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Ingroup Favoritism Versus Black Sheep Effects in Observations of Informal Conversations Saera Khan and Alan J. Lambert Department of Psychology Washington University



Thisresearchwas designed to gain further insight into the psychological mechanisms underlying the "black sheep effect" (e.g.. Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988) using a paradigm that allowed us to address 2 potential limitations of previous research in this area. First, unlike earlier work, this research varied the group membership of the observer in combination with that of the target (i.e., an Observer x Target design), which is necessary to provide a strict test of the black sheep effect. Second, we relied on a manipulation of group membership that was more subtle than that employed by previous research. This allowed us to test whether participants would spontaneously (i,e., without prompting by the experimenter) use group membership as a basis for derogating dislikeable members ofthe ingroup. These issues were explored using a "get acquainted paradigm" in which male or female participants read transcripts of a conversation between 2 students whose apparent gender was manipulated by varying only their first names (e.g., Jim vs. Ann). The existence of both ingroup favoritism and black sheep effects was successfiilly demonstrated in this paradigm, although the magnitude of these effects was stronger for female than for male participants. Implications of these results for a theoretical framework presented by Marques andhis colleagues as well as recent models of assimilation and contrast are discussed.



Psychologists have long known that perceivers will respond more favorably to the members of their own group compared to nonmembers. This tendency, often referred to as the ingroup favoritism effect, represents one ofthe most robust phenomenon in social psychology and has been observed across a variety of methodological and substantive domains (e.g., Allen & Wilder, 1975; Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, & Sherif, 1954; Sumner, 1906; Tajfel, 1970; Wilder, 1981). Only recently have theorists studied the possibility that people may sometimes react more negatively to ingroup members. The tendency to derogate: ingroup members has been demonstrated in a series of three articles by Marques and his colleagues on the "black sheep effect" (Marques, Robalo, & Rocha, 1992; Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988; Marques, Yzerbyt, & Leyens, 1988). The general picture emerging from this work is that the evaluative features of the person(s) being judged moderate whether ingroup membership has positive, or negative, effects on judgments of these individuals. When the target's features are favorable
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(or evaluatively ambiguous) perceivers typically have more favorable reactions to this person if he or she belongs to the ingroup versus the outgroup—a classic ingroup favoritism effect. When the target's features are unambiguously negative, however, ingroup targets are rated more negatively than outgroup targets—a black sheep effect. Although ingroup favoritism and black sheep effects, represent "opposite" effects of ingroup membership. Marques and his colleagues use social identity theory (Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) as a basis for accounting for both effects. In particular, they argue that ingroup favoritism and black sheep effects reflect the same underlying motive, namely, to maintain a positive sense of identity through enhancement of one's impression of the ingroup as a whole. The consequences of this motive for judgments of any particular ingfoup member depends, however, on whether this person's features can be construed in a favorable manner or not. When the target's behaviors are unambiguously negative, such persons can potentially devalue or "taint" the psychological value of group membership. Moreover, because threats to one's own identity and self-worth are, of course, more relevant when the target belongs to the ingroup, these harsh reactions are likely to be more extreme when the target is an ingroup member than an outgroup member (For further
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discussion of such effects, and their relevance to social identity theory, see Marques et al., 1988.)'



SOME UNRESOLVED ISSUES IN DEMONSTRATIONS OF THE BLACK SHEEP EFFECT Although the work conducted thus far on the black sheep effect has yielded some valuable insights, at least two important issues merit further empirical investigation. One issue concems how group membership of the target person has been manipulated. In much of the previous work reported by Marques, the manipulation of the target's group membership was not particularly subtle. In the study by Marques et al. (1988), for example, Belgian participants formed an impression of a person who was described literally as a "likeable Belgian" versus a "dislikeable Belgian." In a different study (Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988), law school students were explicitly told that the target was either a law student or a philosophy student before forming an impression of the target. As Gilbert and Hixon (1991) noted, studies that explicitly convey the group membership of the target to participants can produce results that may not generalize to studies in which group membership is not explicitly stated. Whereas explicit labeling of the target person's group membership (e.g., "likeable Belgians") virtually guarantees activation of beliefs and/or affect associated with the group, such activation processes may not occur when group membership is presented in a more subtle way. We wondered, therefore, if black sheep effects would occur when the target's group membership (and its relation to that of the observer) is activated in a relatively more subtle manner. A second issue concemed the fact that a rigorous demonstration of ingroup favoritism and black sheep effects in the same study requires that (at least) three cmcial variables are manipulated in combination with each other, namely, the group membership of the observer, group membership



Our use of the terms ingroupfavoritism and black sheep effects is slightly (jifferent than the way that Marques and his colleagues use these terms. Marques uses the term hlack sheep effect to refer hoth to positive and negative effects of ingroup membership. However, we find this usage extremely confusing given 


of the target, and the evaluative implications of the target's behavior—a three-way Observer Group x Target Group x Target Behavior design. To our knowledge, however, such a test has never been reported in the literature. In particular, in the published studies by Marques et al., the experimenters never varied the group membership of the observers—only the likeableness and group membership of the target person(s) was varied. For example, in the study by Marques et al. (1988) discussed earlier, the likeableness and group membership of the target (Belgian vs. non-Belgian) was varied, but all of the participants were Belgian. Similarly, in the study by Marques and Yzerbyt (1988), the experimenters varied the likeableness and group membership of the target (law student vs. philosophy student), but all of the participants were law students. However, such designs do not allow strict tests of ingroup/outgroup membership (including demonstrations of the black sheep effect). This is because such effects are, strictly speaking, interaction effects that arise out of the combination of the observer's and the target's group membership, and one can only investigate such effects through the employment of Observer x Target designs (cf. Judd, Ryan, & Park, 1991, for a related discussion).



THIS RESEARCH In light of the considerations raised earlier, we employed an experimental design in which the primary variables included (a) the group membership of the observer (i.e., the experimental participant), (b) the group membership of the target, and (c) evaluative implications of the target's behaviors. This design was implemented in the domain of gender, such that we brought male and female participants into our laboratory and asked them to form an impression of a person who was either male or female and whose behaviors varied in their evaluative implications. We predicted that participants would rate same-sex (ingroup) targets more favorably than opposite-sex (outgroup) targets (a classic ingroup favoritism effect) when the target's behaviors could be interpreted favorably. When the target's behaviors are unfavorable, however, same-sex targets would be evaluated more negatively than opposite-sex targets—a. black sheep effect. This pattern should be reflected by a three-way Participant Group Membership x Target Group Membership x Target Behavior interaction. The target's behaviors were presented in the context of a "get acquainted" conversation that had ostensibly taken place between the target and another undergraduate. We informed participants that, as part of a separate study on interpersonal communication conducted earlier that year, we had made transcripts of conversations between undergraduate students who were identified only by their first name (e.g., "Jim"). Manipulating the name of the target person (e.g..



INGROUP FAVORITISM AND BLACK SHEEP EFFECT



Jim VS. Ann) in combination of the gender of the participants constituted our manipulation of ingroup versus outgroup status. We found this methodology useful insofar as it allowed us to mvestigate whether participants would spontaneously (i.e., without prompting by the experimenter) consider the gender of the conversants in combination with their own group membership while attempting to discern the meaning of the conversation itself.^ METHOD Participants and Design A total of 95 Washington University undergraduates (59 men and 36 women) participated in return for $6. In addition to participants' gender, we varied the gender of the target and the nature of the comments made by the target (ambiguous vs. negative). TTie experiment was thus a 2 x 2 x 2 (Participant Gender x Target Gender x Comment Type) completely crossed factorial design.



Procedure On entering the laboratory, participants were told that the purpose of the study was to "examine how people form impressions of others on the basis of social information that they receive about others." After this introduction, participants were informed further that: as part of a separate study last year, we had undergraduates come into our laboratory and engage in brief "get acquainted" conversations. Before they engaged in these conversations, they gave us permission to tape record what they said. After these sessions were completed, we made written transcripts of these conversations. To protect the privacy of those involved, we have changed their names as they appear on the transcripts. In today's experiment, we will be asking you to read a short excerpt from one of those transcripts. As you receive this information, we would like you to form an impression of the two persons engaged in the conversation. That is, as you read what each person has



Sucb effects qould, in principle, be fiirtber qualified by tbe group membersbip of tbe target's partner in tbe conversation (i.e., tbe person toward wbom tbe target's bebaviors were directed.) However, it seemed best—^in tbis iiiiiial exploration of tbis paradigm^—^to downplay tbe role of tbe partner in our design. We did (for tbe sake of baving a completely counterbalanced design) vary tbe gender of tbe partner in combination witb tbe otber variables in tbe (Resign. However, behaviors of thepartiier were held constant across condition and in all versions represented rather bland, but conversationally plausible, reactions to tbe target's bebaviors. In light of tbe minimal role tbat tbe partner played in tbe conversation, we did not expect that tbe predicted tbree-way Observer x Target x Target Bebavior interaction would be contingent on tbe partner's gender. Subsequent analyses on eacb of tbe separate attitudinal/trait ratii^gs of tbe partner revealed no systematic effects of experimental variables on ratings of this person at all. Tbus, in tbe analyses to be reported, results are collapsed over tbis factor.
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to say, try to imagine what each person is like, the personality traits that they are likely to have, and how much you would like to meet them. For the sake of plausibility, participants were informed that the transcripts they would be reading were different than those being read by the other participants in the session. After the experiment was completed, all participants were completely debriefed as to the fictional nature of the transcript and were informed as to the purpose of the ruse. Stimulus Materials The transcript of the conversation was carefully designed so as to resemble the type of transcript that might actually be generated in research on conversations. The top portion of the transcript contained background information about the conversation that was ostensibly written by the person who transcribed the tape. In particular, it contained the transcriber's initials, the date of the conversation, and the name of the two conversants. The names of the two conversants were provided so that participants were aware of the gender group membership of both people. The content of the conversation was conveyed such that the speaker's name was presented &st, followed by that person's comment (e.g., Jim: "Hi, how's it going?"). The dialogue starts off with small talk about the weather and adjustment to life in St. Louis. In all versions, one of the conversants then asks a series of questions and makes comments about the other person's academic progress. In this portion of the transcript, the person asking the questions and making comments (the target) is clearly the more dominant member of the conversation and the other person (the partner) mostly responds in a noncommittal way. In one version of the conversation, the target makes a series of evaluatively ambiguous comments toward the partner. More specifically, the target's comments could be interpreted as helpful and friendly or, alternatively, as condescending. In the other (negative comment) version, the target's behaviors were more clearly negative. Following is an excerpt of the evaluatively ambiguous version. In this version, the target (Ann) is female and, as seen in the following transcript, this person clearly plays the most dominant role in the conversation. On the other hand, the partner (male in this version) is largely in the background and was meant only to provide conversationally plausible reactions to the comments made by the target (cf. footnote 2). Ann: ".. .so, uh, what's your major?" Jim: "I'm majoring in philosophy." Ann: "Wow! We have a good program in that... I heard that it can get pretty competitive. How are you doing in there?" Jim: "Well, so far I've been getting Cs and some Bs." Ann: "Cs and Bs... hmmm ... have you thought about getting a tutor to help you out?" Jim: "No, well, not really."
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Ann: "Well, you should. They'll probably show you how to study better and give you some tips and stuff." Jim: "Well, I never really thought about it." Ann: "It's really easy. You just go to the learning assistance department and tell them what you need and they'll assign you a tutor to help you out." Jim: "I'll think about it. I'm not sure if I have the time to do all of this stuff. What about you? What do you do?"



their specific attitude toward the target, and their ratings of the target with respect to the tieats friendly, polite, Jcind, and rude. A composite was formed on the basis of an average of participants' response to these items (after reverse scoring responses to the trait rude). This composite had excellent internal reliability, alpha = .90.



As seen earlier, the target's behaviors are ambiguous, in that they could be viewed as helpful toward the partner, or as implying that the person was not capable of getting a good grade without assistance from others. The negative comment version was identical to the transcript described here, except that the target's comments were more clearly negative, implying that the partner was not smart enough to succeed in their chosen major. For example, after hearing about the academic performance of the other person, the target responded with the comment "Cs and Bs... hmm... have you thought about switching your major?" Following this, the target notes how much easier other majors might be and how much "free time" the other person might have in these less challenging majors. These comments were deliberately designed to appear rather insulting compared to the ambiguous condition and were expected to lead to relatively greater disliking of the target.



Participants' composite impressions of the target were analyzed via a 2 X 2 X 2 (Participant Gender x Target Gender x Comment Type) analysis of variance. One effect is worth noting at the outset. Independent of all other considerations, participants judged the target relatively more favorably when his or her comments were evaluatively ambiguous than if they were negative (M = 5.09 vs. 3.99), F{1, 87) = 8.23, p < .01. Therefore, manipulation of comment type had its intended effect on liking for the target. As noted earlier, we expected that when the target's comments were ambiguous, participants would show greater liking for this person if he or she belonged to the same group as participants than if this was not the case (i.e., an ingroup favoritism effect). When the target's comments were negative, however, we expected that participants would like the target less if this person belonged to the ingroup than if this was not the case. This effect would be reflected in a three-way Participant Gender x Target Gender x Comment Type interaction. This interaction was, in fact, obtained, F(l,87) = 6.90, p < .01. Table 1 shows the pattern of target judgments as a function of gender of the target and participants as well as the evaluative implications of the comment. There are two ways of comparing these means across condition, namely (a) comparing how male versus female participantsjudged each ofthe targets across experimental condition (vertical difference scores) or (b) comparing how the male versus female targets were judged across condition (horizontal difference scores). We show both sets of difference scores in Table 1. Regardless of how one compares these means, however, a similar effect emerges; that is, a tendency for ingroup targets to be rated more favorably than outgroup targets when the target's behaviors were ambiguous, but the reverse tendency when the target's behaviors were negative. An alternate way of analyzing these data is to collapse the four cells arising from the combination of participant gender and target gender into two cells, one based on an average of the two "ing-oup" pairings (male participants/male target: female participants/female target) and one cell based on an average of the two "outgroup" pairings (male participants/female target; female participants/ male target). These data are shown at the bottom of Table 1. When rearranged in this way, these data show more clearly the opposite effects of ingroup versus outgroup membership, depending on whether the comment made by the target was ambiguous or negative. The relevant two-way Ingroup/Outgroup Membership of Target x Comment Type interaction was significant, F(l, 91) = 4.65,/7


Assessment of Dependent Variables After reading the conversation, participants provided their judgments of the conversation. First, we were interested in participants' overall impressions of the conversation and, to this end. they were asked, "After reading the excerpt, what was your overall emotional reaction toward the situation? That is, how did the encounter between the two participants make you feel?" Participants responded to this query on a scale ranging firom -5 {not at all favorable) to 5 {extremely favorable). This question was asked first to get a sense of how participants reacted to ithe conversation before directing their attention to the conversants. Following this, participants formed a series of judgments about the target. Participants first indicated their overall attitude to the target along a scale ranging from -5 to 5. i\fterwards, participants rated the target with respect to a series of traits along a scale that ranged fi:om 0 {not at all) to 10 {extremely). These traits referred either to qualities specific to the conversation (e.g., friendly, rude) or not (e.g., independent). Scoring To reduce the number of dependent measures to a smaller number of dimensions, participants' impressions of the target were submitted to a principal components analysis. These analyses revealed one interpretable factor (eigenvalue = 5.1) on which the following items loaded highly (.50 or better) on this factor: participants' overall reaction to the conversation.



RESULTS
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TABLE 1 Judgments of Target As a Function of Target's Group Membership (Male vs. Femaie), Evaluative Impiications of Target's Comments (Ambiguous vs. Unfavorabie), and Participants' Group Membersliip (Maie vs. Femaie) Unfavorable



Ambiguous



Participants' gender Male Female Difference



Male Target



Female Target



Difference



Male Target



Female Target



Difference



5.18 3.81 1.37



5.10 6.35 -1.25



.18 -2J4



3.86 4.46 -.60



4.26 3.40 .86



-.40 1.06



Ingroup targets Outgroup targets Difference



Ambiguous



Unfavorable



5.63 4.65 .98



3.67 4.34 -.67



One final aspect of the results should be noted. Further inspection of Table 1 shows that ingroup favoritism and black sheep effects were stronger for female participants than for male participants. Supplementary analyses confirmed these implications, showing that when analyses were conducted on the female participants only, the Target Gender x Comment Type effect was easily significant, F(l, 32) = 9.45, p < .01, but this interaction did not attain statistical significance for male participants, p > .20. Thus, although the overall pattem of results was similar for male and female participants, it was reliably stronger for females. This asymmetry is considered in more detail in the Discussion section. DISCUSSION In this study, participants read about a target person who made a series of evaluatively ambiguous or negative comments in the context of a "get acquainted" conversation. Participants' liking for the target varied not only as a function of the target's comments, but also as a function of this person's group membership in combination with the group membership of the participants. When the target's comments were evaluatively ambiguous, ingroup targets were rated more favorably than outgroups (an ingroup favoritism effect) but when the target's comments were evaluatively negative (i.e., insulting to the partner), ingroup targets were rated more unfavorabl>' than outgroups (a black sheep effect). This study differs from previous investigations on theblack sheep effect (e.g.. Marques & Yzerbyt, 1988; Marques etal., 1988) in at least two important ways. First, the experimental paradigm used in this study permitted activation of the target's group membership (and, hence, the ingroup vs. outgroup status of this person) in a more subtle way compared to previous work in this area. In particular, our participants were not informed that the experiment dealt with gender in any manner whatsoever. Nevertheless, our results suggest that participants spontaneously (i.e., without prompting by the experimenter) considered the target's group membership in relation to their own while interpreting the meaning of this person's



comments. Second, this study is the first empirical investigation of ingroup favoritism and black sheep effects using a design in which the group membership of the observer, and that of the target person, were varied in combination with each other. As noted earlier, such Observer x Target designs are cmcial in order to provide rigorous tests of ingroup versus outgroup effects, including the demonstration of ingroup favoritism as well as black sheep effects. Although all participants showed a similar pattem of results, the magnitude of ingroup favoritism effects and black sheep effects was stronger among female participants compared to male participants. One explanation for this asymmetry is that female participants considered the gender of the conversants (and the relation of this factor to their own gender) to be more important than did male participants and, hence, were more likely to use diese considerations as a basis for responding to the conversation. Although this study did not collect any direct evidence on this point, our more recent work in this area (Khan, 1996) did find, in fact, that female participants generally report paying more attention to the gender of the conversants compared to male participants. It is also worth noting that women (unlike men) belong to a stigmatized group (Goffman, 1963) and this fact may lead them to generally regard their own gender as an important or "core" feature of the self (cf. Smith & Zarate, 1992, for a related discussion). If this is so, this may make it more likely for women to rely on gender as a cue to organize their impressions of others as well as the self. Nevertheless, this line of reasoning should be regarded as speculative and additional research is clearly needed to both replicate the kind of asymmetries noted here as well as to gain greater insight into why they may have occurred. Directions for Future Research Over the past 50 years psychologists have been painstakingly charting the generalizability of the ingroup favoritism effect across different methodological and substantive settings and delineating the boundary conditions under which this effect
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is, or is not, likely to occur. A similar understanding of black sheep effects can only come about through die same sort of intensive exploration. In our view, at least two issues merit further empirical attention. First, future work needs to show more directly the underlying mechanisms that drive black sheep effects. For example, although our results are generally consistent with the implications of social identity theory, our results can also be interpreted in a more "cognitive" framework derived from recent demonstrations of assinjilation and contrast effects in the priming literature (e.g., Herr, 1986; Herr, Sherman, & Fazio, 1983; Hi^gins, RUdles, & Jones, 1977). This literature has shown that the activation of personality traits (e.g.,jriendly) are likely to have assimilative effects on ambiguous stimuli but contrast effects on unambiguous stimuli. Such processes could have mediated the results obtained in this study. In particular^ identifying the target as belonging to the ingroup may have led to the activation of positive traits that could, in turn, have been used to assimilate Judgments of (he aftibiguous target but act as a standard of comparison in judging the dislikeable target—a contrast effect. Such processes are different than those postulated by social identity theory, in that niodels of assimilation and con:tra$t make lioassuxiaptions regarding the role of self^identitjr.^ Indeed, these cognitive processes are presumed to be the same as tiiose that mediate reactions to nonsociial stinmilii. suchas judg:ments ofgeometric shapes or the heaviness of lifted weights (Wedell, 1990). Future work should etflploy designs that tease apart the viability of social identity theory (orothermotivatiotial models) versus assimi!lation/contrast models in accountiag foringroup fayoridsm and black sheep effects.^ Second, the "conversatioaal" paradigm used in this study was fairly simple and future research is clearly needed to understand the prDcesses underlying the perception of more complex conversational dynamics. For example, in our study, one conversant clearly played a more important role than tbe other. MoreciaiBplex variants of the paradipn, such as varying the likeabteness of both conversants in combination with their group membetship may be fiiiitftd for studying the process of impression fonnation. Moreover, such designs allow researchers to test the generalizability of re-



' It is important to note tbat otber models of intergrpup bebavior, such as tbe conipfexity-extremity bypptbesis (Linville, 1982; Onvtlle & Jones, 1980), and the attitude palarizatioh model (filillar & Tesser; 1986; Tesser, 1978) bave proposed and obtained etfects tbat arenot entirely consistent with tbe implicatiijns of past wortt on tbe ikack sbeep effect. In a recent study by Branscombe (Branscombe, Wann, Ntrel, & Coleman, 1993), bowever, some of tbese contradictory findings in a study were resolved tbrougb investigation of tbe role of perceived importance of group menlbersbip. In particular, people wbo stron^y identify witb tbeirgroiip are liiely to judge dislikeable mgroup niembers more barshly than outgroup members (tbe black sbeep effect),l)ut tbe reverse effect is more likely amdngpetceivfers wbo do not identify witb their ingroup. (For fnrtber discussion of tbese findings, see Branscombe et al., 1993).



cent models of impression formation in settings that are more likely to capture the complex considerations likely to be found in more natural settings (cf. Wyer, Lambert, Budesheim, & Gruenfeld, 1992). Gaining insight into these and other related issues are valuable as psychologists explore the effects of social categorization for social perception both in, as well as outside, the laboratory.
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