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Abstract

A study is reported which examines the relations between ambivalence toward the ingroup and the
outgroup. The basic assumption was that ambivalent attitudes in intergroup contexts contribute to
satisfying two competing motivations of group members, i.e. establishment of positive distinctiveness
for the ingroup and conformity to the fairness norm. Participants were asked to evaluate the ingroup
and one other group by using unipolar (positively and negatively valenced) affect- and cognition-
based items. We predicted an interaction effect of target group (ingroup versus outgroup) and attitude
domain (affect-based versus cognition-based) on ambivalence. Additional hypotheses were formu-
lated taking separately into account the positive and the negative unipolar items. We expected that on
positively valenced items the ingroup would be favoured over the outgroup on both affect- and
cognition-based evaluations. Besides, we predicted that on negatively valenced items, the ingroup
would be favoured over the outgroup on affect-based evaluation but not on cognition-based
evaluation. Results indicated support for the predictions and shed light on the moderating role
played by attitude domains on both ambivalence and ingroup favouritism. Copyright © 2002 John
Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Past research has shown that responses to a social target can be internally inconsistent, thus resulting in
an ambivalent (i.e. positively and negatively valenced) rather than univalent attitude (positively or
negatively valenced; for review and discussion, see Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). As regards adding insight
into attitudinal structure, the investigation of ambivalence can help illuminate various phenomena
(Cacioppo & Berntson, 1994), such as attitude accessibility (e.g. Bargh, Chaiken, Govender, & Pratto,
1992) and stability (e.g. Pomerantz, Chaiken, & Tordesillas, 1995), resistance to persuasive informa-
tion (e.g. Crano & Sivacek, 1984), the relation between attitudes and behavioural intentions (e.g.
Jonas, Diehl, & Bromer, 1997), behavioural responses (e.g. Katz, Wackenhut, & Hass, 1986),
information processing (e.g. Maio, Bell, & Esses, 1996), minority influence (e.g. Mucchi-Faina,
2000) and interindividual relationships (for a review, see Thompson & Holmes, 1996).
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Although the concept of attitudinal ambivalence was originally developed in the general attitudes
domain (Kaplan, 1972; Scott, 1966, 1969), most researchers have employed this construct to study
ambivalence toward various social groups (e.g. Katz & Hass, 1988; Thompson & Zanna, 1995;
Thompson, Zanna, & Griffin 1995; Zanna & Rempel, 1988) such as African-Americans (e.g. Gaertner
& Dovidio, 1986; Katz et al., 1986; McConahay, 1983; McConahay & Hough, 1976), Gypsies (e.g.
Mucchi-Faina, ‘Asymétrie de 1’ambivalence envers une minorité: le cas des gitans’, unpublished
manuscript, 1999), homosexuals (e.g. Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993), immigrants (e.g. Maio et al.,
1996), and women (e.g. Glick, Diebold, Bailey-Werner, & Zhu, 1997; Glick & Fiske, 1996;
MacDonald & Zanna, 1998).

Also our research is focused on ambivalence toward social groups. Specifically, the present study
tackles three important features of ambivalence. First, we investigate ambivalence not only foward the
outgroup, but also foward the ingroup. Although univalent attitudes toward groups have been
thoroughly investigated with reference both to the outgroup and the ingroup, ambivalent attitudes
toward the ingroup have been the object not only of little research attention (among the few
exceptions, Jost & Burgess, 2000), but also of inconsistent predictions (e.g. Deaux, 1996; Fiske &
Ruscher, 1995; Phinney, 1990).

Second, the present study approaches ambivalence in intergroup contexts with a focus on the effects
of group membership on attitude formation. Ambivalence toward social groups has mainly been
considered by the past research as an outcome of the individual’s (conscious or unconscious)
psychological conflict between personal attitudes and personal standards (e.g. Gaertner & Dovidio,
1986; Monteith, 1993) or as reflecting competing personal values (Katz et al., 1986). In contrast to this
research tradition, it is the differential outcome of ambivalence toward the ingroup and the outgroup as
a function of group membership-based concerns that sets the stage for this study.

Finally, we explore attitude ambivalence on both cognition- and affect-based dimensions.

COGNITION-BASED VERSUS AFFECT-BASED ATTITUDES

Our choice to study the cognitive and affective underpinnings of attitudes toward ingroup and
outgroup was both theoretically and empirically guided. At the theoretical level, attitudes have often
been described as being rooted in three classes of information concerning their object — cognitive (i.e.
beliefs), affective (i.e. emotions, moods, and feelings), and behavioural (i.e. past actions or future
intentions of specific behavioural acts) (e.g. Breckler, 1984). Besides, and with more specific reference
to this paper, in the intergroup processes literature too it has long been argued that intergroup attitudes
are multi- rather than unidimensional (e.g. Allport, 1954) —a perspective that recent theories of
prejudice have incorporated (for a review, see Duckitt, 1992).

The importance of assessing the relative contribution of components to overall intergroup attitudes
has lately been recognised as having societal potentials as well (e.g. Mullen, Brown, & Smith, 1992).
To begin with, since prior research has shown that the component on which an intergroup attitude is
most heavily based may determine the behavioural consequences of the latter (e.g. Sears, 1988),
knowledge of the crucial component may contribute to intergroup attitudes’ change. Because different
strategies may prove most fruitful in changing attitudes based on different components (Zanna &
Rempel, 1988), attempts to modify negatively valenced intergroup attitudes may thus usefully be
targeted at the critical components of these attitudes.

Our choice of such types of measures was also empirically guided insofar as the study of affect- and
cognition-based dimensions of intergroup evaluation has already yielded interesting results in the area
of univalent attitudes (e.g. Singh, Mei Choo, & Li Poh, 1998; Sing, Yeoh, Lim, & Lim, 1997).

Copyright © 2002 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 32, 247-259 (2002)



Ambivalence in intergroup context 249

Intergroup evaluations have been shown to have cognitive and affective components which, although
non entirely independent, are often partially non-redundant (e.g. Haddock et al., 1993). Moreover
specific target groups may differ in the extent to which they invoke affect- or cognition-based
evaluations (Lavine, Thomsen, Zanna, & Borgida, 1998).

Recently, researchers have also examined affective and cognitive dimensions of attitudinal
ambivalence (Thompson et al., 1995). Specifically, ambivalence has been conceptualised in two
different ways: (a) as stemming from conflicting evaluations within the dimensions of affect or
cognition (simultaneously liking and disliking or, alternatively, approving and disapproving), and (b)
as arising from conflicting evaluations between these two dimensions (liking but disapproving or,
alternatively, disliking but approving) (Lavine et al., 1998; MacDonald & Zanna, 1998; Thompson
et al., 1995). In the present research we dealt with the former type of attitudinal ambivalence.
Accordingly, we exploratively assessed within-dimension affect- and cognition-based ambivalence
toward the ingroup and the outgroup.

BIAS, ASYMMETRY AND NORMS IN INTERGROUP EVALUATIONS

Both theory (Social identity theory: Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Self-categorisation theory: Turner, 1987) and
research (for a review, see Messick and Mackie, 1989) on intergroup processes have highlighted that
intergroup evaluations obey the fundamental motive of establishing a positive distinctiveness of the
ingroup vis-a-vis relevant outgroups as a strategy for achieving or maintaining a positive social identity.
Consequently, people tend to evaluate the ingroup more positively than the outgroup (intergroup bias:
for overviews, see Messick & Mackie, 1989; for a meta-analysis, see Mullen et al., 1992).

In addition to finding strong support for ingroup favouritism, the past research has found that people
try not to show their negatively valenced attitudes toward social groups they do not belong to. For
example, according to the so-called positive—negative asymmetry hypothesis (Wenzel & Mummendey,
1996; for a discussion, see Mummendey & Otten, 1998) ingroup favouritism in a positive dimension is
more pronounced than in a negative one, unless certain aggravating conditions are present (see also
Dovidio, Gaertner, Isen, Rust, & Guerra, 1998). One of the current explanations for this asymmetry
effect suggests that pro-ingroup differentiation without objective reasons is perceived as inappropriate
and in the positive area the lack of justification for unequal intergroup treatment is less visible than in
the negative one (Mummendey & Otten, 1998).

Another way that people try not to show their negative attitudes toward social groups is to attempt
systematically to alter their expressed attitudes and behaviours to appear more equalitarian and
unprejudiced than they actually are (McConahay, Hardee, & Batts, 1981). Mackie and Smith (1998)
have interpreted this latter process as an effect of people’s socially based concerns stemming from their
awareness to contradict valued ingroup norms. Expressing non-prejudicial evaluations of outgroups,
what is currently meant by ‘political correctness’ (Barker, 1994) has been assessed as being in line with
current social norms (fairness norm: Singh et al., 1998) of both European (Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995)
and North-American (for an overview and discussion, see Fiske, 1998) societies. Consequently, patterns
of positive differentiation in natural groups seem to be achieved within the context of social norms.

A POSSIBLE ROLE OF AMBIVALENCE IN INTERGROUP EVALUATION

Taking the above argument further, several authors have suggested that intergroup evaluation and
behaviour are indeed enacted as a compromise between two competing motivations, i.e. maintenance
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of positive ingroup distinctiveness and conformity to the fairness norm (e.g. Bornstein, Crum,
Wittenbraker, Harring, Insko, & Thibaut, 1983a, b; Branthwaite & Jones, 1975; Singh et al., 1998;
Tajfel et al., 1971; Turner, 1983a, b). In line with this theoretical reasoning, we posit that ambivalence
toward both the ingroup and the outgroup can function as a compromise strategy to cope with two
contrasting motivations insofar as it allows for compliance with the fairness norm without discounting
the ingroup. Ambivalence is typically defined as ‘a positive as well as a negative evaluation of a given
attitude object at the same time’ (Jonas ef al., 1997, p. 191). Therefore, on the one hand, we argue that
ambivalence toward the ingroup can, so to speak, mask ingroup favouritism because positive
evaluations are expressed together with some negative ones in order to show the evaluative objectivity
that is prescribed by the fairness norm. On the other hand, we would think that ambivalence toward the
outgroup softens outgroup derogation, since outgroup-targeting negative evaluations are expressed
together with some positive ones in order to show no prejudice (fairness norm). In both cases,
therefore, ambivalence can serve the function of attenuating the impact of intergroup bias in favour of
normative conformity.

However, these processes would not necessarily be revealed by participants’ higher overall
ambivalence toward the ingroup rather than the outgroup. We argue that it may be the case that
intergroup ambivalence is expressed on different attitude domains according to the target group.

COGNITION AND AFFECT-BASED AMBIVALENCE TOWARD
THE INGROUP AND THE OUTGROUP

Prior research has shown that people can display intergroup bias to a different extent in cognition- and
in affect-based responses to the ingroup and to the outgroup (e.g. Judd, Park, Ryan, Brauer, & Kraus,
1995; Yee & Brown, 1992; Singh et al., 1998). In fact, all theories of emotion share a representation of
affect in terms of such abstract associative structures that cannot easily be accessed (Vescio, Hewstone,
Crisp, & Rubin, 1999). This theoretical tradition has received empirical support by finding that affect-
based attitudes are less subject to consistency pressures than cognition-based attitudes (Pettigrew,
1997). In this regard we note that this is one of those cases in which research and common sense
agree (see the Italian saying al cuor non si comanda, ‘one cannot give orders to one’s heart’). As a
consequence, we argue that in general affect-based evaluations should be less subject to normative
control than cognition-based evaluations. Moreover, there is a further plausible reason to think that
in an intergroup context the fairness norm in evaluations of the ingroup is active primarily along
the cognitive dimension. Although we have failed to find some empirical results supporting this
position, social norms may permit (and sometimes even promote) an affective preference for the
ingroup, and in particular for some very affectively involving types of ingroups (e.g. family, nation).
Accordingly, in general intergroup bias should be more evident in affect-based evaluations, whereas
the fairness norm should impact primarily on the more controllable cognition-based intergroup
evaluations. As a consequence, ambivalence should be particularly strong on cognition-based
evaluations.

Moreover, in the cognitive area ambivalence should be stronger toward the ingroup rather than the
outgroup. In fact, since intergroup bias generally takes form more as ingroup favouritism rather than
outgroup derogation (Dovidio et al., 1998), people should express more ambivalence to counter-
balance the former rather than the latter.

In contrast, since in the affective domain the evaluation of the ingroup produces high favouritism
and low need to control it, affect-based evaluations should be more polarised (and, therefore, less
ambivalent) toward the ingroup than it is toward the outgroup.
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OVERVIEW OF THE PROCEDURE AND HYPOTHESES

In order to investigate this precise issue, in the present study we asked participants to evaluate the
ingroup and the outgroup by using affect- and cognition-based attitude items that were both positively
and negatively valenced. Following previous suggestions (e.g. Linville, Fischer, & Salovey, 1989), we
adopted a within- rather than a between-participants design in order to evoke maximally in participants
the contrasting needs both to preserve positive distinctiveness for the ingroup and to conform to the
fairness norm ruling intergroup evaluation.

We predicted no main effect of target group on ambivalence, but rather a difference in the
magnitude of ambivalence across the independent variables employed (namely, target group and
attitude domain). Specifically, on the basis of the above considerations, we expected that

e cognition-based ambivalence would be stronger toward the ingroup than toward the outgroup,
whereas affect-based ambivalence would be greater toward the outgroup than toward the ingroup.
Statistically, we thus predicted an interaction of target group (ingroup versus outgroup) and attitude
domain (affect-based versus cognition-based) on ambivalence.

In order to find some preliminary support for our interpretation of ambivalence in intergroup context,
additional analyses were conducted on ratings expressed on positively and negatively valenced items.
Consequently, two additional hypotheses were formulated. Specifically, since ingroup favouritism is
more pronounced and less visible in the positive area (Mummendey & Otten, 1998), we expected that

e when assessing the positively valenced items, the ingroup will be favoured over the outgroup on
both affect- and cognition-based evaluations,

e when assessing the negatively valenced items, the ingroup will be favoured over the outgroup on
affect-based evaluation (weak activation of the fairness norm) but not on cognition-based evaluation
(stronger activation of the fairness norm).

In summary, ingroup favouritism would be expressed above all in the evaluations of the positively
valenced items, while the evaluations of the negatively valenced items would be modulated mainly by
(stronger or weaker) activation of the fairness norm.

METHOD

Participants and Overview

One hundred and sixteen students (78 women, 37 men, 1 unknown; mean age =19.7) from the
University of Rome voluntarily completed a questionnaire during an introductory psychology lecture.
They were asked to give their perception of two national groups, their own (i.e. Italians) and one other
group on three positive and three negative affect-based items and on three positive and three negative
cognition-based items. The order in which the two groups were rated was counterbalanced. Finally,
participants were asked to answer two questions about their perceived similarity with the ingroup and
the outgroup (manipulation check).

Pilot Study and Design

Since outgroup features may influence intergroup evaluations, to address potential bias in sampling
target outgroups a pilot study checked the selection of four national groups viewed as differing along
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two crucial dimensions, i.e. likeability and relative status (for a discussion on the conceptual relevance
of these two constructs, see Glick & Fiske, in press). Twenty-one undergraduates rated 15 national
groups on likeability as viewed by the great majority of Italians (1 =not at all, 6 = extremely)
and relative status (1 =definitely lower, 6 =definitely higher). As a result, we selected for the
experiment two higher-status outgroups as well as two lower-status outgroups that differ in perceived
likeability.'

In order to experimentally control for potential confounding main and interaction effects of
outgroup’s perceived relative status, likeability, and rating order, participants were randomly assigned
to one of the eight conditions resulting from the combinations of the target outgroup’s perceived status
relative to the ingroup (lower, higher), target outgroup’s likeability (low, high), and target group rating
order (ingroup first, outgroup first). Since preliminary analyses showed that these additional variables
did not significantly qualify the main results, data were collapsed across these variables in subsequent
analyses.

Dependent Measures

Attitudes were operationalized as responses to 12 randomly ordered items (six cognition-based and six
affect-based; cf. Breckler & Wiggins, 1989) expressed along a 6-point unipolar scale (1 = not at all,
6 = extremely) with no neutral point. Following Kaplan (1972), this measure was obtained by splitting
the typically bipolar semantic differential scales (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957) into two
unipolar items (cf. MacDonald & Zanna, 1998). Participants were asked to indicate the degree to
which each item fitted their thoughts or feelings toward the group. In this way, separate ranking of
positivity (e.g. attraction) and negativity (e.g. aversion) allowed independent assessment of ambiva-
lence within each attitude domain (e.g. allowing for participants’ reports that they felt both attraction
and aversion towards the group).

In order to select the cognition- and affect-based items, we examined those that have been used in
past research (for review and discussion, see Haddock & Zanna, 1999). As a result, we selected a set of
six positively valenced items that seemed appropriate for intergroup evaluation; then, the antonyms to
the initial items were identified by using a thesaurus. The 12 items were pre-tested by asking 20
students to rate the extent to which each word appealed to ‘emotions and feelings’ (i.e. it was affect-
based) or to ‘thoughts and pieces of information’ (i.e. it was cognition-based) about a social group.
Participants responded on 6-point scales anchored with 1 ‘it appeals to thoughts and pieces of
information’ and 6 ‘it appeals to emotions and feelings’. The six items that we had selected for the
affect-based evaluation were rated as more affect-related (and therefore less cognition-related,
M=4.89, SD=0.51) than were the six items selected for the cognition-based evaluation
(M=2.73, SD=0.55), F(1,19)=122.33, p < 0.001.%

The perceived similarity with the ingroup and the outgroup (manipulation check) was assessed by
two questions (“Thinking about Italians to what extent do you feel they are similar to you?” ‘Thinking
about . . . to what extent do you feel they are similar to you?’) that were answered on a 6-point scale
(1 =not at all, 6 = extremely).

"'We selected two higher-status groups (i.e. Americans, M =5.14, SD =0.79, and Germans, M =4.71, SD = 0.84) that differ in
perceived likeability (Ms=4.47 and 3.33, SDs=0.98 and 0.66 respectively), #20)=4.72, p <0.001, and two lower-status
groups (i.e. Senegalese, M =1.95, SD=0.49, and Moroccans, M =1.67, SD=0.48) that differ in perceived likeability
(Ms=3.00 and 2.05, SDs =0.89 and 0.67 respectively), #(20) =5.05, p <0.001.

“The items were: interest, high regard, approval (cognition-based positive), uninterest, low regard, disapproval (cognition-based
negative), liking, fun, attraction (affect-based positive), disliking, sadness, aversion (affect-based negative).

Copyright © 2002 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 32, 247-259 (2002)
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Procedure

At the beginning of a lecture given by the first author, she introduced the confederate as a student
allegedly from another university (and thus unfamiliar to the participants). Then a questionnaire was
handed out and it took approximately 30 minutes for all participants to complete it. In the introduction to
the questionnaire it was stated that the latter was part of an international investigation into the perception
of foreigners and nationals among students of the European Union. It was explained at the outset that
participants should give their perceptions of two national groups, their own (i.e. Italians) and one other
group that was mentioned to them. Participants, therefore, knew the names of both target groups before
they started to evaluate them. They were asked not to rate one specific person belonging to the target
groups, but to give their impressions of these social groups in general. Initially, participants were asked
to indicate their age, gender, and major subject. Subsequently, the first part of the questionnaire asked
participants to rate one target group on a number of items. Then they were asked to rate the other target
group on the same items. Finally, participants were asked to answer two questions about perceived
similarity with the target groups (i.e. the ingroup and the outgroup). Answering these questions was
counterbalanced for group order. Then, participants were debriefed and a summary of the aims and main
results of the study was discussed with them in a following lecture.

RESULTS

Manipulation Check

In order to assess the effectiveness of the social categorisation manipulation, the scores for perceived
similarity with the ingroup and the outgroup were subjected to an analysis of variance (ANOVA)
with social categorisation (ingroup versus outgroup) as a within-participants factor. This analysis
yielded a strong main effect for social categorisation, F(1,112)=59.97, p <0.001, such that
participants perceived themselves more similar to the ingroup than to the outgroup (Ms=3.99 and
2.98, SDs =0.92 and 0.90, respectively). This showed that the participants’ social categorisation of the
target groups coincided with that meant by the experimenters.

Ambivalent Attitudes

Participants’ ratings of the target groups expressed on the positively and the negatively valenced items,
although highly correlated (toward the ingroup: r= —0.58; toward the outgroup: r= —0.51),> were
not completely reciprocal. Therefore, both the computation of ambivalence scores and the separate
exploration of the ratings on the two attitude domains appeared methodologically justified.
Accordingly, unweighted mean scores were computed for affectively-based positive traits (target
group: Ingroup, Cronbach’s alpha (o) = 0.69; Outgroup, o =0.67), affectively-based negative traits
(Ingroup, a=0.66; Outgroup, o = 0.68), cognitively-based positive traits (Ingroup, o = 0.63; Out-
group, o = 0.68), and cognitively-based negative traits (Ingroup, o =0.64; Outgroup, o= 0.72).

We calculated ambivalence by using the formula proposed by Griffin and validated by Thompson
et al. (1995) for use with close-ended measures. Unlike other formulae for calculating ambivalence
(e.g. Katz & Hass, 1988; Kaplan, 1972; for a contrastive review, see Thompson et al., 1995), this one

3The latter coefficient is the mean of the four outgroups’ standardised scores.
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produces a score that is a function of the simultaneous intensity of the positive and negative ratings.
Accordingly, we calculated ambivalence toward the ingroup and toward the outgroup by averaging the
positive and negative attitude scores (both expressed by positive values) and subtracting the absolute
difference between the two components from the average of the two components, using the formula
(P+N)/2— |P—N| + 1.5, where P=positive attitude score, and N =negative attitude score. The
constant of 1.5 was added in order to avoid negative results and obtain an ambivalence score of 0 when
the positive and negative components were maximally different (possible range =0 to 7.5). For
example, a positive attitude score of 4 and a negative attitude score of 1 would have resulted in an
ambivalence score of —0.5 before the constant of 1.5 was added to make 1. These calculations were
performed for each attitude domain (cognition-based and affect-based).

Ambivalence scores were then subjected to a 2(target group: ingroup versus outgroup) X 2(attitude
domain: cognition-based versus affect-based) within-participants ANOVA. The only main effect that
was found is that of attitude domain, F(1,115)=21.73, p <0.001. Overall, participants expressed
greater ambivalence on cognition-based (M =4.13, SD = 0.09) rather than on affect-based evaluations
(M =3.79, SD =0.08). Besides, the difference between ambivalence expressed toward the ingroup
(M =3.95,SD =0.09) and the outgroup (M =3.98, SD = 0.08) was minimal, ' < 1. The ANOVA also
found a target group by attitude domain interaction, F(1,115)=39.54, p <0.001. In line with
predictions, with respect to the cognition-based attitude domain, ambivalence was greater toward
the ingroup rather than the outgroup, #(115) =4, p < 0.001, while an opposite pattern was found with
reference to the affective-based dimension of group evaluation, #(115) =5.12, p < 0.001 (see Table 1).
Moreover, ambivalence toward the ingroup was found to be greater along the cognition-based rather
than the affect-based dimension of group evaluation, #(115) =8.87, p < 0.001. In contrast, toward the
outgroup the difference between ambivalence expressed along the two attitude domains was non-
significant, t < 1.

Unipolar Ratings

Positive and negative items were checked by a 2(item valence) x 2(attitude domain) x 2(target group)
within-participants ANOVA. The analysis revealed that overall participants expressed more polarised
attitudes on positively valenced items (M =2.99, SD =0.5) rather than on negatively valenced items
(M=1.53, SD=0.62, F(1,115)=232.98, p <0.001) and toward the ingroup (M =2.48, SD =0.03)
rather than toward the outgroup (M =2.04, SD =0.04, F(1, 115) = 145.46, p =0.001). The difference
between cognitive (M =2.29, SD=0.03) and affective (M =2.31, SD=0.04) items was only
marginally significant, F(1,115)=3.68, p <0.06. All first-order interaction were also signiﬁcant.4

Table 1. Mean ambivalence as a function of target group and attitude domain
(N of respondents = 116)

Ingroup Outgroup
Cognition-based 4.29, 3.97,
(SD=1.09) (SD=1.14)
Affect-based 3.58; 3.99,
(SD=1.19) (SD=0.92)

Means with different subscripts differ from each others at least p < 0.001 (#-test).

*Valence x dimension, F(1,112)=21.91, p<0.001, valencex group, F(1,112)=30.76, p <0.001, dimension x group,
F(1,112) =24.65, p <0.001).
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Table 2. Mean positive ratings as a function of target group and attitude
domain (N of respondents = 116)

Ingroup Outgroup
Cognition-based 4.16, 3.72
(SD =0.65) (SD =0.78)
Affect-based 4.68, 3414
(SD=0.72) (SD =0.88)

Means with different subscripts differ from each others at least p < 0.001 (z-test).

Table 3. Mean negative ratings as a function of target group and attitude
domain (N of respondents = 116)

Ingroup Outgroup
Cognition-based 2.72, 2.56y
(SD=0.77) (SD =0.98)
Affect-based 2.34. 2.49,
(SD=0.77) (SD =0.98)

Means with different subscripts differ from each others at least p < 0.05 (¢-test).

More importantly for our hypotheses, these effects were qualified by the item valence X attitude
domain X target group interaction, F(1,115)=113.62, p <0.001.

Follow-up analyses showed that, with respect to the positively valenced items (see Table 2), as
expected, the ingroup was favoured over the outgroup both on the cognition-based dimension,
#(115)=28.8, p<0.001, and on the affect-based dimension, #115)=25.4, p <0.001. However,
positive ratings toward the ingroup were stronger on the affect-based than on the cognition-based
dimension, #115)=10.4, p <0.001, while the opposite pattern was found with respect to the
outgroup, #(115)=6.2, p < 0.001.

With reference to negatively valenced items, means comparisons showed that the ingroup was, as
predicted, favoured over the outgroup on the affect-based dimension, #(115)=2.5, p <0.05. An
opposite pattern was found on the cognition-based dimension, #(115)=2.67, p <0.01. The latter
result, however stronger than expected, appears to be in line with our prediction.

DISCUSSION

The present study was designed to explore the ambivalent evaluation processes targeting the basic
‘social group’ subtypes (namely, the ingroup and the outgroup) in intergroup contexts. We speculated
that ambivalent attitudes could be a compromise strategy to cope with two apparently contrasting
motivations, namely a) the social identity-based one of establishing positive distinctiveness for the
ingroup in intergroup judgements (intergroup bias), and b) the normatively-based one of expressing
non-prejudicially biased judgements toward the outgroup (fairness norm). In this regard we expected
to find some asymmetries characterising affect- and cognition-based ambivalent attitudes targeting the
ingroup and the outgroup that we posited to be related with the two above-mentioned needs to be
satisfied by the individual as a group member (namely, maintaining positive social identity and
normative conformity). Specifically, we predicted that no main effect of target group on ambivalence
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would be found, but rather an interaction of target group and (cognition-based versus affect-based)
attitude domain on ambivalence. Additionally, since ingroup favouritism is more pronounced (and less
visible) in the positive (versus negative) area (Mummendey & Otten, 1998), we expected to find that
when assessing positively valenced items, participants would express a more favourable evaluation of
the ingroup rather than the outgroup in both cognition- and affect-based attitude domains. By contrast,
when assessing negatively valenced items, we predicted that the ingroup would be favoured over the
outgroup on affect-based evaluation (due to a weak activation of the fairness norm) but not on
cognition-based evaluation (due to a stronger activation of the fairness norm).

Overall, our findings support the above hypotheses, thus permitting to draw some preliminary
conclusions on the issue under investigation.

Ambivalence versus Net Attitudes

First, we found that positive and negative dimensions of participants’ attitudes were correlated, but not
completely reciprocal. Therefore it was possible for us to proceed under the safe premise that
ambivalence was not equivalent to net attitude (as calculated by averaging the sum of positive
dimension ratings and reverse-scored negative dimension ratings). In other words, this allowed us
to specify separately the predicted effects on ambivalence and those on positive and negative
attitude dimensions (i.e. favourability and unfavourability toward the target groups, respectively).
The exclusive analysis of net attitudes highlights just a more positive evaluation of the ingroup relative
to the outgroup (toward the ingroup: M =4.45, SD = 0.59; toward the outgroup: M =4.02, SD =0.73,
F(1,113)=29.98, p < 0.001) that can be identified both in the affect-based items (toward the ingroup:
M =4.68, SD =0.59; toward the outgroup: M =3.97, SD=0.74, F(1,115)=70.78, p < 0.001) and in
the cognition-based items (toward the ingroup: M =4.22, SD = 0.64; toward the outgroup: M =4.08,
SD =0.80, F(1,113)=3.43, p < 0.07).

Second, by comparing the results of parallel analyses, we showed that ingroup favouritism and
ambivalence toward the ingroup vary according to which (cognition-based versus affect-based)
attitude domain is used to measure them. Had this not been true, the ingroup favouritism that is
active in intergroup evaluations should have yielded not only higher (i.e. more positive) overall net
attitude ratings, but also lower ambivalent evaluations of the ingroup, relative to the outgroup. The fact
that the latter was not the case empirically supports our argument that the issue of ambivalence in
intergroup evaluations is worth studying inasmuch as it has the theoretical potentials, as we have
shown, to generate some unique information over and beyond that allowed by the study of net
intergroup attitudes.

Implications, Limitations of the Study and Summary

Our operationalisation of attitudes as cognition- versus affect-based has allowed us to underline a
novel aspect of the positive—negative asymmetry in intergroup evaluation (Mummendey & Otten,
1998) in that we showed that also the negative assessment may be biased in favour of the ingroup but
only in the affectively based domain.

On the whole, our findings conceptually replicate and extend those of previous studies on the
interplay between the above-mentioned competing socially based needs in intergroup attitudes (e.g.
Bornstein et al., 1983a,b; Branthwaite & Jones, 1975; Singh et al., 1998; Tajfel et al., 1971; Turner,
1983a,b). Ambivalence appeared to be a way to soften intergroup bias and express ‘politically correct’
attitudes. This strategy is primarily employed in cognition-based attitudes. Affect-based ingroup
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favouritism seems to be less prone to normative controls and, hence, affect-based attitudes toward the
ingroup acquired a greater positive valence.

Since the aim of this study was simply the exploration of the different effects produced by
intergroup context of evaluation on ambivalence, this is not yet a conclusive test of our interpretation
of ambivalence as cognition-based control of the intergroup bias. In order to confirm the latter
hypothesis, further research including measures or manipulation of endorsement of the fairness norm
and social identity may be worth while.

Another limitation of the present study is the fact that the interaction effect was found with respect
to a type of social categorisation (i.e. nationality) toward which social norms could allow for, if not
promote, an affective preference for the ingroup. An obvious task for future studies is to investigate
whether this effect is found also in intergroup contexts in which social norms control both the
cognitive and the affective dimensions of ingroup favouritism (e.g. adults versus children, or non-blind
people versus blind people).

In summary, despite these limitations, this research makes two important and novel contributions.
First, our empirical evidence on ambivalence in intergroup context is largely in line with suggestions
as formulated within the social identity approach to intergroup evaluation and behaviour. Second, the
results provide novel, additional information on the significant role played by the affect- and
cognition-based dimensions along which ambivalent (and unipolar) intergroup evaluations are formed
and enacted.
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