is necessary that it tracks reakneists quite well. A psychological mechanism
that is completely at odds with reality would net\ery helpfuf

The material function of social identity is not prwlompatible with original
formulations of SIT, but also with recent developrtsen SIT, a point to which we turn now.
A very interesting line of research on differenteg of conflict and the function of social
identity and in-group bias is the work by Scheep&id colleagues (Scheepers, Spears,
Doosje, & Manstead, 2002, 2003, 2006a, 2006b). dhethors address the distinction
between instrumental and identity functions of iotgp bias. Thénstrumental functioras to
do with attaining certain material goals, for exdemgocial change. Clearly, this idea has its
roots in RCT and in the objective conflicts men&drby Tajfel and Turner (1986). The
identity functiorrefers to either creating or expressing a posdive distinct social identity.
This identity function has its roots in the soatntity tradition that we have just described.
We can illustrate the two functions with a studyfootball supporters (Scheepers, et al.,
2003). Highly identified fans prefer to sing ideptconfirming chants after their team has
scored (identity function), but chants that pepghgteam when the other team scores
(instrumental function). The basic idea of Schegp@d colleagues (Scheepers, et al., 2002,
2003, 20064, 2006Db) is that both functions are mamb, but that they are relevant in different
situations. The identity creation functfbis likely to be relevant in empty intergroup
situations in which there is merely a need foraiaty or meaning. Minimal group situations
constitute an extreme example of such empty sd@nstiThe instrumental function is more
relevant to situations of realistic conflict oveatarial resources.

Several studies show the relations between therdiit functions. Scheepers and
colleagues (Scheepers, et al., 2002) found evidiemd®th the instrumental and the identity
function of in-group bias. Interestingly, the instrental function of in-group bias only

® The fact that social identity has autonomous fionst (like, for example, in minimal group situatins not
inconsistent with our contention that social idgfgi primary function results form its relation Wit more
material dimension. That a psychological mechartiasian ultimate function of protecting (objective,
instrumental) group-based interests does not niesrittcan not sometimes have proximate functiangelated
to material issues. Indeed, evolution does not tegukrfection and many evolved adaptations hade-sffects
that are selectively neutral or even maladaptives &volution of the teddy bear can be a case int.pbhe facial
structure of teddy bears has evolved from beaftikes in the early 1900s to faces that bear (hoiptemded)
much resemblance to baby faces (Hinde & Barden5)19%he most likely explanation is that this is &ese the
adults that buy teddy bears are attracted by féeélires of baby faces. This preference appartalyo an
evolution of the teddy bear, although it is cléttthe preference for baby-like faces has origyrealolved for
a quite different task (i.e., nurturing and bondith a child).

* We leave aside here thientity expressiofunction because it is the consequence of havigig $tatus and is
thus arguably also linked to a more material dirr@mef intergroup relations (e.g., as in Scheepstrs).,
2003).
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showed up when social identity had been previoestgblished. In this experiment (that used
minimal groups) this was achieved by creating ghygootunity for participants to use ingroup
bias for identity creation. For minimal groups thatl not been given the opportunity for
identity creation in the first phase, there weresigms of the instrumental function of ingroup
bias in the second phase. This research therdfioressthat chronologically, the identity
creation function comes before the instrumentattion.

Most importantly, this line of research (for a ®wj see Scheepers, et al., 2006b)
shows that instrumental and identity concerns @evant in different contexts, but that they
are in no way incompatible with each other. For gaail here, it is interesting to consider
which function is likely to be more important iretheal world. The opportunity for identity
creation functions is easy to create in the lafp. (einimal groups), but how prevalent is this
kind of situation in real-world intergroup situat&? The minimal group paradigm is an
interesting tool to investigate psychological metkias, but this kind of groups hardly exists
outside of the laboratory. Situations where theaiidyg creation function is relevant are
probably rare (but see also Spears, Jetten, &0819). One does not develop new group
memberships every day. Most natural group and-gpteup behaviour occurs on behalf of
established groups with a long history. We empleatis point because it shows that
although recent developments in the social idemt#gtition have focused on cognitive factors
and the identity creation function (Brewer, 199bgg, 2000), there are good reasons to think
that the instrumental function has more consequefwreaeal-world intergroup relations.

In the beginning of this chapter we mentioned thesoof intergroup relations that
focus exclusively on either the material or thegh®jogical dimension of intergroup
relations. We have discussed how the social ideatihcept can be the basis for an
integrative approach. We conclude that social itherst a psychological mechanism whose
function is to protect group interests, but thas@me circumstances (that are probably rarer
in real-world group conflicts than in the situatone create for experimental research) social
identity clearly has autonomous effects not linkedhaterial or instrumental issues.

After its original conception in the 1970s, theiab@entity approach has become
increasingly cognitive. SCT had a more cognitiveuothan SIT. This is evident from its
focus on subjective stereotyping of the self, danftuence, and concepts such as fit and
meta-contrast ratio. Moreover, we have just disedisbat other developments within the
social identity approach, such as optimal distugtess theory (Brewer, 1991) and
uncertainty reduction theory (Hogg, 2000) focusl@sigely on cognitive mechanisms and are
completely removed from instrumental aspects @frgroup relations and are most relevant
in “empty” situations. One can ask whether sucbgntive focus is able to account for the
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kind of (antagonistic or even violent) conflicte(example, class struggles, wars, ethnic
discrimination and conflict) that drove the sciéntinterest for intergroup relations in the
first place (Billig, 1996; Tajfel, 1981, chapter. 1)

This raises the question of whether there arerals@ affective consequences of self-
categorization. These would seem more suitableptag the “hot” conflicts we just
mentioned. Emotions are important motivators ofdvébur, so it would be interesting to look
at their predictive value in intergroup relatioAsready in the early 1990s, there was some
converging evidence that emotions indeed are diyortated to intergroup attitudes (Esses,
Haddock, & Zanna, 1993; Jussim, Nelson, Manis, &i801995; Stangor, Sullivan, & Ford,
1991). Furthermore, in studies that would provbdavell ahead of their time, several authors
reported that different emotions are related tted#ht intergroup relations and different
action intentions (Bizman & Hoffman, 1993; Dijk&987). Another question is whether and
in what way emotions become depersonalized whetecplar social identity becomes
salient. Before we answer those questions (in @&)twe will look more closely at
emotions in Chapter 2. We discuss what emotionsndrg they exist, and how they influence
behaviour.

1.4. Summary

In this chapter we have argued for the importarideeomaterial dimension in
intergroup relations. The material or objective eision refers to the influence of conflicts
for resources on intergroup attitudes and behaviur starting point was a functional
approach to group belonging, and this inevitablypos to the tangible benefits that groups
offer to their members. If group living is advargags, people should be sensitive to threats
to the group. We have argued that the social itlepérspective describes and predicts how
individuals will sometimes act “as a group membarid that social identity is a
psychological adaptation that ultimately serveprimtect group interests. However, not all
groups are equally valuable and people have pdrgudaeests that need to be reconciled with
group interests. People should therefore not beagd to always act on behalf of the group.
Again, the social identity perspective already sates into account. In the social identity
perspective, group identification (i.e., the psyolgecal importance of the group) is an
important determinant of the extent to which pedale the group’s point of view.
Furthermore, social-structural and contextual \@des impact on when social identity will
become activated, and there are many indicatiatsstitial identity guides behaviour in an
adaptive way (see also Spears, 2010; Turner, 198d)can summarize this by saying that
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social identity has an important material or ingtemtal function. This is not to deny the
psychological or subjective function of social itlgn and we discussed how both are seen as
fundamentally intertwined both in original and receork in the social identity tradition. We
ended the chapter by arguing that the materialtiomof social identity is likely to be more
important for the explanation of real-world inteygp conflicts than the subjective or identity
function. In chapter 3 we will argue that the aation of group-based emotions is one way in
which social identity protects group interests. Bist we turn to emotions and appraisal

theories of emotion in chapter 2.
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Chapter 2. Emotions

In chapter 1 we looked at the difference betwedividual and intergroup behaviour.
We proposed that social identity serves to makergnoup behaviour possible and that
aspects of social identity and intergroup behavararfunctional. In this chapter we discuss
one important factor that influences human (indinaldor group) behaviour: emotion. We start
with a short description of what emotion is. Themdiscuss the process of emotional
appraisal in depth, with special attention for filmection of emotions and the causal role of
appraisals.

Many emotion theorists adhere to a componential weemotions, meaning that
emotions are defined by the fact that they comdiseveral components. A first component is
the physiological arousal that accompanies ematidason readiness is another component
and reflects the fact that emotions drive behavi@uhird component is motor expression,
such as facial expression or body posture. Theitegrromponent of emotions consists of
cognitive evaluations of the environment, alsoezhllappraisals”. A last component is the
subjective experience of emotions, which can atstebmed “feeling”. Scherer (2004) has
argued that feelings integrate information of tkieeo emotion components and that feelings
have a monitoring function. Feelings integrateaghilable information in order to regulate
the emotion process. It is also (part of) the feptomponent of emotion that is available to
consciousness and that might be partially asseggle@motional self-report measures (which
we use in all empirical studies presented in tigsettation). The emotion components can
mutually influence each other and can change awe. tin this dissertation we are mainly
interested in the cognitive or appraisal compowéreimotions. We will contend that the
fundamental nature of emotions is that they arsediy an appraisal of the environment and
that they steer behaviour appropriately. Thatéstthsic message of appraisal theories of
emotion.

Appraisal theorists assert that emotions are @agtio an evaluation of the situation in
terms of opportunities and threats from the indraiks point of view. Because emotions are
linked to specific action tendencies, emotions lealp individuals to choose adaptive
behaviour. Specific situations call for specifispenses, and emotions seems to fulfil the
function of integrating appraisals and guiding pprapriate behavioural response. Appraisal
theories thus provide a functional view of emotidagjda (1984: 3) considers emotions as a
“subsystem signalling the world’s state with regfgedhe satisfaction of the system’s driving
forces, and indicating what, if anything, shoulddome about possible discrepancies between
states desired and states obtained”. Cognitiveagggls are thus seen as the cause of
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emotions, providing the starting point of an impoitprocess of motivating adaptive

behaviour.

2.1. Appraisal

The appraisal process assesses the position oidivedual in her/his environment
and elicits the emotion that is most relevant sdtarrent person-environment relationship.
Appraisal has to be distinguished from perceptim¢@ld, 1960) or from knowledge
(Lazarus, 1991). An object or event can elicit arogon only if it is evaluated for what it
means to the individual. Appraisal adds to mereggaron or knowledge what the likely
consequences of an object or an event are fontheidual’s goals and well-being. For
example, physical pain can be appraised by sorbeiag undesirable. For an athlete,
however, it may be a sign that s/he is working faard training well, and pain may thus be
appraised positively. In this example the pain tlegy might be the same, but the evaluation
of what the pain means for the individual's goalsery different. It follows that knowledge
does not elicit emotion in itself, but only doesifsibis motivationally relevant. In what is
regarded as the first text conceptualizing emotiapgaraisal, Arnold wrote that “to arouse an
emotion, the object must be appraised as affeatiagn some way” (Arnold, 1960, p.171). In
each situation, appraisals are made on differenedsions and a specific pattern of appraisals
elicits a specific emotion. We describe this predaghe following paragraphs.

2.2. Models of emotional appraisal

Building on the pioneering work of Arnold (1960&v&ral appraisal models have been
proposed (Frijda, 1986; Lazarus, 1991; Roseman;19herer, 1988; C. A. Smith &
Ellsworth, 1985), but they share many similarifiBeseman & Smith, 2001). The appraisal
dimensions that are proposed by each model arejalsosimilar. We now describe these
appraisal dimensions in more detail. It is not olojective to provide a review of all different
appraisal models, but rather to explain their com@ssumptions. For simplicity, we
therefore rely mainly on the model of Lazarus (razal991, 2001).

Lazarus (1991) distinguishes between primary aodre#ary appraisals (so does
Frijda, 1986). The primary appraisal process assesbether something that is happening is
relevant to the individual, and, if so, in what wawis first step will determine what (if
anything) is at stake for the person in a spesitigation. Lazarus distinguishes three primary
appraisal components: goal relevance, goal congeyemd type of ego-involveme@oal
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relevances the extent to which an event concerns the iddal. If an event is appraised as
being not relevant, it will not elicit an emotiorraaction, and no further appraisals will be
made (i.e., the appraisal process will st@@al congruence or incongruencefers to
whether what is happening helps or hinders thersiddal in reaching her/his goals. In the
case of goal congruence, positive emotions areate@eln the case of goal incongruence,
negative emotions will followType of ego-involvemergfers to what exactly is at stake for
the individual. Lazarus mentions six possible typesgo-involvement: self and social
esteem, moral values, ego ideals, meanings and,iddeer persons and their well-being, and
life goals. Ego-involvement is at stake in mosalbemotions, but the type influences the
specific emotion that is felt. For example, angea response to a threat of one’s self- or
social esteem, and shame results from a failulige¢aip to one’s ego-ideals.

Secondary appraisal (Lazarus, 1991, 2001) focusé®w the emotion-eliciting
situation should be dealt with. Secondary appraisal consists of three appraisal
components: blame/credit, coping potential, andruexpectancyBlame and crediare
appraisals that follow from several pieces of infation. There is a need to determine who is
responsible for a certain situation or action, Wwkethat person had control over the situation,
and whether s/he had a benign or malicious inédns knowledge can lead one to make an
appraisal of blame or cred.oping potentials the individual's evaluation of how well s/he
can deal with the situation at hand (for instamceliminate a pending threaButure
expectancyefers to the expectation that the situationkislyi to change for the better or the
worse.

A certain specific combination of appraisals wiite a specific emotion and this
emotion causes a control shift in the individuatireresources are devoted to that aspect of
the environment that elicited the emotion and thas has the most motivational relevance.
Lazarus (1991) uses the term “core relational tiégmandicate that discrete emotions result
from one fundamental characteristic of the relatiop of the individual with its environment.
A core relational theme is the key relational hambenefit underlying each emotion. For
example, Lazarus (1991) proposes that the coreaedd theme of anger is a “demeaning
offence against me or mine”. It is the core relaiaheme that produces similarity across
cultures (and perhaps across species) for disensttions. In other words, anger looks
similar across individuals and cultures becaugeused to deal with the same adaptational
problems and thus arises in circumstances thatdoolar in terms of the person-
environment relationship (Lazarus, 1991, chapteEB)otions are thus not elicited by the
same stimulus or event for all individuals in alltares, but by a specific person-environment
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relationship that can be summarized in the emationte relational theme or appraisal
pattern.

Having discussed the different appraisal dimensiagsare now in a better position to
understand appraisal theories’ claim that disaeetetions result from a specific pattern of
appraisals. For example, sadness is the emotieaelion to an event that is goal relevant,
goal incongruent, includes the loss of any typegu-involvement, but involves no blame. If
coping potential is favourable, sadness may nairoacwill be associated with hope. Lazarus
(1991) adds that the core relational theme of ssglisean irrevocable loss. Anxiety, to give
another example, results from an event that is ggaVvant, goal incongruent and includes an
existential threat to self or personal meaningth@rmore, coping potential and future
expectancy are uncertain in anxiety.

To end our description of appraisal models, we waietarify that appraisal is not a
one-shot affair, but a constantly ongoing proc&ke. appraisal dimensions are not just
evaluated once and the process does not stop whemation is elicited. On the contrary,
individuals constantly scan their environment dmartinternal state for new information that
could be relevant. This allows for possible reafgalaand a different interpretation of events
on all appraisal dimensions. We are “constantlyaged in a struggle to make sense of what
is happening to us” (Lazarus, 1991, p. 138).

2.3. The function of emotions

One obvious question is why we would need emotamissuch a complex appraisal
system in the first place. Why do individuals h&wéecome emotional about things in order
to choose appropriate behaviour? What is the addle of this particular process? In
answering this question, it can be illuminatingtmpare emotional appraisal with other
mechanisms that can guide action (and in so déangge humans not as a biological
exception, but as a highly social and intellige@innmal). Apart from emotion as a
motivational system, behaviour could also be detgthby stimulus-response or fixed action
pattern mechanisms, as is the case in lower anifhalbergen, 1951). These mechanisms
link one specific input or piece of informationdae specific action. Would it then not be
more efficient to act like this and simply forgéioait emotional appraisal? Oatley and
Johnson-Laird (1987), Lazarus (1991) and Sche@84)lhave argued that emotional
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appraisal has evolved in mamniatecause it allows for a large amount of flexifgilit
behavioural reactions to a specific situation.dmparison with fixed action patterns,
emotions provide merely a general motivation artdbadendency, which still has to be
translated into a concrete behavioural responss.iglan important advantage in
environments that can change and that are thuspamtly predictable. Frijda (1986: 83)
addresses a similar point when he states thah&@xtent that action programs are fixed and
rigid, the concept of action tendency loses mucitsaheaning”. Action tendency or action
readiness is flexible by definition because it sraty “readiness” and thus allows for the
action to be inhibited (for example if the actigmion-normative or if supplementary
appraisal points in a different directich).

A system of emotional appraisal not only allowsffexibility on the behavioural side,
but also for flexibility on what one becomes emoébabout (the appraisal side). Appraisals
are subjective interpretations and can thus bebilerpplied to a wide range of (even novel)
stimuli. This is why the same emotion can arisa similar way across very different
situations or in response to very different eveBtgch an approach is especially useful when
the individual has to adapt to a changing or newelironment. Many aspects of an animal’s
environment can indeed change: climate, food ssuete However, in the case of group-
living species the environment is made infinitelgnancomplex because it includes the social
environment. As social environments can change mumte quickly than material
environments, social animals face much more comgéexsions in an ever-changing social
world. In such an environment, it is clear thaag@praisal-emotion system has advantages
over a fixed action pattern or stimulus-responstesy.

Of course, this reasoning is especially applicableumans, who live in large social
groups whose strong within-group cooperation adtimeomplexity to the everyday
decisions that they have to maki.should come as no surprise then, that humartiensmo
are very often caused by or experienced withinadelations (as forcefully argued by
Parkinson, Fischer, & Manstead, 2005) and that mm®tare often shared with others (Rimé,
2009). In addition, some specific emotions can drdynderstood in terms of their function

® There is no claim here that the appraisal procesars in the same way in other mammals as it ttoes
humans. However, these authors agree that mamhwisfiexible behaviour that can be accounted fofay
simple version of) emotional appraisal.

® Our emphasis on the flexibility of the behaviouedponse that is motivated by a process of enition
appraisal is not only important as part of a gdrteeoretical framework, but will also prove useifulevaluating
one specific model of intergroup emotions (Neuk&i@ottrell, 2003) in Chapter 5 of this dissertation

" In support of this idea, challenges associatetl sotial complexity seem to have been a strongtete
pressure in mammals and to have driven brain eeolybDunbar & Shultz, 2007a; Shultz & Dunbar, 2Q0n)
primates, larger brains are associated with lasgeial groups (Dunbar, 1992) and with indicatiohsazial
complexity such as tactical deception and coalif@mation (Dunbar & Shultz, 2007b).
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in complex cooperative social groups. Guilt, foaewle, is linked to moral transgressions
and serves to continue a relationship by motivasingndividual to make reparations to the
other (Lazarus, 1991; Tangney & Dearing, 2002) |evbontempt arises when one wants to
exclude the other and does not wish to continuedlaionship (Fischer & Roseman, 2007).
To sum up, emotions offer much flexibility in inpgeting and reacting to the environment
and seem especially well-adapted to deal with Hadl@enges of social living.

A function of emotion that has received a lot aéntific attention is the
communicative function (Fischer & Manstead, 2008)e motor expression of emotions can
be, and often is perceived by others. The existeheemotor expression component therefore
can give emotions a role in interpersonal commuimnaBy making emotions visible and
recognizable, emotions communicate the psycholbgtage of individuals to others. This is
especially useful when the emotion is communicatatie same interpersonal relation in
which it was elicited (for example, | see that stimmeg | did made you very angry at me).
However, the communicative power of emotions ultehastill depends on what those
emotions mean and thus which appraisals and aetiaencies they are associated with (if |
see that | just made you angry, | know that thermerisk of retaliation or physical aggression,
which is valuable information to me). The fact teatotions also serve communicative
purposes does not change the fact that the modafa@ntal aspect of emotions is that they
follow from appraisals of one’s relation to the Bomment. In fact, the communicative
function depends on knowledge of what an emotioanaén terms of appraisals and action
tendencies.

2.4. Appraisals as cause of emotions

Given the attention we have given to appraisatsctignitive component of emotions,
it is worth considering whether this cognitive campnt is really that important. It could be
argued that appraisal theories create an imagmofiens that is too cognitive. This might
give the impression that emotion is always precdgecdarefully considering all available
information. The emotion literature has seen a tdedbout whether cognition always comes
before emotion or whether emotion without cognitampraisal is also possible (Lazarus,
1984; Zajonc, 1984). However, this kind of debdtenately depends on definitions (What
exactly is an appraisal?). An elegant solutiorttisg discussion is to consider that appraisals
can occur at different levels of processing th#edin the amount of cognitive effort and
sophistication they demand. Several authors haweoged this idea and most distinguished
between associative and rule-based levels (e.gfitk, 2004; Lazarus, 1991; Leventhal &
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Scherer, 1987; C. A. Smith & Kirby, 2001). The éatinvolves reflection, abstraction, and
drawing conclusions using propositional knowledfas level benefits fully from the
cognitive capacities of humans and it adds a moneptex or sophisticated layer to the
appraisal process. The point is that each appreésabccur on each level of processing and
that not all appraisals are cognitively sophisgdatAutomatic appraisal can be combined
with the very complex reasoning that humans aralaapof, and both will be combined in the
final appraisal or emotional reaction.

However, not everybody is convinced by the suggegtiat the appraisal process can
occur unconsciously or automatically. Zajonc (198dr) example, is clearly sceptical about
the possibility of automatic appraisal and argies appraisal theorists should show the
existence of automatic appraisal or stop talkingualtt. Moors (2010) has taken up (part of)
this task in a research programme aimed at in\astigywhether constructive appraisal (i.e.,
appraisals combining several inputs) can occuneattutomatic level. In a series of studies
that use modified versions of the affective primiagk, Moors and collaborators (Moors &
De Houwer, 2001; Moors, De Houwer, & Eelen, 20040¥s, De Houwer, Hermans, &
Eelen, 2005) showed that appraisals of motivatiocnaggruence can be rapid, unintentional,
and efficient (which are features of automatic pgses). This research does not prove that
emotions can result from automatic appraisalsjthsitone necessary step toward that goal.
We conclude that it is still a plausible theordt@ssumption that all emotions are caused by
an appraisal process.

We have argued in this chapter that the most fureddah characteristic of emotions is
that they result from an appraisal of the environte light of the individual’'s concerns, and
influence behaviour accordingly. Appraisal theohase conceptualized the appraisal process
at the individual level. It is interesting to nakat both Frijda (1986, p. 335) and Lazarus
(1991, p. 28) have mentioned that emotions aretatiaps for the good of the individual or
for the good of the species (even though their Wwockises almost exclusively on how
individuals benefit from emotions). This rests ba assumption that adaptations for the good
of the species can evolve because they ensureespaivival. However, this “good for the
species” argument (which used to be referred tgmaip selection”) has been entirely
discredited in modern evolutionary theory (Dawkit@89; Grafen, 1984; G. C. Williams,
1966). We should therefore not expect that anya@sgeemotions (or any other trait, for that
matter) has evolved for the good of the species.

However, we will see in Chapter 3 that appraisatpsses are not limited to the
individual level, but can also occur on behalftwé tn-group. In Chapter 1 we saw that social
identity is a psychological mechanism that fadiétaindividuals to display group-based
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behaviour, and that this is a consequence of iddals’ dependence on the group. Integrating
this idea with emotional appraisal then suggedtdppraisal processes can also occur at the
group level. This is what we will discuss in thexhehapter.

2.5. Summary

This chapter dealt with emotions and, more speadifi, with appraisal theories of
emotion. We described emotion as a general-punpagigational mechanism that offers
great flexibility both in terms of what one beconaesotional about, and in the specific
behavioural reaction that might result from the 8am Emotions result from appraisals,
evaluations of the environment in light of the wdual’s concerns. A particular combination
of appraisals is associated with a particular eonali reaction. Appraisals represent the
person-environment relationship and can be flexdggpted to either changes in the person’s
goals or changes in the environment. On the behealiside, emotions offer flexibility
because they are associated with action tendeocegion readiness, not with specific fixed
action patterns. We asserted that emotions ardaptation to the ever-changing social
environment of mammals, and that the enormous lsoamplexity of human societies is why
emotions are so important in humans. Our centrait p®that appraisals are the cause and
thus the defining element of emotions. In humams appraisal process is particularly
sophisticated because our great cognitive abilédesan extra propositional or rule-based
layer to the appraisal process.

Although this chapter only discussed individual &ors, in our opinion the central
place of appraisals should be similar in the cdggaup-based emotions. That is the topic of
the next chapter.
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Chapter 3. Group-based emotions

Let’'s summarize the main points of the two previoapters. In chapter 1, we saw
that people belong to groups and care about thgpdvecause groups can offer them
important advantages. The social identity traditiescribes how and when people act as
group members, and social identity is the mechatiisinmakes (inter-)group behaviour
possible. In chapter 2, we looked at emotions, vhie a key factor in decision-making and
behaviour in humans. According to appraisal theooieemotion, the most fundamental
characteristic of emotions is that they result fraprocess of appraisals of the environment in
light of the individual’'s concerns. The fact that@ions result from a complex appraisal
process explains their functional role in guidintpptive behaviour.

In this chapter, we will combine these two ideasr Basic point will be that if social
identity activates group-level aspects of cognitowl behaviour, it can do the same with the
appraisal process. Therefore, if social identityses the appraisal process to function at the
group level, this will lead to group-based emotidhdividual appraisals cause individual
emotions, group-based appraisals cause group-leaseiibns (see the diagram in Figure 1).
In the first part of this chapter, we conceptualinel discuss group-based appraisals and
group-based emotions. In the second part, we digbesless-than-central place of group-
based appraisal in existing work on group-basediemaand this will constitute the basis on
which we formulate our own research questions diggrthe role of group-based appraisal in
group-based emotion.

Figure 1: Theoretical model of individual emoticarsd group-based emotions

Individual
emotions

Individual

Personal identity appraisals

Social identity

Group-based
appraisals

Group-based
emotions
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3.1. Group-based appraisals and group-based emotions

We define group-based emotions as emotions thalt fesm appraisals of the
situation in light of the group’s concerns. We haescribed the appraisal process in chapter
2 and what we said is also applicable to groupdbaggraisal; the only difference is that
events are not appraised for how they affect tbevidual, but for how they affect her/his in-
group. The crucial difference between individualoéions and group-based emotions is that
the process of cognitive appraisal shifts fromwrdlial concerns to group concerns and from
individual appraisal to group appraisal (see Figire

3.1.1. Group-based appraisals

The central idea behind group-based emotions isattitudes and behaviour are
related to how individuals perceive the situatibtheir in-group. This idea is not new.
Although the term “group-based appraisals” wag fised in the context of group-based
emotions (Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000; van Zomefpears, Fischer, & Leach, 2004), the
concept of appraisals of group concerns can bedfaumarious earlier theories, even though
none of them made an explicit link with appraiseddries of emotion. Given the centrality of
group-based appraisals in this dissertation, weneilv discuss these theories.

3.1.1.1. Group position model

An early approach to group-based appraisals cdaumel in Blumer’s (1958) group
position model. Blumer (1958) wants to make a garwint about racial prejudice, but only
details the case of a dominant racial group. Adogrtb Blumer, race prejudice can best be
seen as a “sense of group position”. The senseoapgoosition is not based on individuals’
personal experiences with out-group members kigtisrmined by the relations between
groups. Blumer emphasizes repeatedly that prejusliocet a consequence of individual
differences but that it is a group phenomenonithdetermined by the definition of the
position of the in-group in relation with the ougp. Individuals might have different ideas
and emotions about the out-group, but “to the exttexy recognize or feel themselves as
belonging to that group they will automatically cernder the influence of the sense of
position held by that group” (Blumer, 1958, p. Bjvo points are worth emphasizing here.
First, the distinction Blumer makes between theviddal and the group level corresponds
with similar distinctions in social identity theoayd relative deprivation theory, which we
will discuss below. Second, Blumer allows for thaetfthat individuals can feel weakly or
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strongly connected to a group, and that the grboplg have a weak or strong influence on
the individual, accordingly. This is very similar the idea of group identification in the social
identity approach (as discussed in chapter 1). @igue feature of Blumer’s theory is that he
asserts that the sense of group position is fotmeadigh a long social process of
communication, discussion, and persuasion withengitoup. Once consensus is reached on
the group position, this becomes a powerful groogpmto which group members have to
conform.

The group position model influenced recent invedians into the link between the
group threat posed by ethnic minorities and imntigreattitudes. Indicators of group threat
generally include economic conditions and sizehefdthnic minority group. Recently
internationally comparable representative surveg dave become available and this has led
sociologists to connect the anti-immigrant attisideeasured in those surveys with country or
regional level indicators of ethnic minority grotipeat. Most studies indeed show that threat
indicators are related to anti-immigrant attituf€senders, Lubbers, & Scheepers, 2008;
Meuleman, et al., 2009; Quillian, 1995; SchlueteW&gner, 2008).

3.1.1.2. Group relative deprivation

A second and influential example of the conceptigrbased appraisals was developed
in the framework of relative deprivation theory.iRiman (1966) distinguished between
egoistic and fraternal relative deprivation. Egoistlative deprivation means that one feels
disadvantaged as an individual in comparison witieoindividuals. Fraternal relative
deprivation (often also called group relative degtion) is a negative evaluation of the
position of one’s group in comparison to other gURunciman saw egoistic and fraternal
relative deprivation as mutually exclusive idealdy of relative deprivation (meaning that
real-life situations are often a mix of individwald group-based relative deprivation).
Empirical efforts have been devoted towards distisigng these two types of deprivation. In
a recent meta-analysis (H. J. Smith & Ortiz, 20@29up relative deprivation comparisons
were found to be much more related to collectivieabeour and attitudes than comparisons
based on the individual. In one of the latest &sidin this topic, Pettigrew, Christ, Wagner et
al. (2008) showed that group but not individuaatiele deprivation is related to prejudice.
Findings such as these clearly show that the canakgistinction between taking oneself as
an individual or oneself as a group member as & ff@scomparison has important

consequences.
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3.1.1.3. Social identity

Seeing the world as a group member rather than asdavidual is a key tenet of social
identity theory and self-categorization theory (@bg Turner, 1979; Turner, et al., 1987).
For these theoretical approaches, personal idetitysocial identity are aspects of the self-
concept that can become more or less salientesudt of individual and contextual factors.
When social identity is salient, people undergoacess of depersonalization and see
themselves as interchangeable group members. Shismuch more general theory of group-
based cognition and behaviour, and we have disdussgtensively in chapter 1. Self-
categorization theory is one of the componentfi®frecent perspectives on group-based
emotions (lyer & Leach, 2008; E. R. Smith, 19939;9yzerbyt & Demoulin, 2010; Yzerbyt,
Dumont, Mathieu, Gordijn, & Wigboldus, 2006).

In sum, a recurrent theme in these three approastieat people sometimes evaluate
their situation from their in-group’s point of view light of the in-group’s concerns. In other
words, people make group-based appraisals. Howewreg of these three approaches present
a complete theory of group-based emotions. Theit éaplicitly link group-based appraisals
to a wide range of group-based emotional reactionthe next section we will discuss
theories that do.

3.1.2. Group-based emotions

3.1.2.1. Earlyideas

Group-based emotions are emotional reactions topgroncerns. Early evidence that
people can become emotional about events in whigph dére not at all personally concerned
comes from the behaviour of sports fans. Some kvedlvn studies on “basking in reflected
glory” showed that students were more likely to mibair team’s clothing on days following
a team victory (Cialdini et al., 1976). The grougsbd character is clear because fans do not
play any role in the victory of the team. Unsurpggy, there is also good evidence that sports
fans’ emotions are affected by their team winnin¢gpsing a game (e.g., Hirt, Zillmann,
Erickson, & Kennedy, 1992; Wann, Dolan, McGeorgeAlison, 1994). Closer to emotion
research, Doosje, Branscombe, Spears and Mandi@a8) (hoted that some emotion
theorists have suggested that guilt can be fatrasction to the behaviour of members of the
in-group (Baumeister & Hastings, 1997; Feagin &a/el995; Steele, 1990).

Finally, the emotional reactions of anger (Tyle6&ith, 1998) and resentment
(Runciman, 1966) that are central to group or freterelative deprivation theory qualify as
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an early conceptualization of group-based emotibing. Smith & Kessler, 2004). Relative
deprivation theory indeed has an important affectiimension and the relation between
relative deprivation and collective behaviour i®sger when relative deprivation is measured
using questions that assess feelings (H. J. Smitht&, 2002; M. C. Taylor, 2002). This
means that the similarity between fraternal rekateprivation and group-based emotions
goes beyond their shared concept of group-basewdiapfs and that it was probably the
approach that came closest to developing a fulkkeptualization of group-based emotions.

3.1.2.2. Group-based emotions

The first to explicitly spell out a theory of grotgased emotions was Smith (1993),
although the term “group-based emotion” was notlustil a few years later (Doosje, et al.,
1998; E. R. Smith, 1999). In an influential chap&mith (1993) proposed to combine aspects
of self-categorization theory (SCT, Turner, et 8087, see chapter 1) and appraisal theories
of emotion (Scherer, Schorr, & Johnstone, 2001 chapter 2) as a new way to conceptualize
prejudice. Smith argued that because the selfdeduoth personal and social aspects,
appraisal processes can also exist at both perandadocial levels. Emotional appraisal at the
group level means that people evaluate the situadiking their social self as the reference
point. He does not use the term “group-based aggi&diitself, but for example mentions the
possibility of “emotions triggered by events thet group relevant rather than merely
personally relevant” (E. R. Smith, 1993, p. 302).

Seeing prejudice as an emotion instead of as déndst as Smith (1993) proposed, has
two important advantages. First, while attitudesfandamentally stable, the emotion concept
allows for much more flexibility. People are liketly be more prejudiced in certain situations
than in others. For example, members of a group antinferior status will probably not
evoke negative reactions when they conform to fb&irstatus position. However, when the
same people try to claim more benefits for theiugr, they might be met with fierce
opposition. Similarly, the same out-group membeus loe treated very differently according
to situation and context: as equals in one sitnaind as subordinates in another (e.g.,
Minard, 1952). Prejudice as a stable attitude a#reasily account for this. The second
advantage of seeing prejudice as an emotionaliogastthat emotions are much
differentiated while attitudes only vary from pogi to negative. Seeing prejudice as an
emotion thus allows for different types of emotibreactions to be distinguished. Fear,
contempt, and anxiety can all be negative emotioesadtions toward an out-group but they
are likely to result from different intergroup @tions and group-based appraisals, and to lead

to different behavioural reactions. Actually, Dijkg987) was the first to suggest that
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prejudice might be more adequately conceptualizezha of a set of possible emotional
reactions. Dijker also made the link between agjtaheories and the emotional reactions to
ethnic minorities, but he did not discuss the gmbi that the appraisal process occurs at the
group level, which is why his theory is not realyheory of group-based emotions.

Smith first used the term “social emotions” andimkes prejudice as “a social emotion
experienced with respect to one’s social identita@roup member, with an outgroup as a
target” (E. R. Smith, 1993, p. 304). In anotherkobapter, Smith (1999) repeated his
position, but now used the term “group-based embiitstead of “social emotion”. Later,
Smith and collaborators added the term “intergremmmtions” (Mackie, et al., 2000), which is
consistent with the theoretical idea that “apptaisafer to the position of the outgroump
relation tothe ingroup” (E. R. Smith, 1999, p. 187).

It is indeed important to note that in Smith’s (392999) theory social or group-based
emotions always involve a target out-group thatdnasrtain relation with the in-group. In
contrast, we have up till now only emphasized #wt that group-based emotions result from
appraisals of group concerns, and have not talkedtahe target of these emotions. In fact,
group-based emotional reactions do not need torbedl to emotions toward an out-group.
Other researchers (Dumont, Yzerbyt, Wigboldus, &dgo, 2003; Gordijn, Wigboldus, &
Yzerbyt, 2001; Gordijn, Yzerbyt, Wigboldus, & Dump&006; van Zomeren, Spears, &
Leach, 2008; Yzerbyt, Dumont, Wigboldus, & Gordi@®03) have put less emphasis on the
target of the emotion and more on the group onlbehahich the emotion is experienced.
Their strategy has been to change the social igehft is salient in the context and see how
that affects emotions. The group-based charactigéreske emotions lies in the fact that they
are influenced by the perceiver’s group memberdiapis made salient. The target of the
emotions in these studies is not necessary anroupdut rather a particular event or
decision.

To understand the importance of this point, weroantion the distinction that
Parkinson, Fischer, and Manstead (2005) make battixeesubject and the object of an
emotion. The distinction we have made between iddal and group-based appraisals refers
to thesubjectof the emotion. The subject of the emotion isgheson who is experiencing the
emotion in response to an event that has beeniapgras relevant for her/his current goals.
For individual appraisals (and individual emotigribe subject is an individual and s/he
appraises the environment as an individual. Fougptmased appraisals (and group-based
emotions), the subject is a group member whoseakidentity as a group member has been
activated and s/he appraises the environment ezug gnember in light of the group’s
concerns. Taking into account tbjectof the emotion allows for a second distinctior&
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made. Group-based emotions that have an out-g®opjact are intergroup emotions, and
they contrast with group-based emotions that ddyagé an out-group as object. Intergroup
emotions are thus a special case of the largegagt®f group-based emotions.

3.1.3. Theoretical models and research on group-based enons

3.1.3.1. Intergroup emotions theory

The most well-known model of group-based emotignstergroup Emotions Theory
(IET). Early IET work built directly on the theoredl ideas of Smith (1993, 1999) that we
discussed in the previous section. For example kMabevos, and Smith (2000, p. 603)
clearly emphasize group-based appraisals: “Wheilalsdentity is salient, appraisals of
situations or events related to social identityuBon social rather than personal concerns”.
Consistent with this idea, they found that the ¢pared or manipulated) strength of the in-
group led to anger and offensive action tendertowsrd the out-group. The primary
weaknesses of these studies are that (1) the nangouof in-group strength can also be seen
as a manipulation of social support (see Parkinsbal., 2005, p. 123; van Zomeren, et al.,
2004, p. 650), and (2) participants likely expecera mix of individual and group-based
appraisals as they are concerned by the eventasath individual and as a group member.

IET researchers have also looked for evidenceetmaitions fulfil the same role at the
group level as at the individual level. First, tHeynd that intergroup emotion has a
regulatory function in the sense that the emotigsigates when it has led to an appropriate
response (Maitner, Mackie, & Smith, 2006). Secdhdy confirmed that, apart from the level
at which they operate, intergroup emotions arelamm individual emotions. For example, it
was shown that intergroup anger involves arousadiehses systematic processing of
persuasive messages and increases risk-taking l(Ry@&, 2008). This suggests that
intergroup emotions are not merely evident in eor@i self-report, but are real emotions that
are felt by the participants in those studies.

Recent work in IET has taken a different appro&dsearchers have investigated so-
calledchronic group emotionsChronic group emotions are measured by askinglpd¢o
what extent they experience emotions as a memleepafticular group, but without referring
to a particular situation, event, or group chanastie. In one illustrative study, E. R. Smith,
Seger, and Mackie (2007) asked “As an Indiana Usityestudent, to what extent do you feel
each of the following emotions?” No context forgaemotions was specified. Importantly,
the authors argued that chronic group emotionstanagly related to group-based emotions.
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In a more recent paper (Moons, Leonard, Mackie néitls, 2009), emotions measured in this
way are simply called “group-based emotions”. Tat@nale is that group-based emotions are
emotional reactions to specific group situationd emncerns and that these feed into the more
general chronic emotions. Chronic group emotiongdcthus be seen as a sort of summary of
all group-based emotions, a summary of all emoticesctions to group concerns that people
experience on behalf of a particular group. Acaagdb this view, there is a direct relation
between group concerns and chronic group emotidoxsever, although Smith, Mackie, and
colleagues have argued that chronic group emo#tiomslosely related to group-based
emotions, they have not directly investigated #spect. As a result, it is currently unclear to
what extent chronic group emotions reflect groupcesns and group-based appraisals. We
will have more to say on this issue in section13ghd in chapter 4.

Other models of group-based emotions have focused on specific content.
Consistent with Smith’s (1993; 1999) suggestiort grajudice should be reconceptualized as
a group-based emotion, several models have dedonibeh emotions are typically felt in
intergroup situations and to which cognitive appats these emotions are associated. All
these models start from the idea that an intergsituation affects group-based appraisals,
which in turn lead to group-based emotions. We rilessome comprehensive models as well

as research on some specific emotions below.

3.1.3.2. Stereotype content model

Thestereotype content mod@liske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002) and its moreeat
version, the BIAS map (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 20@8sume that the nature of the intergroup
relations determines the cognitive representaster¢otypes) of the out-group. Two
dimensions of the intergroup relations are considessential here: perceived status and
competition. Perceived status predicts competetecteaypes: high status groups are
considered competent. Perceived competition predrarmth stereotypes (warmth
stereotypes being associated with an absence gdetdan). Warmth and competence are
seen as core dimensions of group perception (Ab&éjciszke, 2007; Judd, James-
Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & Kashima, 2005; Phalet & Popp@97) and are hypothesized to lead to
specific emotions. Emotions, in turn, lead to gahelasses of behavioural reactions (Cuddy,
et al., 2007). Support for the stereotype contesdehcomes from studies in which people
assess a number of social groups on status andetitiony warmth and competence, and
emotional reactions (admiration, envy, contemgt;) pResults show that, between groups,
differences in emotional reactions can be explamedifferences in warmth and competence,
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which in turn can be explained by differences atiust and competition between groups
(Cuddy, et al., 2007; Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 206&ke, et al., 2002).

It is worth mentioning thamage theoryAlexander, Brewer, & Herrmann, 1999,
2005; Bilali, 2010) is similar to the stereotypentant model because it starts with the same
two structural dimensions of intergroup relatiostaf{us and competition) and assumes that
these lead to emotions, out-group images, and b@iraV orientations.

3.1.3.3. Sociofunctional model

Neuberg & Cottrell’'s (2003) bio-cultural sociofunctional modet another model
that sees cognitive appraisals of intergroup m@tatias the first step in a causal chain that
ultimately leads to intergroup behaviour. Accordinghe authors, our dependence on the
group during our evolutionary history has madearsgive to threats to group-level
resources and obstructions to efficient group fienatg. They argue that specific group
threats lead to specific, differentiated emotiaralctions (which is very similar to Smith’s
(1993) position). These emotions help us to effetyideal with the group threats because
they are associated with specific behavioural reastdirectly aimed at removing the group-
level threats. An important part of Neuberg andt@tts (2003) reasoning is thus that threat
and emotion patterns are not the same for all bgmaps. Indeed, a study shows that
different social groups elicit qualitatively difamt patterns of threat and emotion (Cottrell &
Neuberg, 2005). However, the specificity of theetiremotion-behaviour relations is less
clear as Cottrell and Neuberg aggregate some thireétte analyses and not report data on
behavioural tendencies. In a more recent studyréloiRichards, and Nichols (2010) failed
to show that specific emotions mediate the relatietween specific threats and policy
attitudes.

A possible theoretical shortcoming of the sociofiomal model is its lack of
flexibility. This is especially the case on the heloural side. The behavioural reactions
proposed by the model are very specific reactiorspecific intergroup threats. This seems to
be at odds with the more general and unfinishedacher of action tendencies in appraisal
theories (see chapter 2), a conceptualizationall@avs for more flexibility. For what
concerns flexibility on the appraisal side, the elambuld be interpreted as if appraisals of
intergroup threats directly lead to intergroup eiomg. However, an out-group might be
perceived differently depending on which sociahitity is contextually salient (Turner, et al.,
1987). We will address both these theoretical s¢apd especially the second one) in chapter
5.
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The sociofunctional model’s focus on intergrougettis reminds of models that
conceptualize threats as precursors to prejudiderdergroup behaviour. Well-known
examples are realistic conflict theory (Sherif, @p&nd integrated threat theory (Stephan &
Stephan, 2000). If we reconceptualize intergroupats as appraisals of intergroup situations,
models of intergroup threat and prejudice can lsdyeimtegrated within the more general
model of group-based emotions (see Riek, et abl62¥zerbyt & Demoulin, 2010).

While the models presented so far have discussadearange of emotional reactions,

other authors have focused on a more restrictegerahgroup-based emotions.

3.1.3.4. Group-based quilt

There is a large literature gnoup-based guil{see Branscombe & Doosje, 2004;
Brown, 2009). Group-based guilt is guilt that peogkperience as a result of realizing that
their in-group has behaved in an immoral way tlzet daused harm. Scientific interest in
group-based guilt dates at least from right afterdgecond world war when social scientists
wanted to understand how ordinary Germans felt ath@udeath of six million Jews, caused
by the Nazi regime (Boerma, 1950; Janowitz, 19@&8pup-based guilt is probably the group-
based emotion that has attracted most scientign@bn. It has been applied to well-known
instances of group-based discrimination such asitifear treatment of the Aboriginals in
Australia (Halloran, 2007; Leach, lyer, & Peders2®)6; Pedersen, Beven, Walker, &
Griffiths, 2004), Apartheid in South Africa (Klanaeans, Werner, & van Doorn, 2008), anti-
Black racism in the US (Harvey & Oswald, 2000; Iylezach, & Crosby, 2003; Powell,
Branscombe, & Schmitt, 2005), sexism (Boeckmanre&tker, 2007; Miron, Branscombe, &
Schmitt, 2006), and even global warming (Fergusddr&scombe, 2009). The group-based
nature of the emotions is clear as it often coreenent for which research participants have
no personal responsibility at all. In accordanc#hwmotions’ links with behaviour, many
studies show that group-based guilt is associatédimtentions for restitution, such as an
apology or affirmative action (Boeckmann & Featl#)07; Branscombe & Doosje, 2004;
Brown, Gonzélez, Zagefka, Manzi, & Cehajic, 2008).

3.1.3.5. Group-based anger

Another group-based emotion that has received goitee empirical and theoretical
attention isgroup-based angeAs we have discussed earlier in this chaptelinige of anger
are central to relative deprivation theory, andefnaal or group relative deprivation thus
involves group-based anger. When measures of fhiatezlative deprivation tap emotional
reactions, these are indeed strongly related teaole behaviour (H. J. Smith & Ortiz, 2002;
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M. C. Taylor, 2002). Another example of the roleggodup-based anger comes from a series
of studies by Gordijn, Yzerbyt, and colleagues @Har et al., 2001; Yzerbyt, et al., 2003).
These researchers presented university studertsavidtke newspaper article that described
how the students of another university had suffarednfair decision (that did not affect the
participants themselves). As an experimental maaijon, they made salient either
participants’ identity as students or their idgnéis students from their particular university. It
was predicted that group-based anger about thér ulgfeision would be stronger in the first
condition because in that situation the victims ladae perceived as belonging to the same
group (i.e., students) as the participants. Inded@n their similarity to the victims had been
made salient, participants reported more intengera®eople thus reported feeling anger on
behalf of others who suffered an unfair decisiorereif they themselves were not concerned
by that decision. This is a strong indication timet anger was indeed group-based.

In one study (Yzerbyt, et al., 2003) the sociahiitg manipulation also increased
“offensive” action tendencies, an effect that wasdrated by anger. Group-based anger thus
seems to motivate people to do something abouhtairsituation. The relation between
unfairness (experienced by the in-group), groupeanger, and intentions for collective
action was replicated by Van Zomeren and collaloosatvan Zomeren, et al., 2004; van
Zomeren, Spears, et al., 2008), although in thieskes individuals were also personally
concerned by the unfair decision so some individipglraisals might have played a role as

well.

3.1.3.6. Group-based emotional distress

A last example of group-based emotiongrsup-based emotional distregst the
individual level, discrepancies between the acamal the ought self lead to agitation-related
emotions, while discrepancies between the actuhtlanideal self lead to dejection-related
emotions. Bizman and Yinon (2003; Bizman, YinonKé&tman, 2001) have extended this
model to the group level and found that actualdidea actual-ought discrepancies based on
group attributes were indeed independently reladegtoup-based dejection- and agitation-
related emotions, after controlling for the sanwividual-level discrepancies. This suggests
that appraisal processes leading to emotions digsh between individual and group levels.

3.1.4. Other relations between emotions and groups

In this dissertation we focus on group-based apalaias precursors to group-based

emotions. However, there are of course many oth&akor group-level aspects of emotions
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that can be or have been the subject of interestisgarch. For example, one can investigate
possible cultural differences in appraisal processeemotion expression (Mesquita &
Markus, 2004; Parkinson, et al., 2005, chapter®3n

One group-level aspect of emotion that is partityliateresting for our treatment of
emotions here is thgharedcharacter of emotions. When we think about caltectvents
such as parties, demonstrations, wars, or condeigs)ot surprising to state that emotions are
often shared in a group. Several processes cardesdthred emotions. Parkinson, Fischer,
and Manstead (2005, p. 91) have described foulldessources of emotion coherence in
groups. Two of those sources focus on bottom-upgases. Individuals who engage in social
interaction can agree, through that social intevacbn how to appraise a situation, or on
which emotion should be expressed. This interadbiased social influence on how to
appraise situations is also called social appréidahstead & Fischer, 2001); the influence on
emotion expression is emotion contagion (Hatfi€dcioppo, & Rapson, 1994). Both of
these possibilities received empirical support re@nt study by Parkinson and Simons
(2009).

These bottom-up processes based in social interaate very important in the
shaping of real-world emotions. It is likely thabst individual social judgments, and
especially if they are group-based, have at sond peen discussed with others. Indeed,
about two thirds of relaxed informal conversatieerss to be about social topics (Dunbar,
Marriott, & Duncan, 1997) and it has been shown #maotional topics in particular are
subject to social sharing (Peters, Kashima, & Cla@08). There is good evidence that when
people experience emotional events, they will tddlut these events with close others in a
large majority of cases (Rimé, Finkenauer, Lumi#eth, & Philippot, 1998; Rimé,
Philippot, Boca, & Mesquita, 1992). The more intetise emotion, the more frequent will
also be the social sharing. A remarkable findintp& about three quarters of the emotional
events that have been shared with someone elddyenslibject to secondary sharing, i.e. the
target of the primary social sharing will in tutmese the emotional episode with a third
person (Christophe & Rimé, 1997; Curci & BelleAD04).

This creates the possibility that information abioyportant events becomes shared
among many people. However, this is not merelydtsharing of information. If we
combine this social sharing with the fact that peopll tune to each other’s responses by
means of social appraisal and emotion contagiohave a picture of the social construction
of meaning which reminds of the symbolic interagigon of Mead (1934) and Blumer (1958).
This is very relevant for the case of group-basadt®ns because many instances of intense
group-based emotions that arise in intergroupicelathave probably been shared and
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constructed in this way. Many naturally occurringup-based emotions result from a long
process of interpretation and sharing that is @ikt going on within the group. It is this
process that produces emotions that are both shacedroup-based. Once norms about
appraisals or emotion expression are establish#dsnvay, this creates the possibility for a
top-down process of compliance to norms (feelinggor display rules). Compliance to
norms further increases the emotional convergangeaups.

It is interesting to note that emotion sharing $tdsother consequences than the
processes of social appraisal and emotion conta§iotial interaction concerning emotional
topics forges interpersonal bonds (Collins & Mill&P94; Peters & Kashima, 2007) and
increases group cohesion (Espitalier, TcherkagsBielmas, 2003). Increased group
cohesion might enhance the group-based charactegaition, facilitating group-based
emotions and intergroup behaviour. We can condhdesocial interaction plays a major role
in real-world emotion.

3.1.5. Summary

To summarize this chapter so far, we have argustdgtioup-based appraisals are the
key defining element of group-based emotions. Wiewe that this follows logically from the
universally accepted idea that group-based emdatiarcombination of appraisal theories and
social identity. If individual appraisal is centtalindividual emotion, then group-based
appraisal is central to group-based emotion. We lsiiown that the idea of group-based
appraisal is certainly not new because it is cjgambsent in theories such as the group
position model, group relative deprivation, andiagbidentity theory. What is new about
group-based emotions is that group-based apprasaielated to a wide range of
differentiated emotional reactions. Seeing grougedaemotion as a new conceptualization of
prejudice allows for a more flexible and thus mialistic view.

We discussed some of the existing empirical workj@mup-based emotions, but one
crucial question that is left unanswered is theanirstate of the empirical evidence for the
role of group-based appraisals in group-based ematWe address this in the next section
and we will see that the role of group-based apptaihas been investigated less than would
be expected given the centrality of group-basedaaggs in theories of group-based
emotions. That will be the opportunity to state #éimas of our own empirical research.
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3.2. Research questions and introduction to studies

This dissertation focuses on the role of group-thagspraisals in group-based
emotions. As we have seen, many definitions of grioased emotions imply that group-
based emotions have their origin in group-basedaagads. If we accept the theoretically
central place of group-based appraisals, two olbsiens from the literature come across as
surprising. First, although group-based appras@sften part of the definition of group-
based emotions, researchers have not always awagroep-based appraisals this crucial
place in their theoretical models. Given that ensjhiag group-based appraisals is analogous
to the crucial role that individual appraisals playindividual emotions (see chapter 2) and
directs our thinking on how we might change groagdd emotions and intergroup relations,
this is a fundamental issue. A second observasidhat very little research has directly
investigated group-based appraisals. We elabdragettwo points below and in doing so
establish the basis on which we formulate speo#fsearch questions that we try to answer in
the empirical part of this dissertation.

3.2.1. The place of group-based appraisals in models of gup-based emotions

Original conceptualizations of group-based emoti@dR. Smith, 1993, 1999) clearly
define them as the outcome of a process of grospebappraisal. Although virtually all
subsequent research on group-based emotions refiis definition or at some point
discusses group-based appraisals, the actual veek ribt always incorporate the logical
consequences of defining group-based emotionssalting from group-based appraisal.
While this stance is of course not necessarily gratrreveals the less-than-central place of
group-based appraisals in researchers’ view orsthee, and this is the point we want to
make. We discuss four of these examples below.

First, Intergroup Emotions Theory (IET) clearlyiesl on a theory of group-based
emotions that takes into account group-based aggisaHowever, IET researchers have
restricted their empirical efforts to intergroup@mns and chronic group emaotions.
Intergroup emotiongre definitely one type of group-based emotiortseluating the two,

i.e., intergroup emotions and group-based emotiakes away the emphasis from the
process of group-based appraisal and gives moghtva the object of the emotion (the out-
group). In our view, this unnecessarily narrowsttieoretical interest to one type of group-
based emotions.

38



Chapter 3: Group-based emotions

More problematic, however, is IET’s conceptualiaatof chronic group emotions
(measured by asking people how they feel “as agnoember” but without referring to a
specific situation or group characteristic). Wedalready discussed the fact that IET
researchers claim that chronic group emotionsaseifnmary of) group-based emotions, but
that one is forced to note that no evidence isgeffered for this claim (Seger, Smith, &
Mackie, 2009; E. R. Smith, et al., 2007). Specificdhere is no support for the idea that
chronic group emotions result from group-based @pgt. So, whereas IET researchers still
refer to original conceptualizations of group-basetbtions as resulting from group-based
appraisals, they use a way of measuring emotiangtiech it is not clear to date whether it
taps the process of group-based appraisal. Thénassa risk of a gap between the theoretical
model that is used and the way that concepts aasumned, which is of course a crucial issue.
The results of research on chronic group emoti@ne been included in literature reviews as
being research on group-based emotions withoutioreng the possibility that chronic group
emotions might in fact be something else than gilmaged emotions (Mackie, Maitner, &
Smith, 2009; Mackie, Smith, & Ray, 2008; E. R. 3n&t Mackie, 2008). In sum, knowing
whether emotions result from group-based apprdises not seem to be the first concern of
IET researchers. In chapter 4 we investigate thar@af chronic group emotions, and we
propose that they are not group-based emotionsathér emotions about group belonging.
We asked participants which emotions they feltU&4. students” and also measured their
identification with UCL students. Although negatigeup-based emotions are usually
positively correlated with identification, we foutlte opposite pattern in our data, showing
that chronic group emotions are not group-basediens

A second example of a theoretical model in whighplace of group-based appraisal
could be clearer than it is, is the stereotypeammodel or its more recent version, the BIAS
map (Cuddy, et al., 2007; Cuddy, Fiske, & GlickD&0Fiske, et al., 2002). In this model, the
idea of appraisals leading to emotions is thealyicmportant because the structural
relations between groups are the first step ougalechain leading to stereotypes, emotions,
and behaviours. What is less clear in this mod®hédver, is whether these evaluations of the
structural position of groups are group-basedwlesther people evaluate the position of
groups in relation to their own group. The problierthat empirically, this research relies on
asking respondents to indicate how they think peopbeneral see other groups. It can thus
be argued that it is more about stereotypes ameadygical emotions than about group-based
appraisals and group-based emotions. In sum, whéneaBIAS map clearly rests on group-
based appraisals at a theoretical level, the measant part of the model does so in a much

less explicit way.
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As a third example, we look at an integrative boakemotions in social relations
(Parkinson, et al., 2005). For these authors inbeig emotions are group emotions that have
an out-group as object. “Group emotion”, howevenat the same concept as group-based
emotion. Whereas group-based emotion always ingajveup-based appraisal, this is not so
clear for the term group emotion. Parkinson ef24105) do clearly talk about group-based
appraisals when they mention that “under certamditmns at least, emotions are experienced
by individuals because of things that have beeredorthem or by them as memberso€ial
groups (Parkinson, et al., 2005, p. 116). However, &g that these authors see group-
based appraisals as only one way (among otheve)ich emotions are based in group
membership, and they seem to find the shared dieam@icemotions more important for the
definition of group emotions (Parkinson, et al.020chapter 4). According to these authors
then, group emotions are emotions that are shareéthaaddition might result from group-
based appraisals. In contrast, group-based ematrendefined only by their relation with
group-based appraisals. Again, our point is ndtttiedefinition of group emotions by
Parkinson and colleagues is wrong, but only thatigibased appraisals do not take up a
central place.

Fourth, the uncertain place of group-based appsasalso apparent in a recent
review on emotion in intergroup relations. lyer dmch (2008) use the distinction between
individual and group-based appraisals as one ofrikeria for their classification scheme of
group-level emotions. Following Parkinson et a0(q3), they distinguish between the subject
and the object of an emotion and they define giloaged emotions as emotions for which the
subject is an individual who self-categorizes gsaup member. This definition is very
similar to Parkinson et al.’s (2005) group emotidng the most important difference
between both is the concrete interpretation of vithaeans to feel emotions as a group
member. Whereas group-based emotion in lyer andhLg#08) is primarily seen in terms of
group-based appraisal, group emotion in Parkinsah €2005) involves both group-based
appraisal and shared emotion (see previous pata@gmapfirst sight, lyer and Leach thus
seem to give a more important place to group-bapedaisal. However, several problems
with their treatment of group-based appraisals rentarst, lyer and Leach do not use the
term “group-based appraisal”, or an equivalent térhey do talk about appraisals of an in-
group, an out-group, or an intergroup relation, thettheoretical difference between
individual and group-based appraisals (i.e. in teainpersonal versus group concerns) could
have been made more explicitly. In fact, the omeetthat lyer and Leach (2008, p. 98) do
mention “group-level appraisals” is when they rdteappraisals of an out-group made by an
individual whose personal identity is salient. Asge appraisals are based in personal identity
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and thus individual concerns, we would call thexhvidual appraisals, consistent with our
conceptualization of individual and group-basedrajsal.

Another problem with the place that lyer and Le@008) give to group-based
appraisals can be found in their typology of grdenel emotions. Although theoretically the
difference between individual and group-based ewmnstin their model seems to be based on
individual versus group-based appraisals (see gueparagraph), the concrete classification
of research into the different types of emotionmérely based on whether researchers
explicitly ask people to adopt a group perspeciine to categorize themselves as group
members when answering the emotion questions. Madahent the social identity like that is
indeed a direct way of moving the appraisal proaesise direction of the group level (see
van Zomeren, Spears, et al., 2008; Yzerbyt, eR@06; Yzerbyt, Kuppens, & Mathieu, 2010
and chapters 5 and 6). However, it does not mearthibre is a one to one relation between
method and concept, i.e. even when we do not spaltyfask people to report their emotions
as group members, appraisal of group concerns rsigihihfluence the emotion reported.

lyer and Leach (2008) also make the distinctionveen group-based emotions
directed at an out-group and group-based emotimastdd at an in-group. However, if the
process of group-based appraisal lies at the bégrbup-based emotions, both these types of
emotions can be seen as reactions to appraisatsiatergroup relation. Putting group-based
appraisal central would entail using the targehefemotion as a secondary classification
criterion only.

As this overview shows, current models of groupeblaasmotions do not give group-
based appraisals the central place that we havelad/& here. We have defined group-based
appraisals as the sine qua non of group-based @msaind believe that other theories
underappreciate this point. Our point of view islagous to the crucial role that individual
appraisals play for individual emotions and the bagis on group-based appraisals is of great
interest because it has important consequencémfmwe might impact upon intergroup
relations.

Now is the time to move from theory to research. ae here to provide empirical
support for the role of group-based appraisal ougrbased emotion. It is therefore crucial to
first look at existing research on group-based a@ppt. That will allow us to identify specific
topics or research questions that still need tadukessed.
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3.2.2. Research on group-based appraisal

Up till now little research has focused explicitly the role of group-based appraisal in
group-based emotion. One issue that is likely igean such research is the fact that in most
group-relevant or intergroup situations people gega both individual and group-based
appraisal. In other words, in these situations ladividual and group-based appraisals about
the same situation can be relevant to the samemdfone aims explicitly at investigating
group-basedappraisal, it is of course crucial to be sure tra is not looking at individual
appraisal. We will discuss three empirical stragedhat have been used to investigate group-
based appraisal in particular and we build on &lsé dne to develop some of our own

empirical work.

3.2.2.1. Measuring both individual and group-based appraisal

A first strategy to make the distinction betweediwidual and group-based appraisals
is to measure both and see whether group-basedisaigrhave an independent effect on
emotions when controlling for individual appraisalme illustration can be found in the work
on group-based emotional distress (Bizman & Yirl)Q3; Bizman, et al., 2001), that we
have mentioned before. The authors measured bodbrsd and group discrepancies between
the ‘actual’ and the ‘ought’ self, and between ‘ttual’ and the ‘ideal’ self. Even after
controlling for personal discrepancies, actualdidea actual-ought discrepancies based on
group attributes were still independently relaedroup-based dejection and agitation
emotions, respectively. This shows that group-baggulaisals have an independent relation
with group-based emotions.

There are two problems in generalizing these resalother group-based emotions.
First, the correlational design of the study doatsatiow strong inferences about causal
relations. Second, in many cases it will be veffialilt to measure individual and group-
based appraisals separately at more or less the mament. In the studies of Bizman and
colleagues (Bizman & Yinon, 2003; Bizman, et abQ2) this was possible because
participants could understand the difference betwke example, the actual personal self
and the actual group self. For many other apprsaibas will be problematic. If you ask
people how threatening a situation is to them asdirnidual and then ask them how
threatening it is to them as a group member, Wéltreally report individual and group-based
appraisals, respectively? People will most likedy difficulties with such questions because
when a social self-categorization is salient, tiecerns associated with that social identity
will feel as real as individual concerns. The dymanature of the appraisal process means
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that individual and group-based appraisals migitkdy alternate and an appraisal measure
might thus tap a combination of both.

In sum, the work of Bizman and colleagues doegprmtide strong evidence for the
role of group-based appraisals and is arguablypplicable to many types of appraisals (but
for another example see the work on individual weigroup relative deprivation, Pettigrew,
et al., 2008; H. J. Smith & Ortiz, 2002).

3.2.2.2. Changing the in-group’s situation

In order to investigate the causal role of groupdobappraisals, a straightforward
option could be to manipulate the situation ofgh@up and measure the effect on emotions.
An immediate complication for this kind of researslthat a situation that affects the group
might also affect the individual simply becauseitidividual is a group member and thus
might be concerned by the situation merely as divitual (for illustrations, see Mackie, et
al., 2000; van Zomeren, et al., 2004; van Zomespears, et al., 2008). How then to
disentangle the part played by individual appraisald the part played by group-based
appraisals?

One solution is to manipulate both the personalthedyroup situation independently
in the same experiment. For example, Doosje, Banbe, Spears, and Manstead (1998)
provided information that either participants thehass or participants’ group members had
harmed another group. Results showed that whertiparits had done nothing wrong as
individuals, the alleged discriminatory behaviotitieir group members still induced
feelings of guilt (which must thus have been atieado group-based and not individual
appraisals).

Another solution is to focus on situations whem itidividual is not personally
concerned by the events and manipulate the situafithe group. Fans at sports competitions
are a good example of this kind of situation. Hdestify with their team but they do not
personally contribute to its results nor are thesspnally affected by the team winning or
losing a game. People who have attended sportsgaiti@ot be surprised that the outcome
of the game has an impact on the emotions of teetafors. Wann, Dolan, McGeorge,
Allison (1994) found that game outcome influencedifive and negative emotions of fans.
They asked basketball spectators to fill in a mo@dsure before and after a game. Positive
emotions increased following a win and negative teans (a mix of anger and sadness items)
increased following a loss, a pattern that was@alhg strong for fans that identified strongly
with their team (see also Crisp, Heuston, Farr,u8ngr, 2007; Hirt, et al., 1992; Kerr,
Wilson, Nakamura, & Sudo, 2005). Winning versusrigsan be considered as a quasi-
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experimental manipulation of group-based appraisaisit is a very crude one. Many factors
could have influenced the game outcome and manyi@nab reactions are possible.

Other studies have used more specific manipulatétise group situation. Doosje,
Branscombe, Spears and Manstead (1998, Study 2putated the group’s situation where
this manipulation could not have been interpreted manipulation of the individual’s
situation. They presented their Dutch participavith information on the past behaviour of
the Dutch in their former colony Indonesia. Theegsh participants had not been born at the
moment these events took place, so could not ggdshinvolved in them. The only link of
the participants to the past behaviour of the Dutak their group membership as a
consequence of their Dutch nationality. Still, whiee Dutch were presented as having
behaved badly participants reported feeling moik than when the Dutch behaviour was
presented as positive (although the pattern diffe@mewhat between high and low
identifiers). Conceptually similar results wereagpd by Zebel, Pennekamp, van Zomeren,
Doosje, van Kleef, Vliek, and van der Schalk (2007)

In another example of specific manipulations ofgheup situation leading to group-
based emotions, Leach, Spears, Branscombe andeD@0¢)3) took advantage of the 1998
soccer world cup to elicit group-based emotionsdbheand colleagues focused on
schadenfreude (pleasure at the misfortune of gthEngy showed that manipulations of in-
group inferiority at soccer (confronting participanvith their nation’s bad soccer results) led
to feelings of schadenfreude toward an out-groap shffered defeat in a world cup game.

Finally, lyer, Schmader, and Lickel (2007) indud¢kcdkat to the country image of their
American and British participants by confrontingitihwith negative information about the
occupation of Iraq. This manipulation increasedimgs of shame among participants, and
this shame is group-based because they are in ppavaonally responsible for their
country’s deeds.

In sum, there is some evidence that changing tbatsn of the in-group in such a
way that it does not affect group members’ perseitaation still leads to a change in
emotions. This change in emotions is assumed todmmsequence of the group-based
appraisals people make of their in-group’s situateven though only guilt, shame, and
schadenfreude have been investigated in this wégrsthese studies provide a crucial part of
the puzzle because they show a causal link bettieesituation of the in-group and
emotional reactions. However, group-based appgaibainselves (how participants
interpreted the situation) were not measured (Leeichl., 2003) or not used as predictor
variable in the analysis (Doosje, et al., 1998;eleét al., 2007). The third empirical strategy
we discuss addresses this issue and does meapuaesals.
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3.2.2.3.  Manipulating social identity salience and measugmup-based appraisals

A third way of looking at group aspects of the agigal process is to manipulate the
salience of the relevant group membership and medmith appraisals and emotions. The
idea here is that a change in social identity charje perspective of the individual and
makes them appraise the environment as a group ereifiiis strategy thus attempts to
change the perceived intergroup context and expleatshis will lead people to appraise the
situation as a member of a particular group. Défifexes between conditions then reflect group
aspects of appraisal and emotion because the namguucauses a shift toward one
particular social identity without changing theusition at hand. One of the advantages of this
empirical strategy is that it can be applied toidewange of situations. The studies of chapter
5 and 6 use this approach to investigate groupebagpraisal and they will be presented at
the end of this section.

In an earlier study using this strategy, Gordijagkbyt, Wigboldus and Dumont
(2006) led participants to categorize themselvdh@nsame group as either the victims or the
perpetrators of an unfair decision (participantsen®t personally concerned by this
decision). Their analysis focused on appraisalsdédirness and feelings of anger. For both
these dependent variables, the authors found arastion between categorization (victim or
perpetrator) and identification. Participants categed as victims appraised the decision as
more unfair and reported feeling more anger theenttoey identified with the group. In
contrast, participants categorized as perpetrag¢marted less intense appraisals of unfairness
and anger the more they identified with their grolipe interaction effect of categorization
and identification on anger was mediated by applsisf unfairness (moreover, the reverse
mediation did not hold).

Although this study is certainly supportive for tkdea that group-based emotion
involves group-based appraisal, there is one limoitan this and other similar research
(Dumont, et al., 2003; Gordijn, et al., 2001; Yzdrket al., 2003). The use of a so-called
crossed categorization means that the target granpe seen as part of the in-group when
we focus on one social category and as an out-guigm we focus on another social
category. The experimental manipulation of so@eahtity thus entails changing the in-group
or out-group status of the target group. Such aghaan have consequences that affect
group-based emotions without necessarily passimmgitin group-based appraisals. For
instance, when the target group is part of theroup, this could increase empathy and lead
one to adopt similar emotions to the target grovifhjout therefore adopting group-based
appraisals (Parkinson, et al., 2005, p. 130).
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Two recent studies have addressed this issu¢hég have manipulated social identity
salience for the perceivers without directly chaggihe in-group or out-group status of the
target group. Ray, Mackie, Rydell, and Smith (208®8phasized either participants’
American or their student identity and they meadamger and respect toward Muslims and
the police. According to the authors, a three-wagraction between social identity
(American versus student), target group (Muslimswe the police), and emotion type (anger
versus respect) showed evidence for the effeab@akidentity salience on group-based
emotions. However, additional data presented batiieors strongly suggest that the change
in emotions toward the police as a result of tlidy manipulation may be due to the
recategorization of the target group dependinghendentity made salient in the context. For
example, compared to what was observed in the studientity condition, the level of respect
for the police was higher in the American conditipassibly because the police was now
included in the in-group, i.e. Americans. In ligtitthis recategorization of the police target,
we are left with the Muslim target to test the augh hypothesis. In other words, is the two-
way interaction between participants’ social idgntAmerican versus student) and emotion
type (anger versus respect) significant when dmdyMuslim target is considered?
Unfortunately, this effect is only marginally si§nant (p < .09), and none of the simple
effects of categorization are significant (D. GyRaersonal communication, May 18, 2009).
We conclude that the non-significant effects of Ragl.’s study are suggestive, but certainly
not conclusive.

Another experiment (van Zomeren, Spears, et al8Pprovided better results. After
participants’ student or personal identity had besrdered salient, they learned that tuition
fees would be raised. In response to the bogusriiee story, participants in the student
identity condition reported stronger anger andeased intentions for collective action in
comparison with the personal identity conditionfdftunately van Zomeren and colleagues
(2008) did not measure appraisals (neither did Bagl., 2008) so their study did not
establish that the change in emotions was dueb@aage in appraisals. In conclusion, the
guestion of whether changing perceivers’ sociatiitig without changing the in-group or out-
group status of the target group affects group-dbaseotionghrough group-based appraisals
is still open. In chapter 5, we present three stthat address this question. Specifically, we
(1) manipulate the salience of one particular $adentity of our participants without
changing the in-group or out-group status of tihgetagroup, and (2) measure a wide range of
group-based appraisals and group-based emotiohsasitries of two-item scales. The results
show that changing the salience of one particaias identity indeed affects emotions and
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that (1) this can occur without a change in thgrodp or out-group status of the target group
and (2) this effect is mediated by group-basedaipals.

In two follow-up studies, we addressed two relassdes about the role of group-
based appraisals. A first question that remains ipw/hether social identity salience
increases the extent to which people make groupebagpraisals rather than individual
appraisals. In other words, does social identiligsee shift the appraisal process from the
individual to the group level? To investigate thi® need a different way to measure
appraisals. The studies in chapter 5 assess grsgdlappraisal with statements to which
participants have to respond using Likert-typenggcales. Although widely used, there are
in fact several limitations to this method. Firstjoes not allow to measure and distinguish
between individual and group aspects of the apgirpi®cess. This is very difficult because
in many situations people themselves might be @nibdlistinguish between appraisals they
make as individuals and appraisals they make aggrembers (see also section 3.2.2.1). A
second problem is that the similarity in formatppraisal and emotion questions risks to
alert participants to the purpose of the studyraight motivate them to give consistent
answers on both, thereby artificially inflating tht@tistical relation between appraisals and
emotions. For these two reasons, we decided tauspen-ended measure of appraisals, i.e.
to let participants spontaneously report their gids instead of forcing them to answer on
pre-formulated items. This is both a less obtrysivere natural measure, and it allows us to
assess whether thoughts are group-related ortrvaill put us in a position to answer the
guestion of whether social identity salience reaigkes people focus more on group
concerns relative to individual concerns. The twpeziments presented in chapter 6 use a
thought-listing procedure as an open-ended measwagpraisals.

The second question is whether we can find a @iffiermore natural manipulation of
social identity salience that has similar effestggooup-based appraisal and group-based
emotion. In the studies we discussed above (Gqrélijal., 2006; Ray, et al., 2008; van
Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008) and in the stpdesented in chapter 5, the
manipulation of social identity salience is ratbeect, i.e., people are reminded of their
membership in one particular group. Although this iconvenient way of studying social
identity salience in the laboratory, in real-lifeugtions people are not often reminded of their
group membership in this way. Oftentimes the sébewial identity is a consequence of past
and ongoing communication and social interactibaeéms then desirable to try to replicate
our findings using a more ecologically valid mangtion of social identity salience. One
example of a situation that is likely to lead thigh salience of a particular intergroup context
is when in-group members discuss an issue thathvies@ut-group members or affects the in-
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group in some way. In such a situation, the intaugrcontext arises spontaneously due to the
structure and content of the discussion (Blumebsg81®lead, 1934). An in-group discussion
about an out-group is likely to lead to an increadd, to use a term of self-categorization
theory (Turner, et al., 1987). There is indeed ena that a group discussion can foster
group-based cognitions and responses (Haslam &é988; L. G. E. Smith & Postmes, 2007,
2010; Stott & Drury, 2004). Yzerbyt, Kuppens, andtMeu (2010) used this method to
investigate group-based appraisals and group-kEsetions. They allowed some pupils to
discuss a decision that affected foreign pupils (lmi themselves) and that could potentially
be seen as unfair (note that foreign pupils argroup members when the pupil identity is
salient). Other pupils discussed a neutral topgeRpected, discussing the decision with
another pupil led to stronger appraisals of un&smand to stronger anger (with the effect on
anger being mediated by appraisals of unfairn€xs¢. of the experiments presented in
chapter 6 uses similar group discussions on a grelepant issue to elicit group-based
appraisals (measured with a thought-listing prooeg)dand group-based emotions.

Apart from directly assessing group-based appsitiagére are other unanswered
guestions about the role of group-based appraisgiaup-based emotions. In fact, two issues
concerning group-based appraisal have receivedlvieyattention to date. The first is the
role of group identification, and the second isplesibility of chronic links between groups
and particular appraisals or emotions. We discosis @f these below.

3.2.3. Identification and group-based emotions

In chapter 1 we argued that social identity setegsotect group interests and that
people do so to the extent that their social idgmiactivated. Taking the in-group’s point of
view, however, is not trivial, and this therefor@ed not occur on behalf of any group. The
more important a group is to an individual, the enlikely the individual should engage in
thoughts or actions on behalf of the group. Ingbeial identity perspective, the psychological
importance of a group is reflected in and measbyegroup identification. There is indeed
much evidence that identification has a wide-raggmpact on group behaviour (Ellemers,
Spears, & Doosje, 2002, 1999).

We have defined group-based emotions as reactiog®tp-based appraisals of group
concerns. Group concerns are, of course, the rabtgdup interests we discussed in chapter
1 and in the previous paragraph. It then beconess that group-based emotion is just one
way in which people react as group members rattaar &s individuals. Consequently,
because identification makes group concerns maéegaet, group-based appraisal is more
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important to the extent that people identify witle group, and this will intensify group-based
emotions.

There is ample evidence that group identificatepasitively related to people’s
emotional reactions toward events that affectghigip (Combs, Powell, Schurtz, & Smith,
2009; Gordijn, et al., 2006; Mackie, et al., 20Mackie, Silver, & Smith, 2004; Musgrove &
McGarty, 2008; Petrocelli & Smith, 2005; Rydell,at, 2008; Wann, et al., 1994; Yzerbyt, et
al., 2003). One important exception to this relawe group-critical emotions such as shame
and guilt. In this case high identifiers are mat@ghto protect the positive image of the group
and as a consequence can be even less likelydad ggpup-based guilt than low identifiers
(Doosje, et al., 1998; Leach et al., 2008).

Even if we consider those emotions where a posigiagion has generally been found
(even though these findings are not universal)yse& Leach, 2008), research on the
relation between identification and group-basedtems is far from conclusive. Many
important questions remain unanswered. First, iflegiion is always measured rather than
manipulated, which means that care should be takem inferring a causal relationship.
Second, no research to date has shown that idexnidin is more strongly related to emotional
reactions to group than to personal events. liesefore possible (though maybe unlikely)
that identification is in fact related to some gahemotional sensitivity to any kind of event
rather than a specific sensitivity to group evemtd group concerns. Third, identification has
been measured directly using self-report questioesiar his strategy entails the risk of
alerting participants to the purpose of the study might encourage them to give consistent
answers on both identification and group-based maobeasures. To sum up, although the
relation between identification and group-basedt@nse seems theoretically undisputed
(except for the case of group-critical emotionisg, ¢mpirical evidence is not entirely
convincing.

In chapter 7, we propose a novel way of investigathis theoretically crucial link
between the psychological importance of the groupthe intensity of group-based emotions.
Instead of relying on self-report questionnaire suees of identification, we experimentally
and indirectly increased the importance of the grmuthe individual. We did not manipulate
the importance of or the identification with onetpaular group, but rather the general
importance of belonging to a group or the desiraffitiate with others. We used a social
exclusion manipulation to obtain this effect. Tix@&rimental and indirect nature of this
manipulation makes it a stronger test of the ptexhdhat identification leads to stronger
group-based emotions. In addition, we also manipdl¢he individual versus group level of
the emotion. Specifically, we confronted our papants with an event that affected either
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personal or group concerns, and then assessecdttheiional reaction to this event. The
process of evaluating personal and group concerhsegporting emotional reactions is of
course nothing else than individual and group-baggutaisal, respectively. We thus
manipulated the level at which the appraisal pretakes place. We predicted that social
exclusion would increase emotional reactions tagrdut not individual events.

3.2.4. Chronic links between groups and particular appraisls or emotions

If people do make group-based appraisals and feapgbased emotions, one
intriguing question is whether some groups havartiqularly strong association with one
particular type of appraisal and emotion. In otlverds, are there groups on behalf of which
group members more easily or spontaneously malafispgppraisals and feel specific
emotions? A related but essentially similar quesisowhether certain intergroup relations are
characterized by one sort of intergroup appraisatsintergroup emotions. Interestingly, this
idea is similar to what Smith, Seger, and Macki@0@ wanted to investigate with their
measure of chronic group emotions. However, chaptdrows that their measure is probably
not related to intergroup appraisals. This questenefore remains largely open.

If there are reliable associations between oneqodat group (or intergroup relation),
intergroup appraisals, and intergroup emotionsyatihg one of these elements might lead to
the activation of the other elements as well anthimway affect the attitude toward that
group. One possible way to investigate the chrasgociations between intergroup relations,
appraisals, emotions, and intergroup attitudes avthén be to prime or activate appraisals or
emotions (outside of the intergroup context), asgkas whether this has a different effect on
attitudes toward different groups. The predicticould be that appraisals or emotions only
affect intergroup attitudes if they are relevanthte intergroup context at hand.

Such an effect of an incidental activation of apgais or emotions on intergroup
attitudes would be due to an attributional errar, the individual somehow assumes that they
are in fact relevant and informative for the judgmnat hand. Indeed, this is the reason
incidental emotions have an effect on informatioocpssing (see Sinclair, Mark, & Clore,
1994). Lerner (Lerner & Keltner, 2000; Lerner & diéns, 2006) has similarly explained the
effect of incidental emotions by referring to “api@al tendencies”, meaning that an incidental
emotion leads to appraisals that are consistehttiveé emotion and in that way influences
information processing. This can explain why inci@é¢ emotions have an effect on attitudes
toward certain groups, but not others. If the agjata associated with the incidental emotion
can not readily be applied to the group at haretetiwill be no effect of emotion induction on
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intergroup attitudes. However, if the induced emofits well with existing intergroup
appraisals, the emotion might activate those apalsaand lead to consistent attitudes.

Some research using emotion induction has stasteglore this issue (although the
theoretical rationale is still underdeveloped). Ewample, it has been shown that
dispositional anger and disgust are specificallgtesl to anti-Black attitudes and attitudes
toward gay men, respectively, among male Americdiege students (Tapias, Glaser,
Keltner, Vasquez, & Wickens, 2007). Furthermoreuiting disgust leads to intergroup bias
against gays and lesbians (in comparison to heteoads) whereas inducing anger leads to
intergroup bias against Arab men (in comparisowtote American men) in American
college students (Dasgupta, DeSteno, Williams, &silnger, 2009). Finally, among Dutch
participants, inducing anger led to more negatixedugations of national out-groups, but only
for out-groups that were already evaluated negatimehe control condition (Otten et al.,
nd).

These effects (Dasgupta, et al., 2009; Otten, eh@j Tapias, et al., 2007) of emotion
induction on attitudes toward certain groups butatbers can then be explained by the fact
that those groups are chronically related to smeagpraisals and emotions. Only if the
induced emaotion fits the intergroup appraisals #matchronically associated with a group,
will emotion induction affect intergroup attitudes.

In order to investigate this issue, we chose tdystatergroup attitudes between two
types of social groups that have very differenictiral relations with each other, and that
thus also entail very different intergroup apprisisand intergroup emotions (chapter 8). The
first groups are ethnic groups, i.e. groups thpitcelly compete for resources. The second
groups are gender groups, i.e. groups that aretstally dependent on each other for many
things (most importantly reproduction). We focusedanger because it is related to group-
based conflicts for resources and taking actiomnagéhe out-group (van Zomeren, et al.,
2004; Walker & Smith, 2002). We induced anger aeatral emotional state and assessed
intergroup attitudes with an Implicit AssociatioesE. Our main prediction was that anger
induction would increase intergroup bias for ethgrioups, but not gender groups.

In conclusion, the theoretical and empirical workgented in the following chapters
addresses novel research questions about thefrgteup-based appraisals in group-based
emotions. This research is not only timely but atsportant given how contemporary
researchers generally underappreciate the roleoofpgbased appraisals.
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Chapter 9. General discussion

9.1. Summary of findings

In chapter 1 we argued that social identity isychslogical mechanism that has
evolved to make intergroup behaviour possible aadlit ultimately serves to protect group
interests when this is beneficial to the individualchapter 2 we discussed appraisal theories
of emotion and we described emotions as a fundtimeahanism that flexibly motivates
adaptive behaviour in the complex social environnmemhich humans live. In Chapter 3 we
put these two ideas together and defined groupebas®tions as emotional reactions to
group concerns. Group-based emotions result frampgbased appraisal when social identity
is activated. Group-based appraisal is at the loéaptoup-based emotion because appraisal is
at the heart of emotion and social identity simghifts this process to the group level. Much
research has recently addressed the role of graspebemotions in intergroup relations and
group-based emotions are successfully used as suneeaf intergroup attitudes. However,
we have pointed at a lack of attention for the wilgroup-based appraisal in the literature on
group-based emotions. Our main point in this diasien is that group-based appraisal is
theoretically underappreciated and seldom diranthgstigated in empirical research. We
have tried to fill this gap and aimed to providepémsal evidence for the supposed role of
group-based appraisals.

Chapter 4 dealt with the correspondence betweeamyttamd measurement in the case
of chronic group emotions. Chronic group emotiorsanceptualized as being (a summary
of) group-based emotions, but the results of thdyspresented in chapter 4 call this into
guestion. Although theory predicts, and many stwt&ve shown, a positive relation between
group identification and group-based emotions, eumél a negative relation between
identification and negative chronic group emotionNg proposed that the existing measure of
chronic group emotions assesses emotidimaitgroup membership rather than emotions
becausef group membership, and provided supportive exdadeor this claim.

In chapter 5 we have shown that making salienthi@an identity led to a series of
predicted changes in appraisals and emotions toMaslims. Two facts make these results
novel and supportive for the role of group-basegaraigal. First, the effect of social identity
on emotions was mediated by appraisals of grolgathBecond, the social identity
manipulation did not change the extent to whichipi@ants saw Muslims as in-group or out-
group members. This second point is important bezaueviously established effects of
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social identity salience on group-based emotiongwpen to the alternative interpretation
that they were due to a recategorization of thgettagroup from out-group to in-group.

Chapter 6 builds upon chapter 5 and extends thdtses two crucial ways. First, a
thought-listing procedure was used as an open-emgagure of appraisals. This allowed us
to test the relation between group-based apprasalgroup-based emotions when both are
assessed using different types of measures. Resuétaled that social identity salience does
lead people to spontaneously report more groupebagpraisals (i.e. in the absence of
guestions explicitly mentioning group-based app@iajs A second important point in chapter
6 was the more indirect manipulation of social titgrsalience. Whereas in chapter 5 and in
the first study of chapter 6 we manipulated sadeahtity salience by directly reminding
participants of one particular group membership,gbcond study in chapter 6 achieved
social identity salience by letting small groupgafticipants discuss a group-relevant event.
Discussion indeed led to social identity salienceé group-based emotions, and emotions
were related to group-based appraisals, as meastttethe thought-listing procedure. Both
of these extensions of the results of chapter Snapertant increases in the ecological validity
of our results.

In chapter 7 we most clearly illustrated the diéfece between individual and group-
based appraisals, and the role of the importantieeofroup (usually represented by the
concept of social identification) in bringing abaoup-based emotions. We manipulated the
importance of the group by inducing feelings ofiabexclusion. In addition, we manipulated
the level of the appraisal process by presentimticgaants with vignettes that contained
either individually relevant or group-relevant etsersocial exclusion led to stronger
emotional reactions to group events, but not irlial events. This means that the importance
of the group affected group-based, but not indigldyppraisal.

Chapter 8 investigated chronic links between emgtiappraisals, groups, and
intergroup attitudes. We found that the effectinfidentally induced) emotion on intergroup
attitudes depends on the type of group, in a wailas predicted by taking into account the
typical intergroup appraisals associated with gnatp. Specifically, induced anger increased
ethnic intergroup bias, but not gender intergrois ban effect we explain by referring to the
fact that ethnic groups are typically involved ondicts for resources whereas gender groups
are not. Interestingly, this effect was only ob&irfor male participants.

Taken together, these studies provide comprehessidence for the role of group-
based appraisal in group-based emotion. We hawersti@t (1) spontaneous reports of
group-based appraisal increase when social iddastityade salient, (2) group-based
appraisals mediate the effect of social identityegae on group-based emotions, and (3) the
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importance of the group to the individual affeatsup-based, but not individual appraisal.
We also provided some preliminary evidence thatigsoor types of groups can be
chronically related to particular emotions and agded appraisals and attitudes.

If we accept the idea that group-based appraisdltise heart of group-based emotion,
what consequences does this have? We will exptore ©f these in the following section.

9.2. Group-based appraisal: Implications

The heart of this dissertation is that group-basedtions are emotional reactions to
group concerns. We believe that accepting thiswd&fh has a series of conceptual and
methodological consequences. First, it influenbescbnstruction of classification schemes or
typologies of group-level emotions, and the relatsd of terms such as group-based,
collective, or group emotions. Second and somevdiated to the first point is the difficult
issue of the measurement of group-based emotidmis, TIf group-based emotions result
from group-based appraisals, this means that wexjaect them to be largely adaptive rather

than maladaptive. Finally, there are also implaagifor how to change intergroup relations.

9.2.1. Classification of group-level emotions

The most fundamental characteristic of emotiorikas they result from appraisals.
Most other aspects or functions of emotions dementhe fact that appraisals give
informational value to emotions. It is then logitalargue that the most fundamental
difference between individual and group-level emasi should be looked for in the
appraisals. Therefore we have defined group-basetiens as emotional reactions
associated with appraisals of group concerns, antdave also provided empirical evidence
for the central role of group-based appraisal. dtresequence for classification systems of
group-level emotions is that the distinction betweenotions resulting from individual
appraisals and emotions resulting from group-baggdaisals should be central in any
classification.

In this section we will provide our own definitiar different kinds of group-based
emotion, giving a central place to group-based aippl. We first address two topics related
to the role of the object of emotions in classifygroup-level emotions. Specifically, we
discuss the conceptualization of intergroup ematiamd group-based emotions toward
individuals. Then we discuss the relation betweeugrbased emotions and shared emotions
and propose a classification of appraisal procetbsddead to emotions.
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9.2.1.1. Intergroup emotions

We define intergroup emotions as group-based emmtiwat result from an appraisal
of an intergroup relation. lyer and Leach (2008)éhdefined intergroup emotions more
restrictively as emotions that are felt by an indiilal who self-categorizes as a group member
and that are directed toward an out-group. Thedfice is that lyer and Leach distinguish
between group-based emotions directed at the auipdii.e., intergroup emotions such as
fear, anger, and contempt) and group-based emadficexsted at the in-group (e.g., guilt and
shame). However, both these types of emotionstrigsul the same process of group-based
appraisal of a relation between the in-group andwrgroup. If we feel guilty about our
country’s past behaviour in its former colony, thislt is as much about the suffering caused
in the colony as it is about the blame that odpofelin-group members bear for this suffering.
Indeed, the group-based guilt and shame in thealuee arises almost always in an intergroup
relation and can thus be called appropriately grtarp guilt and intergroup shame (as done
by Parkinson et al., 2005). In this respect ielirtg that lyer and Leach’s entire section on
“group-based emotions directed at in-groups” (Kidreach, 2008, pp 100-102) talks about
intergroup relations. We therefore think thereasneed to put group-based emotions directed
at the in-group and group-based emotions diredted aut-group in different categories.

To summarize, intergroup emotions are emotionsrésatlt from group-based
appraisals about an intergroup relation, and tlaeybe directed at an out-group or in-group.
One question left unanswered is the nature of gliaged emotions that amet intergroup
emotions. Can these be clearly defined and doeRkesy? This is the issue we turn to in the
next section.

9.2.1.2. Group-based emotions toward individuals

Existing classifications of group-level emotionsesgthat group-based emotions can
be felt toward individuals or toward groups (lyelL&ach, 2008; Parkinson, et al., 2005). lyer
and Leach (2008) have noted that no research lessdmne on group-based emotions toward
individuals. Although we agree that group-basedtemns toward individuals are rather rare,
we will propose two instances of this type of emntin an attempt to fill this (theoretically)
blank spot. We define group-based emotions towadiliduals as emotions that result from
group-based appraisal, and that are directed mtdandual that is not primarily seen as an
out-group member.

If we take the process of group-based appraistileadefining element of group-based
emotions, it is easy to see that group-based ensto not need to be limited to intergroup
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emotions. Group-based emotions can in theory balieut many things — not only about
intergroup relations (see Yzerbyt, et al., 2006). &ample, group-based guilt can be felt
about the damage that one’s group has done toenatuvhich case group-based guilt is not
an intergroup emotion because it does not invotvagergroup relation. The target of group-
based emotions can also be an individual. For el@mgdigious people can feel grateful
toward a God that has picked their group as theampeople or is perceived to protect the
group from evil.

In monotheist religions, God is not a member of grgup. Humans, however, nearly
always are. Therefore, if the target of the groapdal emotion is an individual who is a
member of an out-group, it is likely that the iggerup relations between that out-group and
the in-group play a role in determining the exaature of the emotion. This is especially the
case to the extent that the out-group member is @@ representative member of that group.
The negative European reaction to former US presiGeorge W. Bush, for example, is most
likely influenced by the relations between the W8 &urope. Even group-based emotions
toward an in-group member can be affected by inbengrelations, for instance in the case of
a traitor. A similar case can be found in the selcstudy of Chapter 6 where we assessed
emotions about the decision of an in-group menthérwhere the existing intergroup
relations clearly affected these emotions. Thetpsegwant to make is that it is often difficult
to know whether the target of an emotion is anvilaldial or a group member. As an example
of group-based emotions directed at individualer Bnd Leach (2008) mention British
citizens’ mourning after the death of Princess RBiatowever, these emotions would only be
group-based to the extent that they are a consegquirihe loss of an important country
symbol rather than a personal heroine (and we fibreréhink this is not a particularly clear
example of group-based emotion toward an individual

In order to strengthen the case for group-basediensotoward individuals, we want
to mention two interesting cases that we think ifp&dr this category of emotions. The first
is altruistic punishment. The second is the emaliogaction toward a norm-violating in-
group member, the so-called black sheep effect s, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988). Both

examples are very similar because they are abadatioas to deviant in-group members.

9.2.1.2.1. Altruistic punishment

Punishment of non-cooperators has been obsenaabperation dilemmas such as
public goods or dictator games (Fehr & FischbacP@d4; Fehr & Gachter, 2002).
Participants in those games often choose to puntisdr participants who do not cooperate or
who make unfair offers, even if punishing is costhd can have no benefit to the punisher.
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This kind of punishment can be called altruisticdugse it dramatically increases cooperation
in groups (Fehr & Géachter, 2002), meaning thatg henefits for the whole group, while the
punisher is the only one who bears the cost. Furtbee, it is also observed when the
punisher is not even involved in the economic ergleahat leads to the punishment (third-
party punishment, see Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004)afaistic punishment to qualify as
group-based emotion, it needs to be shown that (&$ults from group concerns, and (2) it
involves emotions. Concerning the first point, matydies on altruistic punishment have
tried to make sure that there are no personal e®for the punisher. Altruistic punishment is
group-based behaviour (a reaction to group congéetsause it is a reaction to a violation of
reciprocity norms and its most likely function ssenhance in-group cooperation (Gintis,
Bowles, Boyd, & Fehr, 2003; Kessler & Cohrs, 2008)leed, the fact that third-party
punishment only occurs when the unfair behaviotact$ in-group members (Bernhard,
Fischbacher, & Fehr, 2006) is consistent with itdés. Concerning the second point, there is
some evidence suggesting that the effect of unfamon-cooperative behaviour on altruistic
punishment is due to feelings of anger (Burton-@&welRoss-Gillespie, & West, 2010; Civai,
Corradi-Dell'Acqua, Gamer, & Rumiati, 2010; FehiG&gchter, 2002; Hopfensitz & Reuben,
2009; Elise C. Seip, van Dijk, & Rotteveel, 208ise C. Seip, Van Dijk, & Rotteveel,

2009, August), although more research on this tgpmeeded because none of these studies
has shown that emotions actually drive altruistiniphment in a group (instead of
interpersonal) context. One idea for a study ctséldo manipulate identification with the
group and assess emotions toward and punishmeonetooperators. If these emotions
qualify as group-based emotions, they should lmagér in the high-identification condition.

9.2.1.2.2. Black sheep effect

The second possible example of group-based emdbavesd individuals comes from
research on the black sheep effect. The black séféeqt refers to the finding that deviant in-
group members are evaluated more negatively thaallggleviant out-group members are
(Marques, et al., 1988). This could be seen asmising effect because in-group members
are usually evaluated more positively than out-groembers (Hewstone, et al., 2002).
Again, for the black sheep effect to qualify aga@ug-based emotion we need to show that
the black sheep effect is a group-based reactidrtat it involves emotions. Concerning the
first point, the literature on the black sheep @ffeas indeed shown that the effect is driven by
social identity concerns (Marques & Paez, 1994j.axample, the black sheep effect only
shows for highly identified group members (BransbenmWann, & Noel, 1994) and the effect
disappears when a superordinate social identityade salient (Marques, et al., 1988). The
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purpose of negatively evaluating deviant in-grougnmmers is to maintain a positive social
identity (which is the group concern at stake) Isgahcing her/him from the group.

There is some evidence suggesting that the blaskpséffect is mediated by emotions.
Chekroun and Nugier (2005) found that deviant iougrmembers elicited a stronger desire to
confront them and to change their behaviour thasadé out-group members did.

Importantly, this distinction in the treatment nfgroup and out-group members was
mediated by anger and shame/guilt, but unfortupdie researchers did not clearly specify
the target of the emotions. Otten (2009) also dessrsome unpublished studies suggesting
that emotions are involved in reactions towardriodg deviants.

In sum, to the extent that emotional reactionsetgaht in-group members are based in
threats to social identity or to group interedtese classify as group-based emotions toward
individuals, because they are emotional reactiorgga@up concerns. The next implication of
putting group-based appraisal at the heart of gltzaged emotion we discuss here is the
distinction between the group-based and the stempect of emotions. We have already
dedicated some space to this issue in the gensralssion of chapter 6, so we can be rather
brief here.

9.2.1.3. Group-based emotions and shared emotions

Although the collective or shared nature and tlweigrbased nature of emotions can
be clearly distinguished at the conceptual leveteal life these aspects will often be
intertwined. Group-based emotions can be sharétkigroup (as can individual emotions),
but this is not a necessary condition to speakatig-based emotions. Emotions can be
group-based without being shared. For instancégraibh nationalist in a bakery in Ghent,
Belgium who hears a client ordering in French migid this irritating or even become
angry. That would be a group-based emotion beadatisbased in the alleged lack of respect
of Belgian Francophones for the language spokethéylemish (Dutch is the official
language in Flanders). However, these emotionaa@traecessarily shared because maybe
there are no other Flemish nationalists in the hyakethe French-speaking client turned out
to be from France, the Flemish nationalist would/ieel guilty about the fact that he felt
irritated before, because nobody expects the Frenspeak Dutch. Note that the guilt would
be an individual emotion because it is a reactoart individual transgression.

One can also argue for the distinction betweergthap-based and the shared
character of emotions the other way round, i.eslywing that emotions can be shared and/or
influenced by group membership without being grtvaged (see the general discussion in
chapter 6). Take the reaction to the 2009 swinedludemic. As it is nearly impossible for
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most individuals to correctly estimate the redt rimany people’s opinions and precautionary
measures will have been influenced by the reactiaose others, the opinion of experts in
the media, or, more indirectly, the ‘informationvgn by companies that produce antiviral
drugs. Still, the concern that elicits the appigisacess is an individual concern, i.e. what is
at stake is the risk for the individual of beinghtaiminated. Anxiety in response to the swine
flu is thus an individual emotion, but one thainBuenced by the reactions of others, which
makes it likely that anxiety levels will be similamong individuals that interact frequently
and discuss swine flu.

Regarding the overlap between shared and groupsetions, Smith, Seger, and
Mackie (2007) went a step further and have eveerssbsthat the shared character of
emotions is one of the criteria to determine whieéimeotions are group-level. We disagree
with their point of view and can only conclude thdtatever Smith and colleagues (2007)
mean by group-level emotions is something diffetbah what we have conceptualized as
group-based emotions. The previous paragraphs dgratsmwith simple examples that the
group-based and the shared character of emotioseperate theoretical concepts (although
often related to each other in natural circumstanceo sum up, both individual and group-
based emotions can be influenced by social appsassdy group norms, but that does not

change their individual or group-based nature.

Table 20: Ideal types of appraisal and emotion

Level of appraisal process

Individual Group

. . , ) Group-based appraisal following
Emotion not shared Idiosyncratic appraisal o
top-down self-categorization

o o Group-based appraisal influenced
) Individual appraisal influenced _ ) _
Emotion shared ) , _| by social appraisal and contagion
by social appraisal and contagion

(collective emotion)

For the sake of clarity, we end our discussiorhefghared aspect of emotion with a
description of our own classification of differgarbcesses leading to ideal types of emotion.
In Table 20 we have simply crossed the shared empepbased character of emotion into a
two by two classification. Emotions that resultifr@grocesses described in the last column are
group-based emotions because they result from goagpd appraisal. New here is that we
propose to use the tercollective emotionfor those group-based emotions that are also
shared in the group. This is consistent with theesu use of the term “collective guilt”,
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which refers to historical wrongdoings of one’sgreup members and is thus clearly a group-
based emotion. Together with our definition of igteup emotions in section 9.2.1.1, this
definition of collective emotions resolves the emtrambiguity in the literature concerning

the use of the terms ‘group-based emotions’, ‘ctile emotions’, and ‘intergroup emotions’
by clearly separating individual appraisals fromaup-based appraisals and introducing the
shared character of emotions as an extra dimenSiocourse, collective emotions are an
ideal type. Emotions are rarely shared by everglsiperson in a group. However, this does
not take away from the heuristic value of definargideal type.

Group-based emotions that are not shared (top sigttton in Table 20) have not been
subject to social appraisal or contagion and tkeaslt from pure individual self-
categorization as a group member. Although thesstiens are probably rare in the real
world (i.e., limited to reactions to novel situat&), most emotions measured in the studies of
this dissertation belong to this category. Resepatticipants respond individually to
emotion items and have no chance to share thaigtite or emotions with someone else.

Regarding individual emotions (left section of T@BD), we make the same distinction
between appraisals made in isolation and appraisfuenced by others, possibly leading to
shared emotions.

9.2.2. Measuring group-based emotions

A major problem with the distinction between indival and group-based emotions is
that it is often difficult to measure them sepdsatindividual happiness looks and feels the
same as group-based happiness, so measures valsbme difficulty in distinguishing
between both. Moreover, events that affect the gueill often also affect group members
personally (see for example Mackie, et al., 20@0y Xomeren, et al., 2004), further blurring
the distinction between individual and group-basewbtions. How can researchers then be
sure that they are looking at individual or growgséd aspects of emotion? This may not
always be an important issue, but for researchetk@licitly focuses on group-based
emotions, it is crucial to show that the emotidrest are measured are indeed the consequence
of an individual taking into account group conceansl making group-based appraisals.

There are at least two solutions to this problemstFwe can investigate situations in
which individual appraisals are not relevant beeats situation does not speak to individual
concerns. For example, we can feel guilty aboutirsgleeds of group members (as in the
research of Doosje, et al., 1998). Another examjgleld be the emotions experienced by
sports fans. A second solution is to use an ex@riah manipulation that affects the salience
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of a certain social identity. Differences betweenditions in which social identity is or is not
made salient then represent group-based aspeetsations. This does not mean that there
are no individual appraisals that are relevantthese are equally relevant in all conditions.
The point is that in the condition in which sod@gntity is salient, group-based appraisals
become more important whereas individual appraalsot. Such social identity salience
can be achieved in many different ways. Van Zomeggears, and Leach (2008) asked
participants to write about a typical day of tHée as a student or as an individual before
answering the actual questionnaire. Many similacedures are possible. In the studies of
Chapter 5 and 6, part of our social identity salemanipulation was to ask participants to
answer a series of questions on how strongly ttiestified with the relevant group. Seger,
Smith, and Mackie (2009) primed participants wither “America” or “Indiana University”
using group-related songs or pictures. We cansfaply include in the question a reference
to the social identity we are interested in. Ineotivords, we can ask people for their emotions
as members of a certain gro@@.g., E. R. Smith, et al., 2007).

Some researchers have used a combination of theseethods for assessing group-
based aspects of emotions. Gordijn, Yzerbyt andéaglies (Dumont, et al., 2003; Gordijn, et
al., 2001; Gordijn, et al., 2006; Yzerbyt, et aD03) used versions of a cross-categorization
paradigm. In their scenarios, a particular group affected by an event that did not affect the
participants personally. Importantly, this grouplcbbe seen either as an in-group or as an
out-group, and social identity was made saliemrder to emphasize one or the other. That is,
by bringing participants to define themselves ie ohseveral ways, the target group was
seen as an in-group or as an out-group. For instafeerbyt and colleagues (2003) made
salient to their participants either their soctintity as students or their identity as students a
the University of Louvain. Participants were théveg a newspaper article that presented the
students of another university being angry abalgasion of the Board of Directors of that
University. The point here is that, when the catg@d students is made salient, the students
in the newspaper article are part of the partidigan-group, but when the participants see
themselves as students from Louvain, the otheestisdare out-group members. This method
thus includes both an event that does not conaaticipants personally, and a manipulation
of social identity salience.

There is one important caveat about using a sm®atity salience manipulation to
elicit group-based emotions. Even when social ithers made salient, in order to speak
about group-based emotions, these emotions miisestilt from appraisals of events,
situations, or actions that are relevant to theigioconcerns. lyer and Leach (2008) have

suggested that researchers wanting to tap growgdlemotions should make sure that
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participants self-categorize as group memberstladsuggest this can be done by explicitly
asking people for their opinion as group membemvéler, it is not clear what is tapped
exactly when one asks people about their feelisggaup members. Will they indeed report
emotional reactions to group concerns, or rathatiems they think are felt by other group
members, emotions they feel toward their grougmnotions they feel when they are with
other group members? In other words, there is moaguiee that asking people about their
emotions as a member of a certain group will makentreport emotions that result from
group-based appraisals. Indeed, we saw in chaptet4neasures of chronic group emotions
(Seger, et al., 2009; E. R. Smith, et al., 200@ )@ople’s feelings about belonging to a group
rather than group-based emotions.

Yet another interpretation of the answers to qoastabout emotions people feel “as a
group member” is that people will report emotionattare stereotypically linked to the group.
It could be argued that participants might not repdnat they are actually feeling in response
to group-based appraisals, but what they thinkdghatp members feel in general. Robinson
and Clore (2002) have reviewed evidence showingtiiese so-called identity-related beliefs
can indeed shape emotional self-report. For exartipdé analysis indicates that women are
generally thought to feel more negative self-dedamotions such as shame and guilt and
more positive other-directed emotions such as symypend empathy (Robinson, Johnson, &
Shields, 1998; Tangney, 1990). Asking to report gons as a woman might of course
activate these identity-related beliefs even makraight show an effect of social identity
salience on emotions that is not due to group-bapedaisals, but to existing stereotypes
about what group members usually feel. RobinsonGaock (2002) also review evidence that
giving people more detailed information about acefesituation in which they would feel
emotions, reduces or eliminates the effect of itlentlated beliefs, even if the situational
information is hypothetical. Applied to researchgroup-based emotions, this means that
researchers should try to specify situations ireotd make emotional self-report result from
emotional appraisal rather than from beliefs algmabtion. One way of achieving this is to
assess emotions about one specific event (e.gGaen, et al., 2001; van Zomeren, Spears,
et al., 2008; Yzerbyt, et al., 2003). Another solutis to include questions about group-based
appraisals as that is likely to focus participaats&ntion on appraisals and thus increases the
chances that subsequently assessed emotions aesliadesult of those appraisals.
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9.2.3. Are group-based emotions adaptive?

The third implication of the importance of groupsbkd appraisals is the functional or
adaptive nature of group-based emotions. Groupebas®tions are a combination of social
identity and emotional appraisal. Note that we hangeied that both social identity and
emotional appraisal are functional mechanisms.Hapg@er 1 we saw that social identity
makes group-based behaviour possible, and thabaipisens in a sensible, almost rational
way (i.e., responding to relevant contextual opypaties and threats). In Chapter 2 we
presented emotions as an important mechanismeds ito adaptive behaviour and decision-
making. It should then come as no surprise toehder that we believe that group-based
emotions have the same adaptive core as theirittdimgj elements. If emotional appraisal
can generally be expected to contribute to adaj@eviour and if social identity is not a
cognitive accident but a sensible reaction to thecgire of opportunities and threats in a
particular situation, then we should expect groapda emotions to be similarly adaptive and
to bring individuals closer to reaching their goals

This functional question is important because #&hsut the nature of group-based
emotions. If we forget about the motivational saahel focus only on cognitive aspects, we
could see group-based emotions as an “accidentiaace meeting of appraisals and social
identity. The reasoning would be that because sveayppen to elicit emotions and because
the self happens to consist of individual and grasjpects, group events coincidentally also
sometimes elicit emotions. It would be as if grdagsed emotions just happen to be the
consequence of the fact that people sometimesaraeghemselves at the group level.
Going back to our discussion about the place ofigtiaterests in theories of intergroup
relations at the beginning of Chapter 1, this mecelgnitive approach would clearly have no
place for the more material dimension of grouprggés. In contrast, seeing social identity
and emotional appraisal as largely functional mersmas leads one to see group-based
emotions as largely functional as well. The redeartthe role of group-based anger in
collective action and also the work on group-bag4itt are good examples of the functional
role of group-based emotions (for a more thorougbusgsion of this issue, see Spears, 2010).
“Functional” will in many cases mean that emotians reliably related to actual group
circumstances.

Even if group-based emotions are adaptive, this doerule out the possibility that
we find certain specific group-based emotions uindeke. Group-based emotions are not
inherently good or bad. However, based on a dertiogrecess in society, or on the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, one couldide that some group-based emotions
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should be encouraged and others should not. Graspebemotions that lead to
discrimination will be regarded by many as problamadt is in this light that the next section
(on changing group-based emotions) should be utwbets

9.2.4. Changing group-based emotions and intergroup relatins

An emphasis on group-based appraisals also hasaquesces for efforts to change
group-based emotions and intergroup relationsefretal, it might be more efficient to work
on appraisals rather than directly on emotionsinfryo change emotions without changing
appraisals is probably not the best way to achotnagge because appraisals cause emotions
and it is better to tackle problems at their root.

If people appraise the world considering their gfFewconcerns, a straightforward
suggestion would be to change the group’s struicsittaation. Research could look for
group-based appraisals that lie at the basis dfi@neatic intergroup relations. Using that
knowledge, policies can be designed that aim fdrange in the structural circumstances of
the groups, thereby also changing the basis cdipipeaisal process. For example, if
ethnocentrism is based in the precarious positi@@xtain groups in society (e.g., the lower
educated), efforts could be made to improve thesitn. Related to this idea of changing
the structural situation of groups, are of coursalRtic Conflict Theory’s recipes for
attenuating intergroup conflict, and their emphasicreating interdependence between
groups (for some applications, see D. M. Taylor &dWiaddam, 1994). Although this is an
old theory that certainly has its limitations, itgplications are still relevant to the extent that
conflicts for resources are important in curremgigroup relations. As an example we could
cite the effect that European integration (i.eeating relations of dependence between
European countries) had on transforming Westerofgufrom a battlefield into a stable
region.

If changing the situation is not an option, one akso try to change the group-based
appraisals. For example in the case of homophebiz;ation and intergroup contact might
undermine the appraisal that homosexuality goemsiganportant values by changing those
values.

Another idea is one that we already mentioned aptdr 5 and builds upon the fact
that the social identity that is salient determiwésch concerns will be used as the basis of
the appraisal process. Changing the identity thaalient can thus also change people’s
reaction to a situation. Specifically, one couldodxasize and develop identities that are less
involved in conflicts. Examples of these includews such as professions and cities. These
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groups crosscut groups (e.g. ethnic groups) tleat@amrently associated with the most
problematic intergroup relations (see Jones & F&040 for evidence that making salient
alternative categorizations can decrease the &ictivaf racial stereotypes ).

9.3. Limitations and future directions

There are several limitations of the research pitesehere. First, although our theory
concerns all possible emotional reactions, we lweNginvestigated a restricted set of
emotions. Anger is a prominent emotion in four olufive empirical chapters. Chapter 5 also
included results for fear, chapter 6 had an efi@cindignation, and in chapter 7 there was an
effect on disgust. Obviously, what is absent hemesearch on positive group-based
emotions. In chapter 6 we found effects on hapginmedoth studies, but these were not very
reliable. The extent to which the results can heegalized to positive emotions remains thus
largely an open question.

A second limitation is that we did not attempt tampulate appraisals directly. Some
existing studies have manipulated situations tlekewot relevant to participants as
individuals, but only as group members (Doosj@letl998; lyer, et al., 2007; Leach, et al.,
2003). However, this kind of manipulation of th@gp-relevant situation can still be
distinguished from manipulating appraisals. A (@aimagined) situation can be easily
manipulated in research, but appraisal is the pafsoterpretation of that event or situation.
Of course in some or even many circumstancegdéasonable to accept that when we
manipulate the situation we know how patrticipaniit appraise the situation. An alternative,
however, would be to manipulate appraisals dire@lye idea could be to use some kind of
false feedback in order to make participants beliéat they do or do not endorse certain
appraisals (e.g., by manipulating rating scales,Geaiken & Baldwin, 1981). Although this
is also applicable to individual appraisals andthat specific to group-based appraisal, this
method could still be used to strengthen the caisthé causal role of group-based appraisals
in group-based emotions.

A third general limitation is that we have littlieformation about the dynamics of the
social process that leads to group-based appr@saluse of small group discussions in
chapter 6 was intended to shed some light ongbigel. Although we found that having a
group-relevant discussion affected group-basediemxntwe learned less than we had hoped
to about the interactive process leading to thaslteParticipants that discussed the group-
relevant issue did not like the discussion morediddot feel closer to the other members of
their discussion group than participants that dised a neutral topic. Furthermore,
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participants that discussed the group-relevaneigisd not think that other group members
had different emotions than participants that dised a neutral topic (this particular finding
was not presented in the paper in chapter 6). Mieans that there was an effect on own
emotions, but not on the emotions they thoughtrajh@up members felt. As a result, we
don’t know much about the mechanism responsibléi@effect of within-group interaction
on social identity salience and group-based emstidre believe this is a most crucial issue
as virtually all real-world attitudes result fromiaag history of social interaction with others.

Finally, an interesting avenue for future reseavohild be to investigate the relation
between intergroup emotions and more stable irdamattitudes. Is there more intra-
individual variability in intergroup emotions thamattitude measures such as modern racism
(McConahay, 1986), attitudes toward gay men (Het8B8), or ethnocentrism
(Welkenhuysen-Gybels, et al., 2003)? One could expat for those who have strong
attitudes, this type of attitude scales elicit présting responses and thus are less variable
over time and context (as questions that tap pistieg responses are less likely to be
influenced by emotions, see Forgas, 1995). A diffebut related question is whether all
intergroup attitudes start as an emotion and theishe result of a long accumulation of
emotional reactions toward an out-group. What st@stan emotional reaction might over
time crystallize in specific opinions that beconmeanically accessible and that are part of a
discourse of which one is conscious (e.g., one lsnihvat one is not homophobic and strongly
supports equal rights for lesbians and gay men).

9.4. Conclusion

In this dissertation we have made a case, bothetieally and empirically, for the
importance of group-based appraisals for group<bassotions. Although apparently central
to many conceptualizations of group-based emotigmap-based appraisal had not received
much attention to date. Our studies have shownstii@al identity salience increases group-
based emotions, an effect that is due to a changeup-based appraisals. Furthermore, we
found that group-based appraisal becomes moreeeifant when the group is
psychologically more important to the individuah&corollary of the importance of group-
based appraisal is that it focuses the attentiogronp interests and a material dimension of
intergroup relations. This is of course a rathdridea, but one that had been pushed into the
background by the cognitive focus of recent devalepts in the social identity tradition.
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