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Abstract  

The present thesis consists of three studies concerning the effects of group 

membership in large group decision-making. The overall aim was to contri-

bute to the understanding of how individuals react and behave when deci-

sions are made in large groups. We explored different consequences of pro-

cedural justice concerns within members of large groups. In the first study 

we investigated how different decision-making procedures and perceived 

issue importance affect perceptions of others who agree and disagree with 

the individual on a potentially important issue. Results showed that individu-

als attribute more positive reasons for the attitude position of those who 

agree as opposed to disagree with themselves, whereas disagreers were attri-

buted more negative reasons. This asymmetry was moderated by decision-

making form, and issue importance. The attitudes concerned attitudes to-

wards potential new policies. In the second study we investigated how par-

ticipants differed in their perceptions of others as a consequence of their own 

position towards the new policy suggestions and the status quo. We found 

that challengers of the status quo advocating a change in the existing policy, 

tended to be more biased in their judgments of those defending the status 

quo than the other way around. This suggests that challengers are less tole-

rant of defenders‟ point of view. This effect was not affected by perceptions 

of minority status among the challengers. In the third study we looked at 

individual group members‟ cognitive restructuring of a preferred decision 

alternative, and how this differs between decision-making conditions, when 

the decision-maker is affiliated to own ingroup or not. Results showed that 

individuals restructure the attractiveness of their preferred alternative in 

group decision-making in a similar fashion as has been previously found in 

individual decision-making. The magnitude of such restructuring was great-

est when ingroup members decided for the group. However, this effect was 

moderated by identification with the ingroup, such that those who identified 

themselves with the ingroup restructured their preferred alternative more 

when ingroup members decided as opposed to when outgroup authorities 

decided.  

 

Keywords: large group decision-making, social identity, procedural justice, 

intergroup biases, attitudes, status quo position, cognitive restructuring, 

post-decision consolidation 
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Introduction 

One basic tenet of the present thesis is that people want to be part of social 

groups. Membership in different groups provides the basis on which people 

build their sense of self (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), 

satisfying such fundamental needs as belonging (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), 

support (Fiske, 2004), and provides a source of self-validation (Festinger, 

1954; Leary, Tambor, Terdal, & Downs, 1995). The groups that individuals 

belong to, based on shared attributes or attitudes, are termed ingroups, and 

the groups that individuals do not belong to are termed outgroups.  

Such social groups may vary in size from small work groups to larger 

organizations and ultimately societies. Thus, the term ingroup covers a large 

spectrum; from all members of the group knowing each other personally to 

very large and anonymous groups (Brewer, 1991). The present thesis is con-

cerned with both types of groups – larger social groups, and factions within 

those groups.  

Often, the groups and organizations to which individuals belong have to 

make decisions. Such decisions will affect all group members, as for exam-

ple when an organization must decide whether to implement a new policy 

suggestion or not. There are different ways for such a large group to reach a 

decision, and these different ways may, in turn, affect the members of the 

group in different ways. This is captured in the area of social justice re-

search. From being mostly theories concerning the justice of distributions, 

justice research evolved into concerning the procedures used to reach a deci-

sion and its consequences for group members (Thibaut & Walker, 1975).  

The purpose of the present thesis is to contribute to the understanding of 

how large group decision procedures affect the group members in terms of 

tolerance for other group members, and individual cognitive mechanisms. 

Further, effects of preference position towards a new policy suggestion on 

intergroup perceptions are investigated.  

Because group membership is central to this thesis, I will start by re-

viewing the literature on social groups and group membership.  

 

  



 16 

Social groups and group membership 

As proposed by the early gestalt psychologists, people have a natural ten-

dency to categorize the world in coherent units (Wertheimer, 1923). From 

this notion, some of the most influential theorists within social psychology 

such as Heider (1946, 1958), and Festinger (1954) developed their ideas that 

individuals also categorize their social world.  

By structuring the social world in categories, cognitive load decrease 

since group membership carries important information about what to expect 

from others. To categorize implies separating people into discrete subgroups, 

and to accentuate intracategory similarities and intercategory differences. 

The basic processes of categorization are the same regardless of whether the 

objects being categorized are human beings or physical objects. From child-

hood, people learn to categorize objects and develop concepts that distin-

guish members of one category from those of another. In a similar fashion, 

social categorization functions equivalently to simplify, structure, and regu-

late understandings of, and interactions with other people. Category distinc-

tions influence perceptions and behavior towards both individual members 

of the category and the category as a whole. Categories are often defined in 

terms of me-not me, which refer to the categories to which an individual 

belongs (the ingroups). In relation to the groups to which a person belongs, 

groups defined in terms of “not-me” refer to groups to which an individual 

does not belong (the outgroups). Comparisons between groups, intergroup 

comparisons, may then arise (Brewer, 2007a, pp. 695-696).  

Social identity theory 

The social categories that an individual identify with constitute a part of that 

individual‟s social identity. Psychologists sometimes distinguish between 

personal identity and social identity. The personal identity refers to the 

unique aspects of an individual‟s identity that are unrelated to membership in 

groups. The term social identity was coined by Tajfel (1978), and refers to 

“that part of an individual‟s self-concept which derives from his knowledge 

of his membership of a social group (or groups), together with the value and 

emotional significance attached to that membership” (p. 63). This definition 

implies that what is necessary for social identity is the psychological value, 

the feeling of connectedness, and emotional investment to the groups to 
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which an individual belongs. The group(s) must be an important part of how 

an individual defines him/herself. To the extent that an individual identifies 

with a given group, that group becomes a part of that individual‟s social 

identity and thus also a part of that individual‟s self-concept. The essential 

criterion for group membership is that an individual defines him/herself, and 

is defined by others, as a member of the particular social group (Tajfel & 

Turner, 1979).  

Mere categorization elicits social identification and intergroup differen-

tiation, more commonly known as minimal groups (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). 

When an individual create social categories of others into ingroups and out-

groups, they spontaneously experience positive affect towards the ingroup 

and engage in behaviors that benefit the ingroup as a whole and its individu-

al members (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971; Piliavin, Dovidio, 

Gaertner, & Clark, 1981). Because individuals identify themselves according 

to the attributes they possess, such as gender, age, and nationality, such 

attributes create the foundation for categorization and thus for group mem-

bership.  

However, social groups may, according to the above definition, not have 

to be that overt. This implies that less obvious attributes, such as attitudes 

and opinions, could also create social categories (Kenworthy & Miller, 2002; 

Biernat & Vescio, 1993). For example, the boundaries of political groups 

such as political parties are based on shared and non-shared attitudes. The 

claim that attitudes can be seen as group boundaries, and thus that such 

groups will be defined in terms of social identity theory, was further investi-

gated by Kenworthy and Miller (2002). A group may be defined according 

to its entitativity, which essentially is the extent to which individuals “are 

perceived as being bonded in a coherent unit” (Lickel et al., 2000, p. 224). 

The entitativeness of naturally occurring groups (e. g. Americans, people of 

the same fraternity) was compared with groups based on attitudes (e. g. pro-

life/pro-choice on the abortion debate). Many of the groups based on atti-

tudes were actually perceived as higher in entitativy than were the natural 

groups. Thus, individuals tend to perceive others, who share their own atti-

tudes as their ingroup, and others who do not share their position as their 

outgroup (Kenworthy & Miller, 2002). For the present thesis this is an im-

portant point to be made, as these are the kind of groups investigated and 

thus that attributions between such groups reflect social identity concerns. 

Consistent through all studies, groups bounded by attitude position are ex-

amined.  

When a particular social identity is made salient, individuals are likely to 

think of themselves as having characteristics that are representative of that 

category implying that social identity leads to self-categorization (Hogg & 

Turner, 1987; Turner et al., 1987). Traits that are typical for the group be-

come central to the self-concept when that social identity is activated (Brew-

er, 2007a). Ingroup positivity is considered the hallmark of ingroup identifi-

cation and is consistently found on attributes that are self-relevant (Otten, 
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2002), and traits that reflect basic social values such as trustworthiness and 

cooperativeness (Brewer, 2001; LeVine & Campbell, 1972).  

Own identity is closely connected to group membership, and members 

see themselves as having characteristics that are representative of the group. 

Ingroup identification in turn leads to ingroup favoritism; positive affect 

towards the ingroup which is automatically activated (Brewer, 2007a). A 

positive ingroup image is achieved by systematically altering perceptions of 

reality in favor of the own group (Allport, 1954; Brewer, 2007a; Perreault & 

Bourhis, 1999; Tajfel et al., 1971). 

Social identity motives 

Because identification with groups is central to this thesis it is important to 

understand what the motives are that drive identification. Several motives to 

why individuals identify with groups have been proposed. Social identities 

that satisfy psychological motives are perceived as more central to the way 

individuals see and define themselves (Vignoles, Regalia, Manzi, Golledge, 

& Scabini, 2006). In the following I review some of these that are of impor-

tance for the present thesis. 

The self-esteem motive 

As pointed out by Tajfel and Turner (1979), people strive to maintain or 

enhance their self-esteem, a positive self-concept. This implies that individu-

als strive to maintain or achieve a positive social identity (p. 16). Belonging 

to highly regarded groups may satisfy both personal and collective self-

esteem. Personal self-esteem is, as personal identity, relevant to an individu-

al‟s perceptions of his/her own skills, abilities or intelligence (Tajfel, 1978). 

Collective self-esteem refers to self-esteem at a group level, a collective self-

image, and increased collective self-esteem thus implies that an individual 

evaluates him/herself positively as a group member rather than as an indi-

vidual (Crocker & Luthanen, 1990; Rubin & Hewstone, 1998). To the extent 

that people derive heightened self-esteem from belonging to certain groups, 

their identification with the social group will increase, and thus individuals 

will strive to be members of high status groups.  

The motive to belong and the distinctiveness motive 

As noted in the introduction, humans have a fundamental need, a psycholog-

ical drive, to belong to groups (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). In order to be-

long to a group, individuals identify themselves with that group. This need to 

belong (also implies fear of rejection, which repeatedly has been shown to 

affect individuals negatively Baumeister & Leary, 1995). In the face of poss-

ible rejection individuals respond in ways they believe will establish their 

group identity or they seek acceptance from other groups to feel inclusion 

(Williams, 2007).  
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Whereas the need to belong is an important driving force to seek out mem-

bership in groups, individuals also have a need to feel unique and distinct 

(Brewer, 1991, 2007b). Distinctiveness between the own group and other 

groups is necessary for group categorization – for the boundaries between 

„us‟ and „them‟, and thus also for inclusion. Thus, belongingness and distinc-

tiveness are two opposing social needs that go hand in hand. These opposing 

social needs; the need to belong and the need for distinctiveness have been 

extensively studied by Brewer (1991; 2007b) and consolidated into a theory 

of optimal distinctiveness. According to this theory, individuals belonging to 

groups of optimal size, that is, groups that satisfy both of these needs, are 

those who are most highly identified with their group, and thus also exhibit 

the highest levels of loyalty, conformity, and cooperation (2007b). A group 

of optimal size is one that is “sufficiently large and inclusive to realize the 

advantages of extended cooperation, but sufficiently exclusive to avoid the 

disadvantages of spreading social interdependence to thin” (Brewer, 2007b, 

p. 731). In contrast to the self-esteem motive, where ingroup positivity de-

rives from positive distinctiveness from other groups, optimal distinctiveness 

theory posits that self-esteem is secondary. The primary driving force is the 

satisfaction of fundamental security needs for belonging and distinctiveness 

(Brewer, 2007b).  

The motive to reduce uncertainty 

It has been known for a long time that people are sensitive to the preferences 

and opinions of others, because others‟ preferences may be utilized as in-

formation to what is correct (Festinger, 1954; Kelley, 1967). Thus, if people 

feel uncertain, they can turn to others to receive information about what is 

correct and appropriate. Because groups provide norms and prototypes for 

how the members should feel, think and behave, groups also function to 

reduce uncertainty in that aspect (Hogg, Hohman, & Rivera, 2008). In this 

respect, highly entitative groups, groups perceived as a coherent entity, 

should provide most uncertainty reduction (Campbell, 1958; Hamilton & 

Sherman, 1996; Hogg, 2006). This motive differs from the previous ones in 

that it is not as fundamentally social, but is rather driven by a motivation for 

being correct. It is nevertheless important to mention here, as it may have 

consequences for how individuals perceive others, especially if others vali-

date own attitudes, which contributes to the group‟s entitativeness.  

Summary 

In sum, given the above, it is clear that group memberships are important 

aspects of an individual‟s life. Group memberships provide the basis for the 

self-concept (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987), and satisfy the 

fundamental needs of belonging (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Brewer, 1991), 

distinctiveness (Brewer, 1991), support (Fiske, 2004), and self-validation 

(Festinger, 1954; Leary, Tambor, Terdal, & Downs, 1995). Hence, people 
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want to belong to groups, and people are sensitive to cues of rejection (Wil-

liams, 2007).  

Clearly, being a member of a group will give rise to consequences for 

how individuals perceive themselves and others who are members of the 

same or other social groups. The more individuals identify with a group, the 

more they will differentiate themselves from other groups leading to stereo-

typical perceptions of others (Perreault & Bourhis, 1999). This is the theoret-

ical point of departure for the present thesis. 

Identification with a group does not appear randomly. Rather some fac-

tors have been consistently found to affect the extent to which members of a 

group identify with their group, and thus also the extent of group-serving 

behaviors displayed by the members. The extent to which members perceive 

that they receive fair treatment and respect from group authorities and other 

group members within the group affect identification, and group-serving 

behaviors. This is especially important in decision situations, which is to be 

investigated in the present thesis.  



 21 

Social justice 

 
As mentioned in the introduction, it is not uncommon that groups need to 

make decisions that will affect all of the members, for example in business 

companies or other organizations, and in democratic decisions. Research on 

group decision-making has been largely directed to the area of small group 

decision-making (Janis & Mann, 1977). However, during the 1970s, re-

searchers started investigating the field of larger group decision-making and 

justice (Walster, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978). In the beginning, this research 

was concerned with perceptions of fairness regarding outcome distributions. 

However, attention was later turned towards the importance of procedures 

over outcomes (Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Alexander & Ruderman, 1987).  

During the last decades, much of the research on decision-making in 

larger groups has focused on procedural justice, that is, how a decision in a 

larger group is reached. The choices of procedures have repeatedly been 

shown to have a profound impact on group members.  

Procedures specify authority relations, and authority relations are potent 

determinants of the individuals‟ behavior (Lind & Tyler, 1988). When pro-

cedures are in accord with fundamental values of the group and the individu-

al, a sense of procedural justice emerges. Because procedures are important 

aspects of a group, evaluations of procedures are expected to have important 

implications for group relevant attitudes and behaviors. If procedures are 

considered unfair, commitment and positive attitudes towards the group will 

suffer (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Within this tradition then, research implies that 

the procedures used to reach a decision in a group will affect the individuals‟ 

feelings and actions (Tyler, Degoey, & Smith, 1996). For example, previous 

research shows that when individuals perceive that they have been treated 

fairly during a decision-making process they are more willing to accept the 

final decision outcome (Lind, Kulik, Ambrose, & de Vera Park, 1993), are 

more likely to comply with the group‟s values (Tyler, 1990; Tyler & De-

goey, 1995), are more willing to remain a group member (Brockner, Tyler, 

& Cooper-Schneider, 1992; Tansky, 1993), and are more willing to help the 

group, even at a personal cost (Tyler & Degoey, 1995). These are all impor-

tant implications from procedural justice research.  
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Models of procedural justice 

Over the years, several models of procedural justice have been proposed. 

The common notion that runs through all of these is that treatment by author-

ities and other group members in a group decision process has implications 

for the individual‟s self-perceptions. In the following section I will review 

aspects of three models of procedural justice that are of importance for the 

present thesis; the group value model of procedural justice (Lind & Tyler, 

1988), the relational model of authority (Tyler & Lind, 1992), and the group 

engagement model (Tyler & Blader, 2003).  

The group value model of procedural justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988), and 

the relational model of authority (Tyler & Lind, 1992) build on social identi-

ty theory. Specifically, they utilize the social identity premise that individu-

als use groups, and their authorities, as a source of information about their 

self-worth (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). This is done 

because authorities of a group are seen as prototypical members, or repre-

sentatives of the group, and their behavior is indicative of the whole group‟s 

attitudes and opinions (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tyler & Lind, 1992).  

Thus, procedures and treatment inform members of their social connec-

tion to their groups and group authorities, in particular, the degree to which 

they are respected members of their groups. Whereas fair treatment signals 

respect, unfair treatment signals disrespect. Respect is the first important 

message sent to group members by fair treatment (Tyler, Degoey, & Smith, 

1996). To illustrate, imagine the following; An employee that is treated un-

fairly by his/her boss, perceives this as a signal that he/she is not a valued 

and important member of the workforce. In contrast, an employee treated 

with dignity and respect, perceives this as a signal that he/she is a valued and 

important part of the workforce. This leaves the employee with a positive 

self-image, feelings of being respected and feelings of pride of the group 

membership – being part of this particular workforce. Such feelings of pride 

in group membership are the second important message transmitted by fair 

treatment from authorities (Tyler, Degoey, & Smith, 1996). The group en-

gagement model predicts that feelings of pride and respect lead to increased 

identification with the group, and this in turn increases group-serving beha-

viors, such as cooperation with the group (Tyler & Blader, 2003). 

Thus, individuals care about the procedures because procedures shape 

their social identity within the group (Tyler & Blader, 2003). Moreover, 

individuals are most concerned with procedures when the decision-makers 

belong to a valued ingroup (Lind & Tyler, 1998; Tyler & Lind, 1992), whe-

reas outgroup authority treatment is less important for self-perceptions 

(Smith, Tyler, Huo, Ortiz, & Lind, 1998). This was investigated by Smith 

and colleagues (1998) who showed that students receiving test feed-back 

from a grader affiliated with their own university (an ingroup authority) felt 

more respected in a high treatment quality condition as opposed to a low 

treatment quality condition (the grader was thorough and involved as op-
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posed to sloppy and uninvolved). When the grader was from a different uni-

versity (an outgroup authority), there was no difference in feelings of respect 

between the treatment quality conditions.  

Extending research on the group engagement model, several authors 

have argued that because outgroup treatment does not signal self-relevant 

information, individuals tend to focus on the outcomes instead of procedures 

in encounters with outgroup authorities (Huo et al., 1996; Duck & Fielding, 

2003; Ståhl, van Prooijen, & Vermunt, 2004). However, if outcome informa-

tion is ambiguous rather than evident, individuals will care more about pro-

cedures from outgroup authorities (Ståhl et al., 2004).  

In sum, treatment is more important than outcome when decisions are 

made by ingroup authorities, but outcome is more important when the deci-

sion is made by outgroup authorities, unless the outcome is ambiguous. In 

addition it is clear that (fair) procedures affect group-serving behaviors such 

that the ingroup is favorised and perceived more positively. In the current 

thesis, a main goal is to investigate the effects of different decision-

procedures in relation to perception of others, when the groups are consti-

tuted of attitude position.  

As stated by Social identity theory, identification leads to group differen-

tiation (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), such as ingroup favoritism and outgroup 

derogation (Brewer, 2007). According to the group-value model (Tyler & 

Blader, 2003), when members of a group are treated fairly, identification, 

and thus also group-serving behaviors increase. Such biased attitudes and 

behaviors are captured within an attribution theoretical framework. Thus, 

social identity is the common thread that runs through both social justice, 

and attribution theory.  
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Attribution theory 

Because group membership shapes an individual‟s perception of other group 

members and members of other groups, the way members explain other‟s 

behaviors may also depend on group memberships. Attribution is the process 

by which individuals explain the causes of their own and others‟ behaviors, 

and infer characteristics of other individuals (Fiske & Taylor, 2008, p. 134). 

An early insight from research on attribution processes is that individuals do 

not spend time and effort researching for the best possible explanation for an 

event, but rather usually seize upon the most readily accessible, single, suffi-

cient explanation for the particular situation at hand (Jones & Davis, 1965; 

Fiske & Taylor, 2008).  

Dispositional attributions 

Much of the causal reasoning individuals engage in is related to explaining 

the behaviors of others. In order to control, understand, and predict the beha-

viors displayed by others, individuals strive to infer dispositions to observed 

behaviors, such as beliefs, traits, and abilities (Heider, 1958). According to 

Heider (1958), individuals strive for a balanced state, which is achieved 

when an action and a disposition are in harmony. For example good people 

perform positive actions. In general, Heider (1958) distinguished between 

two categories of explanations that individuals give for the actions of other 

people; internal and external. Internal attributions implicate that a person 

performs an action because of personal characteristics, such as ability, atti-

tudes, and effort. External attributions, on the other hand, implicate that 

events or outcomes occur because of factors external to the individual, such 

as the influence of other people, luck or task difficulty.  

Inspired by the work of Heider, Jones and Davis (1965) developed a 

theory of correspondent inferences. The theory aims to account for the inten-

tions of an actor‟s observed behavior. Correspondence refers to the extent 

that the act and the underlying characteristic or attribute is similarly de-

scribed by the inference (Jones & Davies, 1965, p. 223). If an action can be 

explained in terms of personal characteristics correspondence of inference is 

high, however correspondence declines if the action is seen as constrained 

by the context in which it occurs (Jones & Davis, 1965). Thus, the term cor-

respondence carries some similarity to Heider‟s notion of balance. Another 
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common ground between these theorists is that actions may be explained 

either in terms of personal characteristics or contextual characteristics – a 

notion that is still at the heart of attribution research. However, Jones and 

Davis made it clear that the attribution process was not as deliberate as 

Heider presented it, but rather fast and unreflected, seeking a sufficient ex-

planation for an observed action (Jones & Davis, 1965, p. 220). This has 

later been thoroughly researched. For example, individuals make snap dispo-

sitional inferences based on group attributes, such as appearance, gender, 

race and age (Willis & Todorov, 2006). Even though it turns out that these 

fast, unreflected judgments are quite often correct (Todorov, Mandisodza, 

Goren, & Hall, 2005), providing a solid base for future inferences, it is un-

derstandable that people will make mistakes in their inference judgments of 

others. Further, such mistakes are not random, but rather systematic. 

Attributional biases 

There are a number of well-known errors, or biases, that individuals commit 

when inferring the causes of their own and other people‟s behaviors. One of 

the most well known examples is the tendency to represent oneself more 

positively than others. When explaining own behavior, individuals tend to 

ascribe more situational factors as causes, especially for negative behaviors, 

whereas other people‟s behaviors are usually attributed to their dispositions. 

This means that individuals make excuses (for example time-pressure) for 

their own negative behavior (snapping at someone), whereas the same nega-

tive behavior displayed by another is interpreted in terms of that person‟s 

character (an unfriendly person). This bias is called the actor-observer effect 

(Jones & Nisbett, 1972). However, actor-observer differences have been 

shown to be very small (Malle, 2006), and the effects differ when the event‟s 

valence is negative. Further, individuals explain their own behavior in terms 

of observers under some circumstances, for example when explaining their 

past or future behaviors (Pronin & Ross, 2006). In addition, there are cultural 

differences showing that in collectivistic cultures, individuals are much more 

attentive to the environment when explaining the behaviors of others, thus 

not falling prey to the actor-observer asymmetry (Chua, Leu, & Nisbett, 

2005).  

Even though the actor-observer effect has been debated it has spurred a 

lot of research. For example, Miller and Ross (1975) showed that when it 

comes to positive behaviors, individuals are more likely to attribute these to 

their own personal characteristics. This bias extends to apply to the individu-

al‟s ingroups and is the core of ingroup favoritism (Pettigrew, 1979; Tajfel & 

Turner, 1986; Robbins & Kreuger, 2005), the hallmark of ingroup identifica-

tion (Brewer, 2007). Individuals tend to attribute positive behaviors of mem-

bers of their ingroups to positive ingroup qualities, whereas negative beha-
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viors displayed by ingroup members are attributed to external causes (Petti-

grew, 1979; Brewer & Brown, 1998); a phenomenon called the ultimate 

attribution error. These self-serving and group-serving biases are explained 

by both cognitive and motivational factors. To present one-self and one‟s 

ingroup positively have positive consequences for psychological well-being 

(Brewer, 1991; Fiske & Taylor, 2008). 

Attitudes as social behaviors 

The explanations that individuals give for other‟s behaviors may themselves 

be seen as social behaviors that need to be explained (Malle, 1999; Malle & 

Knobe, 1997). Kenworthy and Miller (2002) argue that attitudes, regardless 

of whether causing or explaining behaviors, when expressed, are themselves 

social behaviors that need explanation. They go on stating that attitudes, 

even though they can be seen as explanations for behavior, can also be seen 

as meaningful social phenomena that can be explained in a variety of ways 

using an attributional approach (Kenworthy & Miller, 2002, pp. 639-694).  

In order to understand how individuals explain, or attribute the attitudes 

and attitude positions of others, Kenworthy and Miller (2002) conducted a 

pilot study, interviewing participants about their perceptions of the sources 

of their attitudes. This study was based on research on the affective-

cognitive bases for attitude structures (Chaiken, Pomerantz, & Giner-Sorolla, 

1995; Eagly & Chaiken, 1998; Zanna & Rempel, 1988). This research has 

shown that there are two primary bases for an attitude position. First, there is 

an affective component, implying that the position an individual holds de-

rives from how that person feels about the position. Second, there is a cogni-

tive component, implying that the position derives from an objective evalua-

tion of facts, or a rational examination of the characteristics of an object, 

person, or event (Eagly & Chaiken, 1998). From a factor analysis of the ex-

planations provided for the attitudes, Kenworthy and Miller (2002) explored 

three dimensions for how individuals explain their attitude positions in a 

number of issues (abortion rights, legalization of medicinal marijuana, and 

capital punishment). The three dimensions found were externality, rationali-

ty, and emotionality. External sources include influence from family, par-

ents, news, and friends, indicating that individuals believe that others may 

hold an attitude because of such external sources (Kenworthy & Miller, 

2002). Further, in line with the cognitive component underlying attitude 

formation, an attitude may be perceived to be based on internal or personal 

reasons. This dimension is characterized by responses such as thinking or 

rationality (e. g. “thought about the topic and came to the conclusion”, “it 

makes logical sense”). Such arguments are in agreement with previous re-

search. Huskinson and Haddock (2004) argue that an attitude may be held 

because of rational reasons, such as reasoning and rational thought derived 

through independent thinking and weighting of alternatives. Thus, this di-
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mension is labeled rationality. The last dimension is characterized by res-

ponses related to the affective component underlying attitude formation, 

labeled by Kenworthy and Miller (2002) as emotionality (e. g. “feels good to 

hold the opinion”, “emotionally reassuring”). This argument also receives 

support from recent research. Maio and Haddock (2007) argue that an atti-

tude may be held due to emotions connected to the attitude position, as a 

way of experiencing emotions. 

Attributional biases regarding the origins of attitudes 

The dimensions derived by Kenworthy and Miller (2002) differ in their so-

cial desirability. For example, it is more socially desirable to hold an attitude 

because of rational reasons than because of external or emotional factors. 

This asymmetry creates the foundation for self- and group-serving attribu-

tional biases when explaining both own and other‟s attitude position. Ken-

worthy and Miller (2002) showed that individuals tend to attribute their own 

attitudes in the most favorable fashion (most rational, least external, and 

least emotional) followed by their ingroup, constituted of others holding the 

same attitude as the individual him/herself. The outgroup, constituted of 

individuals holding an opposite attitude position to the participant was eva-

luated most negatively (least rational, most external, and most emotional). 

Given Kenworthy and Miller‟s (2002) argument that attitude position consti-

tutes group boundaries, creating an in- and an outgroup, these findings are in 

line with what would be expected from social identity theory in a group serv-

ing perspective.  

An alternative explanation to why individuals explain the attitude in this 

self- and group-serving way comes from Ross and Ward (1996). Their 

theory on naïve realism is rooted in people‟s inability to change perspectives 

(Ross & Ward, 1996). Naïve realism is the tendency for individuals to be-

lieve that (1) the way they see entities and events are objective reality, and 

that their own social attitudes and beliefs follow from relatively unbiased 

apprehension of the information or evidence at hand, and (2) that other ra-

tional social perceivers generally will share one‟s own view – provided that 

they have access to the same information, and that they too have processed 

this information in a reasonably thoughtful and open-minded fashion, and 

(3), that the failure of any given individual or group to share one‟s own 

views arises from one of three possible sources – (a) the individual or group 

has been exposed to a different sample of information, (b), the individual or 

group in question may be lazy, irrational, or otherwise unwilling to proceed 

in a normative fashion from objective evidence to reasonable conclusions, or 

(c) the individual or group in question may be biased by ideology, self-

interest, or some other distorting personal influence (Ross & Ward, 1996, pp. 

110-111). For example, Pronin and colleagues (2004) showed that individu-

als tend to ascribe a higher susceptibility to bias to other people, especially if 

these others disagreed with them. Naïve realism further suggests that indi-
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viduals believe that they know other people better than other people know 

them, resulting in an illusion of asymmetrical insight (Pronin, Kruger, Sa-

vitsky, & Ross, 2001). Hence, the results found by Kenworthy and Miller 

(2002) are also in line with what would be predicted by naïve realism.  

The attribution of externality and rationality to the in-and outgroup will 

be investigated further in this thesis. The emotionality dimension yielded 

mixed results in their studies, and Kenworthy and Miller (2002) argue that 

the implications of ascribed emotionality are not clear. Hence, the choice 

was made not to include this dimension.  

In the present thesis, we will extend further upon the results found by 

Kenworthy and Miller (2002), by considering some alternative sources to 

explain variation in the strength of such biases.  

Sources of attributional biases 

Besides the fact that simply belonging to different groups elicits intergroup 

differentiation and attributional biases (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), a number of 

other sources are relevant to discuss in relation to this thesis.  

Issue importance 

Reeder et al. (2005) have confirmed that individuals attribute more negative 

motives to disagreeing others than to agreeing others. More importantly, in 

one of their experiments (Experiment 4) they also found that this effect was 

moderated by how important the attitude issue was considered to be. Partici-

pants highly involved in the issue perceived more negative motives in others 

with dissimilar attitudes than their own, than participants who were less in-

volved in the issue. According to Reeder and colleagues (2005), it can be 

assumed that those who are most involved in an issue are those who are most 

likely to identify with others who share their attitudinal position. From this it 

can be expected that the same individuals are those who are highly moti-

vated to differentiate between the groups. Thus, these results are in line with 

social identity theory, stating that when an individual identifies highly with a 

group, intergroup differentiation and group-serving behaviors increase (Taj-

fel & Turner, 1986; Perreault & Bourhis, 1999). In this thesis, we will extend 

the results by Kenworthy and Miller (2002), and Reeder et al. (2005) by 

integrating their results in one study, and, at the same time using a social 

justice framework.  

Threat 

Similar to the way cues of rejection motivate individuals to re-establish 

group membership (Williams, 2007), other types of social threat has been 
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shown to affect group-serving behaviors (Bettencourt, Miller, & Hume, 

1999; Branscombe & Wann, 1994; Stephan et al., 2002). When individuals 

perceive that their social identity is threatened they become motivated to 

enhance or protect their group and group membership by increasing attribu-

tional biases. In experiments manipulating threat to social identity, outgroup 

derogation increases (Branscombe & Wann, 1994) and individuals form 

more extreme and homogeneous perceptions of outgroup members (Cor-

neille, Yzerbyt, Rogier, & Buidin, 2001). Kenworthy and Miller (2002) also 

showed that when individuals are socially threatened they differentiate more 

between their in- and outgroup on the attitude dimensions of rationality and 

externality. A common way to manipulate social threat is by informing par-

ticipants that their own attitude position is either shared by the majority or 

the minority. This is based in the implication that belonging to the majority 

indicates having the correct attitude, and belonging to a minority may indi-

cate having an incorrect attitude, which could threaten an individual‟s posi-

tive image of both oneself (Festinger, 1954; Tesser, 1988), and one‟s in-

group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). In line with this, it has been shown that when 

an individual lacks support for his/her own preference, the individual may 

expect his/her preference to be questioned (Brehm & Mann, 1977; Hammar-

berg & Svenson, 2000), and that constitutes a threat to own attitude position.  

According to the models of social justice reviewed above, ingroup au-

thority decisions are of more importance to self-perceptions, than are out-

group authority decisions (Tyler & Blader, 2003). This is because ingroup 

treatment has consequences for how an individual identifies with the group. 

Thus, it is possible that when ingroup authorities decide, individuals may 

perceive a higher potential identity threat, which may elicit biases. Hence, it 

is expected that intergroup biases will vary with different decision-making 

forms. In particular, group-serving behaviors such as attributional biases 

should increase, when ingroup authorities decide. This is one key issue that 

the current thesis aims to investigate. 

In a group-decision, a discordant outcome constitutes a threat towards 

personal interests and conveys information that others may not share own 

preference, again implying that one‟s own position may be incorrect, thus 

possibly increasing biases. The role of decision outcome is a further question 

that will be examined in the present thesis.  

Position towards the status quo 

The studies reviewed so far regarding the origins of attitudes (Kenworthy & 

Miller, 2002; Reeder et al., 2005) concerned the explanation of attitudes 

towards certain social issues (e. g., attitudes towards abortion, medicinal 

marijuana, and gay marriage), but not towards the possible implementation 

of new policies per se, that is, towards the status quo. 

The default ideological position is status quo maintaining (Skitka, et al., 

2002). Research show that those who want to maintain the status quo are 
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perceived more positively, in contrast to individuals striving to overhaul the 

status quo, whom are usually perceived more negatively (O‟Brien & Cran-

dall, 2005). Schweitzer (1994) argued that giving up the status quo might be 

perceived as a loss, whereas changing the status quo may be perceived as a 

gain. Because losses are more averse than gains of equal magnitudes 

(Kahneman & Tversky, 1982), individuals are willing to invest more in order 

to defend the status quo, than they are in order to change it. Such an argu-

ment would imply that defenders should exhibit more negativity towards 

challengers than the other way around. For example, O‟Brien and Crandall 

(2005) suggest that when an individual‟s arguments challenge the status quo, 

the naïve realist perceives that advocate as driven by self-interest not seeing 

the world as it objectively is.  

Even though the aforementioned research indicates that individuals in 

general want to maintain the status quo, there are still those who choose to 

challenge it. With enough motivation and cognitive effort, people can over-

ride the status quo preference (Skitka et al, 2002). For example, many minor-

ity groups engage in system overhauling activities. From a naïve realism 

perspective (Ross & Ward, 1995), these individuals should also believe that 

their perception of the world is the correct one, and that defenders of the 

status quo are the ones exposed to biases. 

Actively choosing to challenge what is generally considered to be good 

and true should be accompanied with an increased risk of being criticized, 

and thus a threat to one‟s own positive self-image. Hence, being a challenger 

should be associated with a higher social cost, than being a defender. In ad-

dition, being a defender may imply being in the majority and having the 

correct opinion, which should lessen the need to justify own position. In line 

with this, several authors have pointed out that challengers of the status quo 

are in a vulnerable and exposed position (De Dreu, Kluwer & Nauta, 2008; 

O‟Brien & Crandall, 2005). This argument implies that challengers of the 

status quo should be more biased in their perceptions of their allies and op-

ponents than should defenders. Some support for this is given by De Dreu 

and colleagues (2008, Experiment 2), who showed that challengers per-

ceived defenders as less friendly and more dominant than the other way 

around, indicating that challengers of the status quo actually showed more 

intergroup biases than did defenders. It is still unclear how status quo posi-

tion affects on intergroup perceptions of in groups constituted of attitude 

position. This issue is investigated in the current thesis. 

In sum, three possible sources of intergroup biases will be more closely 

examined in the studies included in the present thesis: issue importance, 

position towards the status quo, and factors related to threat. This kind of 

integration of sources is not found in previous research. Group-serving be-

haviors and attitudes will be studied using a social identity framework, in-

cluding social justice, connecting the three large theoretical areas reviewed 

until this point of the thesis. However, before tying up the knot, a final point 

has to be made. In relation to attitude position, an individual decision regard-
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ing what position to take, must be done. The final study has the purpose of 

integrating group decision-making with cognitive processes at the individual 

level that takes place during and after the individual decision.  
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Cognitive restructuring 

The present thesis is primarily concerned with group decision-making. Deci-

sions take place in a social context as outlined in the previous sections. Dif-

ferent kinds of social settings trigger different kinds of behaviors in the indi-

viduals who are parts of the settings. Therefore it is important to investigate 

how individual cognitive processes operate in these settings. In order to fully 

understand how such processes may be affected by group dynamics, I will 

first review the literature on individual cognitive decision processes with an 

emphasis on descriptive decision theory and empirical findings.  

In the first stage of making a decision, a person is exposed to the deci-

sion problem, and its alternatives. The purpose of a decision process is to 

select one of two or more decision alternatives that is sufficiently superior to 

the other(s) in order to make a final decision. According to Svenson (1996) 

this is achieved in a pre-decision differentiation process.  

Several authors have proposed that post-decision processes seem to af-

fect individual actions and attitudes (Festinger, 1964; Janis & Mann, 1977; 

Simon, Snow, & Read, 2004; Brownstein, 2003; Russo, Carlson, Meloy, & 

Yong, 2008; Svenson, 1996, 2006). After a decision is made, a state of dis-

comfort may arise, because the decision-maker has to put up with the nega-

tive features of the chosen alternative, whereas the positive features of the 

non-chosen alternative will be lost (Festinger, 1957, 1964). To reduce such 

discomfort, the decision problem may be restructured and the alternatives 

bolstered such that the chosen alternative‟s evaluation is increased, and/or 

the non-chosen alternative‟s evaluation is decreased – the chosen alternative 

is bolstered, and the alternatives are spread wider apart from a pre- to a post-

decision phase (Festinger, 1964; Janis & Mann, 1977; Simon et al., 2004; 

Brownstein, 2003; Russo et al., 2008; Svenson, 1996, 2006). One of the 

functions of such restructuring is to create a decision alternative that can 

withstand future threats that could challenge the superiority of the chosen 

alternative (Festinger, 1964; Svenson, 1996). This process has been labelled 

post-decision consolidation (Festinger, 1964; Svenson, 1996).  

The way such a decision process operates may be paralleled with the so-

cial psychological notion of wanting to be consistent over time even if atti-

tudes change (Ross & Shulman, 1973). To achieve consistency, memories of 

past behaviors and events may be altered to fit current attitudes (Ross, 

McFarland, & Fletcher, 1981). Similarly, post-decision restructuring may 

function to keep an earlier decision in line with current attitudes (Conway & 
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Ross, 1984), and thus keeping the superiority of the chosen alternative intact 

even if its relative advantage may be reduced (Svenson, 1992).  

Representation of decision alternatives and 
attractiveness restructuring 

Measuring differentiation and consolidation 

The measurement of these complex decision-processes deserves some atten-

tion. In order to measure pre-decision differentiation participants rate the 

attractiveness of the most important attribute on both the preferred and the 

non-preferred alternative, before their final decision. An example is illu-

strated in Figure 1, where “value” is synonymous with attribute. In this case 

the decision regards whether teachers in schools should be allowed or not 

allowed to confiscate students‟ cell phones during class hours if they are 

considered disturbing. As can be seen in Figure 1, for this, most important 

attribute – to create a good learning environment – attractiveness ratings tend 

to favor the first alternative; that teachers should be allowed to confiscate 

cell phones. The differentiation is then calculated by subtracting the attrac-

tiveness rating (the distance measured in millimeters from the left anchor to 

the marking) of the non-preferred alternative from the preferred alternative, 

which they have already stated prior to the attractiveness assessment.  

 

 

Value 1: Create a good learning environment 

 
 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 
Teachers should be allowed to confiscate  Teachers should not be allowed to confiscate 
disturbing cell phones disturbing cell phones  

 
 
 
Not at all good Very good Not at all good  Very good 
considering  considering  considering   considering 
this value this value  this value   this value 

 
Figure 1. Picture of pre-decision ratings for the preferred and non-preferred 

alternatives.  
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This pre-decision differentiation has now left the decision-maker with an 

alternative that is sufficiently strong to make a final decision. After this final 

decision is made, the decision-maker‟s internal processes continue to work 

on the prior decision. After some time has elapsed, the same attractiveness 

ratings are assessed once again, which are now increased/decreased such that 

the alternatives are spread wider apart. This is illustrated in Figure 2 below. 

As can be seen, compared to Figure 1, the attractiveness ratings in Figure 2 

are now closer towards the end points of the scales, indicating that both en-

hancement of the attractiveness of the chosen alternative and reduction of the 

attractiveness of the non-chosen alternative has occurred.  

 

 

Value 1: Create a good learning environment 

 
 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 
Teachers should be allowed to confiscate  Teachers should not be allowed to confiscate 
disturbing cell phones disturbing cell phones  

 
 
 
Not at all good Very good Not at all good  Very good 
considering  considering  considering   considering 
this value this value  this value   this value 

 
Figure 2. Picture of post-decision ratings for the preferred and non-preferred 

alternative. 

 

 

 

The differentiation between the attractiveness ratings for the chosen and 

non-chosen alternatives is calculated as previously, resulting in a pre-

decision, and a post-decision differentiation. The change in attractiveness 

ratings from a pre- to a post-decision phase is the process referred to as post-

decision consolidation. The spreading of alternatives continue after a deci-

sion is made because the decision-maker may be faced with threats to the 

chosen alternative, such as cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1964) or regret 

(Loomes & Sugden, 1982) surfacing when the decision-maker realizes that 

the good aspects of the non-chosen alternative are lost and the bad aspects of 

the chosen alternative are a fact (Svenson, 2003).  

In contrast to previous research investigating post-decision processes, 

the current approach is contingent on evaluations of specific attributes rather 

than holistic evaluations of alternatives. This provides a more nuanced 

measure. As some attributes may contradict each other, the holistic evalua-

tion may remain unchanged from a pre- to a post-decision phase even though 

attractiveness restructuring may indeed have occurred (Svenson, 1996).  
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Sources of post-decision consolidation 

 

 

 

In general, some aspects of a decision situation will affect the magnitude of 

consolidation. For example time pressure has been shown to weaken diffe-

rentiation and/or immediate consolidation (Benson, 1993). Of particular 

importance for the present thesis, two aspects that affect consolidation are 

involvement and uncertainty. A prerequisite for post-decision consolidation 

to occur is that the decision is interesting or involving (Benthorn, 1994; Fes-

tinger, 1964; Svenson et al., 1994). Degree of involvement seems to be di-

rectly related to degree of consolidation (Svenson, et al., 1994; Festinger, 

1964; Janis & Mann, 1977). Involvement and importance of a decision can 

be influenced in different ways. If the domain of the decision problem is not 

engaging, or if it is not important to the self, there is less need for restructur-

ing. (Svenson & Malmsten, 1996; Svenson et al., 1994).  

In addition to involvement, uncertainty may affect consolidation. If an 

individual is certain of one alternative over the other before the decision is 

made, then the alternatives will already in the pre-decision phase be spread 

sufficiently apart, leaving less need for post-decision consolidation (Sven-

son, 1996). Thus, there may be ceiling- and/or floor effects leaving no space 

for increasing spreading in the post-decision phase. An individual may be 

uncertain about what goals to elicit in a decision-situation and how the at-

tractiveness of the alternatives relates to this goal (Svenson, 2003). To illu-

strate, an individual may be uncertain about how the alternatives of a prohi-

bition against religious symbols in school or not, relate to his/her goal of 

being an unprejudiced person. On the one hand, a prohibition may lead to 

less discrimination, on the other hand, a prohibition may in itself be per-

ceived a racist act. Thus, an issue as exemplified above should have an im-

pact on both involvement and uncertainty, and may hence be subjected to 

influences from other circumstances connected to the decision. One such 

circumstance is the procedure that is used to reach a group decision 
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General aims and hypotheses 

The general aim of the present thesis is to better understand how individuals 

in a larger social group react to different decision-making forms. Based on 

three studies, the present thesis focuses on different aspects of such decision-

making.  

There are different ways for a group to reach a decision, by using differ-

ent decision-making procedures or forms such as ingroup authority deci-

sions, outgroup authority decisions, or a voting procedure. Such procedures 

have different impact on the individuals‟ social identity, and thus also for 

how they perceive others (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler et al., 1996; Tyler & 

Blader, 2003).  

In Study I, we investigated how individuals perceive others with whom 

they agree and disagree in a decision situation. In line with social identity 

theory and previous findings, we expected that individuals would differen-

tiate between those who agreed with them and those who disagreed with 

them, such that the former group was perceived more positively (Kenworthy 

& Miller, 2002; Reeder et al., 2005). Extending current research, we also 

investigated the role of decision-maker‟s group membership. According to 

social justice research, an ingroup authority decision has the most impact on 

self-relevant concerns, which in turn affects group-serving behaviors (Lind 

& Tyler, 1998; Tyler & Lind, 1992). Hence, it was hypothesized that indi-

viduals would display strongest intergroup biases, when the decision was 

made by an ingroup authority. In the second experiment this notion was fur-

ther extended by adding another social identity dimension, that of subgroup 

identification. Because importance may be interpreted as a proxy for identi-

fication (Reeder et al., 2005), we expected the general intergroup bias to be 

magnified among those who found the issue to be important. 

In the second study, we looked at how position towards the status quo 

could affect perceptions of allies and opponents, and whether numerical 

status affected such perceptions. Earlier research on system justification 

theory, and the status quo bias, suggests that defenders of the status quo may 

be more motivated to defend the status quo than challengers would be in 

trying to change it (Jost et al., 2004; Schweitzer, 1994). However, it has also 

been argued that challengers may feel exposed, which could elicit a need to 

justify and defend own position (O‟Brien & Crandall, 2005; De Dreu et al., 

2008). One way to do so is by enhancing evaluations of one‟s allies and un-

dermining the arguments of the opponents (O‟Brien & Crandall, 2005). 
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Hence, this study aims to develop existing theory in the field of system justi-

fication and status quo bias, by adding an underinvestigated dimension, that 

is, the challengers‟ perspective. In addition, we wanted to rule out the possi-

ble confounder of perceived numerical status, which has been shown to af-

fect such intergroup perceptions (Kenworthy & Miller, 2002).  

Finally, in Study III we examined the cognitive attractiveness restructur-

ing from a pre- to a post-decision phase, and whether this differed between 

different decision-making forms. The main objective of this study was to 

investigate if individuals restructure a group decision in a similar fashion as 

has previously been found among individual decision-making. We expected 

that they would, and also that they would consolidate most in an ingroup 

authority decision. Again, this was based on social justice research, showing 

that in such cases, individuals are informed about self-relevance (Lind & 

Tyler, 1998; Tyler & Lind, 1992). We expected that such information may 

serve as a proxy for involvement in the issue, which decision research sug-

gest increase consolidation (Benthorn, 1994; Festinger, 1964; Svenson et al., 

1994). Thus, this last study aimed at integrating social identity theory, and 

social justice research with individual decision research.  
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Overview of studies 

Study I: Biased attributions regarding the origins of 
preferences in a group decision situation 

 

 

“We rarely think people have good sense unless they agree with us” 
(Francois de La Rochefoucauld, Maxime, 1678). 

 

 

Background and objectives 

Ingroup favoritism is the tendency to present the groups to which an individ-

ual is affiliated in a positive light (Allport, 1954; Brewer, 2007). This is 

achieved by attributing positive characteristics to actions by ingroup mem-

bers. Kenworthy and Miller (2002) argue that attitudes, when expressed, are 

themselves social behaviors that need to be explained. Because explanations 

of attitude bases differ in their social desirability, a foundation for biased 

attributions is created. For instance, a rational base for an attitude is more 

socially desirable than an external base. To the extent that a given attitude 

constitutes a part of an individual‟s identity, the attitude is also a criterion for 

group inclusion. Hence, group boundaries may be constituted by attitude 

position on an issue. By attributing positive motives to the attitudes of those 

who agree with the individual, the ingroup members, the ingroup is favo-

rized.  

Kenworthy and Miller (2002) found that individuals tend to ascribe more 

external reasons, such as group pressure, and less rationality to disagreeing 

others (outgroup), and less externality and more rationality to agreeing oth-

ers (ingroup). Whereas their study established the existence of such attribu-

tional biases between opposing attitude positions, the main objective in the 

present study was to investigate how such biases may vary with decision 

procedures in a group decision.  

We expected participants in an ingroup as compared to outgroup authori-

ty condition to display stronger biases regarding the origins of decision pre-

ferences of others who agree and disagree with the participant. This predic-

tion was based on procedural justice research showing that ingroup authority 



 39 

treatment has implications for social identity (Huo, Smith, Tyler, & Lind, 

1996; Tyler, Degoey, & Smith, 1996). Third-party authority decisions were 

compared to a participatory condition (ballot voting).  

In addition, we expected a discordant decision outcome to increase bi-

ases, because it could be interpreted as a threat to personal and collective 

interests and signal the incorrectness of own attitude.  

 Finally, if individuals perceive an issue to be important, attributional bi-

ases seem to increase (Reeder et al., 2005). Hence we expected the effect of 

decision procedure and decision outcome to be moderated by issue impor-

tance. In the second experiment we explored decisions made by a third-party 

decision organ that was constituted of representatives from different sub-

groups, varying the proportion of own subgroup representatives.  

Experiment 1 

Four hundred high school students (178 males) participated in a question-

naire study on decision-making in school (mean age: 17.3 years, SD = 0.8, 

range 15-20 years). Participants were presented with a hypothetical scenario 

in which they were to state their preferred alternative in the proposal of pro-

hibiting religious symbols in school, or not. The independent variables were 

target group (agree/disagree with participant), which were measured within 

participants, decision-making procedure (ingroup authority, n = 132 

 /outgroup authority, n = 125/majority, n = 143), and decision-outcome (con-

cordant /discordant with participant‟s preference), which were measured 

between participants. About half (48.8 %) of participants received a concor-

dant outcome. Issue importance was also measured. The dependent variable 

for assessing biases was created by subtracting ratings of those who agreed 

from those who disagreed, for both externality and rationality, creating two 

difference indices. 

Results and discussion 

Two separate hierarchical regression analyses were conducted, using the 

difference indices for externality and rationality ratings as dependent va-

riables regressed on a constant (1) in order to establish target group effects. 

An intercept different from zero indicates differentiation. In the second step, 

issue importance, decision-making form (dummy coded using majority deci-

sion as reference category), and decision outcome (dummy coded using dis-

cordant outcome as reference category) was entered. Two- and three-way 

interaction terms were entered in step 3 and 4, respectively. 

For both rationality and externality, target group effects were estab-

lished; participants rated agreers as more rational and less external than disa-

greers. For rationality, three predictors in step 2 turned out significant. Bi-

ases were stronger in the ingroup authority condition as compared to the 

outgroup authority condition, when outcome concorded, and when issue 
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importance was high. The model was refitted using majority decision as 

reference category, showing that biases were stronger in ingroup decisions as 

compared to the majority, but that outgroup decisions did not differ signifi-

cantly from majority decisions.  

Regarding the externality dimension, biases increased with ingroup deci-

sions (compared to outgroup decisions), a concordant outcome, and with 

increased issue importance. Again, the model was refitted using majority 

decision as reference category showing that ingroup decisions differed from 

majority decisions, but that outgroup decisions did not. No interaction ef-

fects were found on either dimension.  

In sum, individuals tend to rate those who agree with themselves more 

favorably than those who disagree with oneself, confirming the presence of 

similar biases as previously found (Kenworthy & Miller, 2002), and reflect-

ing the tendency of naïve realism (Ross & Ward, 1996). Possibly, biases 

increased in ingroup authority decisions because of the self-relevant implica-

tions brought along with this procedure (Tyler & Blader, 2003). Further, 

issue importance increased biases, possibly because of higher identification 

with the ingroup constituted of those who agree with oneself (Reeder et al., 

2005). Unexpectedly, biases increased when outcome concorded as opposed 

to discorded. This may be because of the sensitive nature of the issue of reli-

gious symbols. Participants may then have used outcome information to 

determine the “correct” preference. A concordant outcome may then func-

tion as false consensus increasing the belief of the objectivity of the pre-

ferred alternative (Festinger, 1954; Kelley, 1967). 

Experiment 2 

In the second experiment we chose to further investigate aspects of repre-

sentative decision-making. Representatives from different subgroups may 

jointly decide for a group, as when political party representatives make go-

vernmental decisions. Such subgroups may differ in size according to nu-

merical status (majority/minority). The numerical majority usually has most 

influence over the decision outcome. Hence, when an individual‟s own rep-

resentatives are in majority they should have more influence over the deci-

sion outcome. Further, when own representatives decide, individuals become 

more biased. Thus, we expected that when an individual‟s own subgroup 

was in majority indicating that own representatives will decide, biases 

should be stronger compared to when they are in the minority. Also, we hy-

pothesized that the effect of own subgroup size on biases would be magni-

fied for those high, as opposed to low, in issue importance. Participants were 

164 high school students (105 males, mean age: 17.7 years, SD = 0.9, range 

15-21 years). They were presented with a scenario describing that the stu-

dents‟ council of their own school and an adjacent school were to make a 

joint decision on the religious symbols issue. Dependent variables were ra-

tionality and externality ratings of agreers and disagreers, measured within 
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participants. Independent variables were issue importance, measured as in 

Experiment 1, proportion of ingroup representatives (minority, n = 

51/majority, n = 58/equal, n = 55) relative to outgroup representatives, and 

decision outcome (concordant/discordant). Again, about half (48.5 %) of 

participants received a concordant outcome. Proportion and outcome were 

measured between participants. Difference indices of in- and outgroup rat-

ings were computed as in Experiment 1. 

Results and discussion 

As in Experiment 1, the difference indices for rationality and externality 

ratings were created and regressed, in two separate hierarchical regression 

analyses, one for each dimension, on a constant (1) in the first step. Issue 

importance, proportion of ingroup representatives (dummy coded using 

equal as reference category), and decision outcome (using discordant as ref-

erence) were entered in step 2, and two-and three-way interactions were 

entered in steps 3 and 4, respectively. Target group results mirrored those 

found in Study 1, that is more externality and less rationality was ascribed 

disagreers, and more rationality and less externality was ascribed agreers, as 

did issue importance. Increased importance related to increased biases for 

the rationality dimension. Neither proportion of own subgroup representa-

tives (majority/minority compared to equal) nor decision outcome reached 

significance as independent predictors. However, on the externality dimen-

sion, an interaction between own subgroup size (when own representatives 

were in majority as compared to when both subgroups were equal in size) 

and issue importance was found.  

Simple slope analyses confirmed that those who were high, as compared 

to low, in importance ratings were more biased when own subgroup was in 

the majority. There were no effects of issue importance within the other two 

subgroup conditions (own representatives in minority, or subgroups equal in 

size). This can be seen in Figure 3.  
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Figure 3. Predicted values for participants low and high in issue importance 

for the three subgroup sizes. The difference index has been reverse coded for 

easier interpretation. Higher values on the externality difference index imply 

more differentiation between in- and outgroup ratings. 

 

Conclusions 

Attributional biases regarding the origins of preferences seem to vary with 

different decision-making forms, and are strongest when own group repre-

sentatives decide for the group and when the issue to be decided upon is 

perceived as important. In addition biases seem to exist between factions 

within a larger group. When own sub-group is in majority and the issue is 

important individuals become more biased than when the issue is not per-

ceived as important.  
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Study II: Defending or challenging the status quo: 

Position effects on biased intergroup perceptions 

 

 

“Great spirits have always found violent opposition from mediocrities. 
The latter cannot understand it when a man does not thoughtlessly 
submit to hereditary prejudices but honestly and courageously uses his 
intelligence.” (Albert Einstein) 

 

Background and objectives 

Research indicates that individuals in general are status quo defenders, pre-

ferring to keep the current state of affairs as they are (Skitka et al., 2002; Jost 

et al., 2004). One way to undermine the arguments of challengers is to ac-

cuse them of being selfish (O‟Brien & Crandall, 2005). Individuals also tend 

to undermine the arguments of those with whom one disagrees (Ross & 

Ward, 1996) and to enhance favorable evaluations of one‟s own ingroup 

(Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Brewer, 2007).  

As it has previously been shown that observers tend to perceive challen-

gers of the status quo in a more negative light than defenders (Crandall et al., 

2009; O‟Brien & Crandall, 2005), we wanted to extend this by using a first-

person perspective, where participants judge those with whom they agree 

(the ingroup) and disagree (the outgroup) on the rationality and externality 

bases of their attitude positions. We hypothesized that individuals in general 

are ingroup favorising, attributing more positive bases for attitudes of their 

ingroup and more negative bases for attitudes of their outgroup, which has 

been shown earlier (Kenworthy & Miller, 2002; Reeder et al, 2005). Because 

challengers of the status quo are in a vulnerable and exposed position (De 

Dreu et al., 2008), where they are at risk for being criticized, we tentatively 

predicted that challengers would show more intergroup biases than defend-

ers. Defenders should not feel that they are exposed to such a risk, and thus 

not be in any need to justify own position.  

Experiment 1 

Participants were 311 high school students (143 males) from the larger 

Stockholm area (mean age: 17, SD = 0.8, range 16-20 years). Participants 

were presented with a vignette on the issue of confiscation of cell phones by 

the teachers. The issue was described as a new policy suggestion that the 

school should decide upon. Participants stated own position on the new poli-

cy suggestion and, following some unrelated items, rated the rationality and 

externality of those who agreed and disagreed with own position. At the 
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moment of the study, teachers were not allowed to confiscate cell phones, 

hence those who chose to oppose the new policy suggestion were catego-

rized as defenders of the status quo, whereas those who supported the sug-

gestion were categorized as challengers of the status quo. The independent 

variable was position towards the status quo (defender/challenger), which 

was measured between participants, and the dependent variable was target 

group (ingroup/outgroup) ratings on rationality and externality, measured 

within participants. Thus, this study extends previous findings in Study 1, by 

adding the position variable. In total, 208 participants were defenders, and 

100 challengers. Three participants, who did not state own position, were 

excluded.  

Results and discussion 

Two repeated measures ANOVA‟s (one for each dimension) showed signifi-

cant main effects indicating that individuals in general show ingroup favorit-

ism rating the ingroup (agreers) as more rational and less externally influ-

enced and the outgroup (disagreers) the other way around. There was also a 

significant interaction with position towards the status quo showing that 

challengers displayed stronger intergroup biases than did defenders, on both 

dimensions. We argue that this asymmetry is due to challengers‟ exposed 

position, giving rise to an increased need to defend and justify own position. 

Hence, being in the challenging position could be interpreted as a social 

threat.  

It has previously been shown that being in the minority may be per-

ceived as a social threat eliciting biases. In light of being a challenger or 

defender of the status quo it is possible that challengers, who defy the cur-

rent order, also would perceive themselves as belonging to the minority. 

Hence it is possible that the effects we found of position towards the status 

quo are actually driven by perceptions of numerical status.  

Experiment 2 

As Kenworthy and Miller (2002) have shown, being informed that own party 

is in minority poses a threat to social identity increasing intergroup differen-

tiation, numerical status was controlled for in Experiment 2. Further extend-

ing the results in Experiment 1, we added two additional issues. Participants 

were 135 undergraduate students (42 males) at Stockholm University (mean 

age: 28, SD = 11.4). Participants were randomly assigned to one of three 

issue conditions; the cell phone issue (n = 44), if religious symbols should be 

prohibited in school (n = 45), or if gay couples should be allowed to adopt 

children from foreign countries (n = 46). At the time of the data collection 

the status quo was that teachers were not allowed to confiscate cell phones, 

religious symbols were not prohibited, and gay couples were not allowed 

adoption. Participants stated own preferred alternative. Participants read a 
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short passus stating that the researchers had done a previous study on this 

issue. One third in each issue was informed that in the previous study it was 

found that there was a large majority against the proposition, one third was 

informed that there was a large majority in favor of the proposition, and one 

third was not given any numerical information. This manipulation was 

adapted from Kenworthy and Miller (2002). Then participants rated the ra-

tionality and externality of their in- and outgroup. Hence, the independent 

variables were issue (cell phones/religious symbols/gay couples), and nu-

merical status information (majority against/majority in favor/no numerical 

information), which were measured between participants. The dependent 

variables were ratings of externality and rationality for the target groups 

(ingroup/outgroup), which was measured within participants. We did not 

expect differences between issues. 

Results and discussion 

A univariate ANOVA showed that there were no differences in biases across 

issues, hence all issues were collapsed and analyzed together. There was a 

main effect of target group, such that the ingroup was rated as more rational 

and less externally influenced, whereas the outgroup was rated as less ra-

tional and more externally influenced. Two repeated measures ANOVA‟s, 

one for each dimension, revealed that position significantly affected biases 

as in Experiment 1; challengers of the status quo showed stronger intergroup 

biases than did defenders. Neither a main effect of numerical status nor an 

interaction between position and numerical status was found.  

The finding that challengers were more biased, regardless of being in the 

majority or minority seems to suggest that the possible social identity threat 

posed by position is stronger than that from numerical status. Possibly, 

knowing that one is challenging what is generally known to be the good and 

true, and actively doing so, may have more profound impact on the individu-

al than belonging to the numerical minority.  

Conclusions 

When individuals challenge the status quo they become more biased and 

have less tolerance for disagreeing others. This effect is independent and 

overriding effects of numerical status. Hence, the challenging position per se 

seems to elicit attributional biases.  
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Study III: Post-decision consolidation in large group 

decision-making 

 

”Do not be afraid of the past. If people tell you that it is irrevocable, 
do not believe them.” (Oscar Wilde) 

 

Background and objectives 

As most studies regarding decision-making have focused on the cognitive 

processes taking place prior to a decision within a sole decision-maker 

(Payne, Bettman & Johnsson, 1992; Russo & Carlson, 2002), the objective 

of this study was to turn focus to the individual‟s cognitive post-decision 

processes when in a group decision. Building on early theories of cognitive 

dissonance (Festinger, 1957; 1964; Janis & Mann, 1977), the present study 

concerns attractiveness restructuring of specific attributes of a preferred and 

non-preferred alternative, such that the preferred alternative becomes supe-

rior from a pre- to a post-decision phase; a process called consolidation 

(Svenson, 1992).  

Based on the models of procedural justice, two decision-making forms 

were explored; ingroup authority decisions and outgroup authority decisions. 

Since individuals become more involved when a decision is made by in-

group authorities (Tyler, 1994, 2004; Ståhl et al., 2004), and involvement 

increases consolidation (Svenson, 1992), it was hypothesized that individual 

consolidation would be stronger when ingroup authorities had decided for 

the group. In addition, it has previously been shown in decisions in three-

person groups that a decision outcome discordant with the individual‟s own 

preference increased consolidation (Hammarberg & Svenson, 2000). Thus, 

we predicted that a discordant outcome in the present situation where the 

decision concerned a larger group would also lead individuals to consolidate 

more, than if the outcome was consistent with their preferred alternative.  

In Experiment 1, the issue that the group was to decide upon was wheth-

er teachers should be allowed to confiscate students‟ cell phones, in cases 

where they disturbed the class, or not. In the second experiment, we wanted 

to extend the first experiment by using another issue; whether students 

should be prohibited from wearing religious symbols in school (e. g. veil, 

necklace with crucifix) or not. In addition, we added another decision condi-

tion where a majority decision was reached after a ballot voting procedure. 

Finally, we measured school identification, because those identifying more 

with the group should be most influenced by the decision procedures and 

hence consolidate more.  
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Experiment 1 

Participants in Experiment 1 were 175 Swedish high school students (91 

males) from the larger Stockholm area (mean age: 16.9, SD = 0.8, range 16-

20 years). The independent variables were decision-making form (ingroup 

decision-maker/outgroup decision-maker), and decision outcome (concor-

dant/discordant with own preference). Decision-making forms (ingroup de-

cision-maker, n = 86/outgroup decision-maker, n = 89), and outcome (prohi-

bition/no prohibition) conditions were randomly assigned. This resulted in 

57 % of participants receiving a concordant outcome. The dependent va-

riables were consolidation effects on the three most important attributes, here 

labeled values, of the decision alternatives, chosen by the participant.  

The questionnaires were distributed in the participant‟s school during 

class hours. It began with a description of the issue of confiscation of dis-

turbing cell phones. Then they were asked to imagine that a decision on the 

issue was to be made at their school. They chose three attributes out of a list 

of nine. The attributes were presented as important values to consider when 

deciding what alternative to prefer. For instance a value may be “to create a 

good learning environment”. Participants rated the attractiveness of both 

alternatives (to allow confiscation/to not allow confiscation) with respect to 

the value at hand. This was done for the three most important values that 

they had chosen themselves. After this, they stated their own preferred alter-

native and answered some unrelated items. This constituted the first ques-

tionnaire, and when finished, the participants put it away and started on a 

second questionnaire.  

In the second questionnaire, participants were informed that the decision 

at their school was done either by ingroup authorities (student‟s council) or 

outgroup authorities (principal and teachers), and the outcome (prohibi-

tion/no prohibition). After this information, participants again rated the at-

tractiveness of the same attributes as before along with further unrelated 

items.  

To calculate consolidation, the difference between the ratings of the pre-

ferred and non-preferred alternative at time 1 (pre-decision differentiation) 

was subtracted from the difference between the preferred and non-preferred 

alternative at time 2 (post-decision differentiation), for each attribute. If the 

difference is positive, consolidation has occurred. 

Results and discussion 

Consolidation effects were found on the most important attribute indicating 

that individual members in large group decisions consolidate their own pre-

ferred alternative similarly as has been found in individual decision-making. 

There were no significant effects on the second and third most important 

attributes, which is not uncommon (Svenson, 2006). In line with our hypo-

thesis, consolidation effects were stronger when ingroup authorities made 
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the decision as opposed to when outgroup authorities decided. This result is 

interpreted as increased involvement in ingroup authority decision-making 

due to the self-relevant information transmitted to group members in this 

decision form, as opposed to outgroup authority decisions. Hence, the result 

is in line with expectation from procedural justice research (Smith et al., 

1998; Tyler & Blader, 2003).  

There was also a tendency for participants getting a discordant outcome 

to consolidate more than those getting a concordant outcome, which was in 

line with expectations.  

In a second experiment we extended the first by using a different deci-

sion issue, adding a third decision form, and measuring identification with 

the school.  

Experiment 2 

A highly controversial issue that has been debated across many European 

countries, including Sweden, is whether students should be prohibited from 

wearing religious symbols in school, or not. Hence, in this experiment we 

used this issue. 

Participants were 322 high school students (139 males) from the larger 

Stockholm area (mean age: 17.3, SD = 0.8, range 15-19 years). In addition to 

the previously used decision-making forms, a majority decision (ballot vot-

ing) was added. We expected that participants in this condition would show 

similar consolidation effects as in an ingroup authority condition. That is, 

participants in the majority condition should consolidate more than partici-

pants in the outgroup authority condition. This hypothesis was based on the 

procedural justice premise that not only treatment from authorities convey 

important self-information but also treatment from other group members 

(Tyler & Blader, 2003). Hence, ingroup members should be the primary 

factor eliciting consolidation also in a non-hierarchical decision. In addition, 

participants‟ identification with their school was measured, with the hypo-

thesis that participants who strongly identify with their school also should be 

most influenced by decision procedures. Thus, we expected that consolida-

tion would be strongest when ingroup members decided and the individual 

strongly identified with the school.  

The independent variables were decision-making form (ingroup deci-

sion-maker, n = 104/outgroup decision-maker, n = 105/majority decision, n 

= 108), decision outcome (concordant/discordant with own preference), and 

identification with the school, as measured by four items adapted from Smith 

and colleagues (1998). Fifty-two percent of participants received a concor-

dant outcome. The dependent variables were again consolidation effects on 

the three most important attributes chosen by the participant. The procedure 

followed those of Experiment 1. 
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Results and discussion 

Three separate hierarchical regression analyses, one for each attribute, re-

vealed consolidation effects on the most important attribute, but not the 

second or third most important attribute, in line with results from Experi-

ment 1. On the most important attribute there was a significant main effect 

of identification, such that participants identifying more with the school also 

consolidated more. There were no main effects of either decision-form or 

decision outcome. However there was a significant interaction between iden-

tification and decision-making form. Simple slope analyses revealed high 

identifiers in both ingroup decision forms (ingroup authority and majority), 

consolidated significantly more than did high identifiers in the outgroup 

authority condition. No differences were found for low identifiers between 

the decision conditions. The interaction is shown in Figure 4 below.  

 

 
 

Figure 4. Predicted consolidation values for participants low and high in 

school identification in the three decision form conditions.  

 

 

Conclusions 

Individuals in a large group decision bolster their own preferred alternative 

by consolidation similarly to what has previously been found in individual 

decision-making. This effect is particularly prominent when ingroup mem-

bers have made the decision, regardless of the hierarchical status of those 

members. Further, high identification with the social group magnifies the 

effects of decision condition, such that high identifiers consolidate more 

when ingroup members decide as compared to outgroup members. 
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General discussion 

The main objectives of the present thesis were to investigate how group 

membership in large group decisions affects intergroup biases, and to inves-

tigate individual cognitive restructuring of the group decision. Secondly, I 

wanted to study how attitude position towards a possible new policy sugges-

tion, that is, the status quo, would affect intergroup perceptions. Overall, the 

results showed that individuals in large group decisions perceive others, who 

do not agree with them as less rational and more influenced by external fac-

tors. These effects were magnified when ingroup authorities made the deci-

sion. In addition, such intergroup biases seem stronger among challengers of 

the status quo than among defenders. Further, individuals in large group 

decisions cognitively restructure a decision similarly to what has been shown 

on an individual level, and that restructuring was strongest when own group 

representatives decided. The results are important as they reveal how indi-

viduals perceive others in their social group, and ultimately for their toler-

ance of others‟ perspectives, the possibilities to reach common agreements, 

and development and implementation of new policies. 

Main findings 

To belong to different social groups constitute important parts of the indi-

vidual‟s social identities (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Brewer, 2007). Within 

social justice research it has been shown that when an individual identifies 

more with a social group, they also care more about the procedures used 

when the group is going to make a decision that will affect all of the group‟s 

members (Huo, 2003; Huo et al., 1996; Platow, Wenzel, & Nolan, 2003; 

Smith et al., 1998). Because fair procedures carry information about an indi-

vidual member‟s respect and position in the group, members tend to become 

more involved when procedures are fair (Tyler & Blader, 2003). When in-

group authorities make decisions, fair procedures are of extra importance 

(van Knippenberg, de Cremer, & van Knippenberg, 2007). Because fair pro-

cedures carry identity relevant information, ingroup authority decision-

making may also constitute a threat to own identity. Because threat has been 

shown to increase intergroup attributional biases (Branscombe & Wann, 

1994; Kenworthy & Miller, 2002; Stephan et al., 2002), we expected attribu-

tional biases regarding the origins of preferences to vary with decision-
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making form as well. In Study 1, it was confirmed that when own group 

representatives decided for the group, members became more biased towards 

others with opposing preference position. In line with earlier findings (Reed-

er et al., 2005), this asymmetry was magnified among those who perceived 

the issue to be important. If an individual perceives an issue as important, 

preferences should be stronger, and those individuals should identify more 

with the group. In line with social identity theory, intergroup differentiation 

should be greatest among those highly identified with the group (Hogg, 

2006; Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  

When group boundaries are composed of preference position towards a 

new policy, position towards the status quo should also affect individual‟s 

perceptions of others. Because being on the challenging side implies social 

threats and social costs as being criticized for challenging the generally per-

ceived good and true status quo, we expected challengers of the status quo to 

be more biased in their perceptions of disagreeing others than defenders 

would be. This was established in Study 2, which also showed that position 

is more important for such biases than numerical status. This article fills a 

gap in previous research that has mostly focused on how individuals perce-

ive others challenging or defending the status quo, without concern for the 

participant‟s own position, or used issues that are of less relevance to the 

participant. This idea, that there is a social cost of challenging is only hypo-

thetical, and is an objective for my future research.  

Because involvement differs across different forms of reaching a decision, 

it was expected that individual decision consolidation of own preferred al-

ternative would differ accordingly, and be strongest when involvement is 

strongest; that is, when ingroup authorities decide. It was shown in Study 3 

that members of a large group cognitively restructured the attractiveness of 

two alternatives in favor of their own preferred alternative in a group deci-

sion similarly to what has previously been found for individual decision-

making. In addition, such consolidation effects were pronounced when own 

group representatives had decided for the group, supporting our hypotheses.  

In sum, the present thesis provides important insights into the minds of 

members of organizations or other social groups, when common decisions 

regarding new policies are to be made. Because such decisions are part of 

everyday life on different levels of group membership ranging from small 

work groups, recreational groups to the democratic system, the insights from 

the present thesis are central for further understanding the tolerance and rec-

ognition of others‟ opinions, for the success in reaching common goals, for 

the acceptance of common decisions, and ultimately for the psychological 

well-being and peaceful relations between individuals.  
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Outcome effects 

Because an outcome discordant with an individual‟s own preference might 

be interpreted as a threat to personal and collective interests, we hypothe-

sized that both consolidation and intergroup biases should increase when the 

decision outcome discorded with participants‟ own preference. In Study 3, 

outcome effects on consolidation tended to be in the expected direction, al-

though not significantly so. We argue that the large group context may ex-

plain the lack of significance. Because individuals in large groups are more 

anonymous than they are in smaller groups, the need to protect own prefe-

rence may not be as strong in this situation. In Study 1, however, we found 

significant effects of decision outcome in the first experiment, but in a direc-

tion opposite to the expected. That is, participants getting a concordant out-

come showed higher levels of intergroup biases, than those getting a discor-

dant outcome. Several explanations for these results can be discussed, but 

leaves open the question of why results differed between the two studies. In 

the following section, I will provide explanations of this difference. 

First, because a concordant outcome may imply correctness of own prefe-

rence, participants may have used outcome as a source to what other partici-

pants prefer, and thus believed that others to a larger extent share own posi-

tion when outcome concorded. If individuals believe that consensus is high, 

they also believe that their viewpoint is the objectively correct (Kelley, 

1967). When it comes to the issue of prohibiting religious symbols, which 

was the issue used in both experiments in Study 1, participants may have had 

more difficulty in deciding upon their own position, than in the cell phone 

issue (used in Experiment 1 in Study 3). Both prohibition and no prohibition 

could be interpreted as non-racial, pro-social positions. This issue is highly 

sensitive in the respect that individuals are very attentive not to signal racist 

attitudes. Thus, in such a difficult situation a validating outcome may result 

in relief and increased certainty that own position is the correct one from a 

social desirability perspective. That implies that those who disagree 

represent a position that is undesirable and incorrect, thus the explanation of 

their preference becomes less favorable. This interpretation is supported by 

the overall weaker effects in Experiment 1, the cell phone issue, compared to 

Experiment 2, the religious symbols issue, in Study 3. Our high school par-

ticipants probably were more confident when deciding on the cell phone 

issue, as position in this issue does not carry such a sensitive message.  

Second, it is important not to draw too large generalizations from out-

come results in Study 1, as the statistical significance of the first experiment 

was not replicated in the second experiment, complicating the interpretation 

of how a concordant or discordant outcome actually affect individuals.  

Third, consolidation and biased attributions, although possibly connected, 

do not measure the same thing. It is possible that a discordant outcome in-

creases consolidation because individuals engage themselves more cogni-



 53 

tively in the issue and become even more uncertain than they were before, 

and at the same time they may become more biased in their perceptions of 

others getting a concordant outcome, feeling relieved. Thus, a discordant 

outcome may induce uncertainty, which should lead to less bias. If an indi-

vidual perceives that the opposing party‟s position may be as valid as his/her 

own, then it should be difficult to attribute negative reasons for the opposi-

tion and positive reasons for the ingroup. If individuals become extremely 

uncertain about own position, group boundaries composed of attitude posi-

tion may even no longer be valid. However, this reasoning is purely hypo-

thetical and should be further explored in future research. 

Finally, because procedures are more important than outcome according 

to the group engagement model (Tyler & Blader, 2003), the fact that only 

one out of a total of four experiments yielded significant outcome effects 

may reflect the primacy of procedural concerns over distributive concerns 

when it comes to intergroup biased attributions and decision consolidation. It 

is important to note here that procedural justice measures how fair the pro-

cedure was, not how fair the outcome is perceived. It is possible that partici-

pants may have perceived the outcome of a fair decision process as unfair. In 

addition, the significant effects that were found, increased group-serving 

attributions when the outcome concorded, which is actually in line with pre-

dictions from the group engagement model. It states that outcome favorabili-

ty may increase identification with the group, and thus also group-serving 

behaviors (Tyler & Blader, 2003). 

Status quo effects 

In relation to the results found in Study 2, that challengers of the status quo 

were more biased than defenders, it is necessary to discuss some previously 

presented explanations to why defenders should be more biased, and to dis-

cuss a possible next step for this research. 

Loss aversion 

Loss aversion is the tendency individuals have to avoid losses. Avoiding 

losses are psychologically a stronger motivation than is the motivation to 

achieve gains of equal magnitude (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). Loss aver-

sion has been used to explain the status quo bias (Schweitzer, 1994). How-

ever, it has recently been shown that perceiving oneself as being a powerful 

person reduces loss aversion (Inesi, 2010). De Dreu and colleagues (2008) 

have shown that defenders of the status quo perceived themselves as more 

powerful than did challengers of the status quo. Hence, it is possible that 

defenders of the status quo will not engage in such group differentiation. 

Power has traditionally been linked to increased biases (Fiske, 1993). Per-

haps in a situation where loss aversion may be present, as is the case when 

assessing position towards the status quo, the effects of power and reduced 
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loss aversion biasing judgments in different directions may cancel each other 

out, resulting in less strong intergroup biases. This reasoning, however, is 

purely hypothetical, and an empirical issue to be addressed in future studies. 

Perceived control 

Another possible explanation to the results from Study 2 has to do with the 

feeling that as a challenger, one lacks control over the situation (De Dreu et 

al., 2008). A lack of control is also found among socially excluded individu-

als (Williams, 2007). Previous research on social exclusion indicates that 

feeling excluded is highly similar to feeling socially threatened and res-

ponses fall in the same categories (Williams, 2007). After being excluded, 

participants may display intergroup differentiation (Williams, 2007), which 

was also found when individuals are socially threatened in other ways 

(Kenworthy & Miller, 2002). Hence, exclusion, social threat, and challeng-

ing the status quo are all related to decreased feelings of control. Feeling that 

one is not in control may be the underlying mechanism driving intergroup 

differentiation, and the link between being in the challenging position and 

experiences of social exclusion should be investigated in future studies.  

Methodological comments 

The scenario design 

Both the first and the second study are based on scenarios describing a situa-

tion to the participant where a decision on an important issue is to be made at 

their school. The different forms of making a decision at a large group level 

are then mentioned. This information was provided to the participants in the 

first questionnaire. In the second questionnaire they were asked to imagine 

that the decision had been made, and depending on the decision condition, 

more detailed information about how the decision had been reached was 

provided. These situations are of course quite artificial, and thus we do not 

know whether all participants were actually able to realistically engage 

themselves in the descriptions. Such a design, utilizing scenarios, should 

lower the probability to find significant effects, because it may not be per-

ceived as realistic. The simple fact that we actually did find significant ef-

fects, however, seems to indicate that at least the majority of our participants 

managed to engage themselves in the scenarios described to them. However, 

it is still necessary to be cautious when generalizing the results to underlying 

causal mechanisms and real world occurrences. In order to validate the find-

ings, a study using real, rather than hypothetical decisions should be carried 

out.  
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The emotionality dimension 

The original dimensions for explaining the attitudes of other individuals 

included, beside rationality and externality, an emotionality dimension. That 

is, to hold an attitude because it feels good. This dimension was omitted 

from the studies included in the present thesis. Kenworthy and Miller (2002) 

established in a pilot study that it was indeed perceived less desirable to hold 

an attitude because of emotional reasons as compared to rational reasons. 

Hence, ascribed emotionality should be interpreted as a negative evaluation 

of others, which was found in the first experiment, where participants as-

cribed more emotionality to the outgroup than to the ingroup. However, nei-

ther in their Experiment 2 or 3, did the emotionality dimension yield signifi-

cant differences between target groups or the expected interactions with so-

cial threat. The authors conclude that ”the data for this attributional dimen-

sion were not particularly compelling in either Study 2 or Study 3” (p. 703). 

Thus, the evaluative implications of this dimension are still unclear and may 

differ according to situation (i. e. characteristics of the issue at hand). Be-

cause of this, we decided not to include the emotionality dimension at all.  

Theoretical comments 

The externality dimension 

Ingroups are psychologically primary in the sense that liking and positive 

affect to an individual‟s ingroup(s) come prior to the formation of attitudes 

towards any outgroups (Allport, 1954, p. 42; Brewer, 2007). This implies 

that ingroup bias and ingroup favoritism does not necessarily need a com-

parative outgroup (Brewer, 2007; DiDonato, Ullrich, & Krueger, 2011). To 

the extent that externality ratings imply outgroup negativity, the smaller 

effects on externality ratings could be explained by the notion that individu-

als are foremost concerned with creating a positive ingroup image, and out-

group negativity are less important.  

Even though Kenworthy and Miller (2002) interpreted high externality 

ratings to the outgroup as outgroup negativity, they discuss an alternative 

interpretation. Attributions of externality may be utilized to keep a positive 

image of an outgroup member. If individuals are concerned with keeping a 

positive image of their outgroup, the outgroup‟s members may simply be 

victims of external forces. This is in line with naïve realism, describing that 

if others do not agree with the individual, they may be misinformed. If they 

are correctly informed they should sway to the same position as the individ-

ual him/herself advocate (Ross & Ward, 1996). Such an explanation of ex-

ternality ratings implies a social motivation to uphold social relationships. In 

the present thesis, we have chosen not to discuss this explanation, but rather 

chosen to employ the original interpretation by Kenworthy and Miller 

(2002). However, we do acknowledge that this interpretation may have va-
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lidity, especially in the scenarios used in our studies where opposing atti-

tudes create group boundaries, but where factions are part of a larger social 

group, namely the school. The interpretation of the externality dimension 

should be investigated further in studies utilizing different levels of group 

affiliation where the social motivation to uphold relationships can be further 

explored. 

Implications 

The downside of representative decision-making 

Representative decision-making is the norm of a democratic society. It is 

considered a fair procedure and has such positive effects as promoting a high 

degree of decision acceptance (Tyler, 1994), and a deeper decision problem 

elaboration in turn leading to better and more well-informed preferences 

(DeDreu, Nijstad, & van Knippenberg, 2008). However, it may have disad-

vantages regarding how individuals perceive the decision alternatives and 

other people. In this situation, bolstering of own position increase, possibly 

leading to less consideration of new information and other perspectives, 

increasing polarization of preferences. This was also shown in Study 1, 

where participants became more biased and less tolerant of disagreeing oth-

ers when ingroup members decided. Bolstering and biased intergroup per-

ceptions are consequences that should be closely associated. Both of them 

should have a negative impact on the possibility of reaching a common 

ground of understanding. Further, as the negative perceptions of others seem 

to be associated with position towards the status quo, it is understandable 

that challengers of the status quo sometimes engage in what has been termed 

negative campaigning, such as smearing of the opponents, for example by 

attributing mental defects to them (Felkner, 1992). The consequences of 

negative campaigning in terms of outcome success and tolerance for chal-

lengers have not been investigated and thus constitute an important next 

step. 

Suggestions for the future 

Although bringing some clarity to relations between opposing factions with-

in a group in a decision situation, several questions arise from the present 

thesis that should be more closely investigated. Because of the hypothetical 

decision situations presented to the participants it is not entirely certain that 

the findings from the present studies are directly generalizable to real life. 

Therefore, first, the results from the scenario studies should be validated in a 

real life decision setting. In addition to the cognitive measures of intolerance 

for opposing others, behavioral measures of intolerance should be included; 

do negative attitudes transfer to actual behavior? Second, the implication of 
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the externality dimension should be investigated more closely. Is there a 

valid ground for the argument that externality may in fact be used to uphold 

a positive image of the outgroup as a whole, or specific members of the out-

group? Third, the implications of receiving a concordant or discordant out-

come should be explored. On the one hand we have argued that threat to 

personal and collective interests, as implied by a discordant outcome, should 

elicit intergroup differentiation. On the other hand, we have argued that out-

come information may be utilized as a heuristic for the correctness of one‟s 

own preference position and that such a validation of own position may elicit 

intergroup differentiation. Fourth, regarding the third study, the above dis-

cussed loss aversion – power relationships deserve attention. Could it be that 

increased loss aversion and the feeling of being in power, both connected to 

being in the defending position, balance each other out resulting in less in-

tergroup differentiation for defenders? Finally, as I have argued above, is the 

feeling of lacking control an underlying concept driving intergroup differen-

tiation in both the challenging position and social exclusion? Importantly, do 

challengers feel social exclusion?  

 

 

 

I would like to conclude this thesis with a quote by the Florentine writer and 

philosopher Niccolò Machiavelli (1469-1527), which I think nicely applies 

to all research; ”I am not interested in preserving the status quo; I want to 

overthrow it”.  
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