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Abstract Research on groups in organizations has regularly identified the presence of
favoritism toward members of one’s ingroup. Identity with a social group helps under-
stand this bias, yet the mechanisms that may undermine the process have not been
well documented. This study investigates the effect that not adhering to group expec-
tations has on the positive bias otherwise awarded ingroup members, thus extending
the literature on social identity theory and intragroup dynamics. Given that ingroup
members, as compared to outgroup members, are expected to reciprocate loyalty and
trust, this study examines what happens to the bias for the ingroup member that does
not adhere to group expectations. Results from an intergroup negotiation experiment
support the hypotheses that breaching group norms minimizes the ingroup bias effect.
More importantly, results revealed a reversal of the ingroup bias, whereby ingroup
members who did not uphold group expectations were evaluated more negatively than
outgroup members.

Keywords Intragroup dynamics · Social identity · Ingroup bias · Unmet expectations

1 Introduction

Effectively functioning groups help organizations accomplish important tasks and
achieve high levels of performance. That explains the increased prevalence of teams
foundwithin organizations. Thus, understandingwhat contributes to effective cohesive
groups is critically important. A preference for ingroup (as opposed to outgroup)
members is a well-established phenomenon in social psychology, and provides some
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evidence for why and how groups function effectively. According to social identity
theory (SIT) (Tajfel 1978), individuals identify with the group to which they belong
and as a result develop an ingroup bias. This paper examines whether this bias for
ingroup members is negatively affected by aspects of the situation; specifically, how
non-adherence to group norms can diminish the bias. Positive perceptions shared
among members within a group, relative to perceptions of those in outgroups, are
suggested to positively influence citizenship behaviors (Abid et al. 2015), positive
attributions (Turner 1985), trust (Navarro-Carrillo et al. 2018), cooperation (Simpson
2006), liking (Hogg 2001), team performance (Hoegl et al. 2004; Mathieu et al. 2015),
cohesiveness and friendship (Hogg and Hains 1998). To date however, research has
not thoroughly examined how ingroup member behavior influences that bias. The
purpose of this study is to fill this gap in the literature by examining a factor that will
influence the ingroup bias phenomenon. Integrating social identity theory with social
exchange theory and unmet expectations, this paper suggests one explanation for why
groups may not always feel a bias toward their fellow ingroup members. Specifically,
I propose that failing to adhere to group expectations affects the bias—that would
otherwise be awarded to the breacher—will be minimized or possibly even cease to
exist.

When individuals’ expectations are not upheld, it influences their behavior and
attitudes expressed toward those who failed to meet them. Research has shown that
individuals develop expectations about howothers involved in a social exchange should
act and the norms they should follow Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). Fishbein and Ajzen
described this phenomenon as one by which social networks develop subjective norms
and values that influence howmembers in a social context are expected to act and react.
Several streams of research build on this idea that normalization of roles are created
within groups (Asch 1951), examining various aspects of the role that conformity
behaviors play in groups (Ackermann and de Vreede 2011; Coultas and van Leeuwen
2015). Extending the literature on normalization and group expectations, research on
unmet expectations suggests that when group norms and values are not upheld by
one member in a social exchange, the other member will be less satisfied with and
less committed to the violator, as well as more likely to leave the relationship (Lam
et al. 2003; Major et al. 1995). Social exchange theory (SET) (Blau 1964) helps to
explain this prediction by suggesting that individuals evaluate the benefits of a social
relationship as compared to alternative ones. When an individual does not reciprocate
the expectations held by another, or simply treats him or her negatively, the benefits of
that relationship may not outweigh the costs. Expectations that emerge within inter-
personal relationships depend on the context of the relationship, and the norms and
values that have been developed as a guide for social exchange (Johnson and O’Leary-
Kelly 2003). Group association creates an expectation that trust is shared among group
members, which leads tomore group collaboration (Cheng andMacaulay 2014). How-
ever, there are certainly times when members of groups do not adhere to established
behavioral expectations (Priesemuth and Taylor 2016). This paper examines the role
behavioral expectations in a social exchange have on social identification with mem-
bers of one’s igroup and the effect that failing to adhere to the expectations of a group
can have on ingroup bias and evaluations of group members.
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According to social identity theory, in the context of intergroup conflict, one’s atti-
tude toward ingroup members should remain positive relative to their attitude toward
outgroup members, leading them to favor the ingroup (Jackson 2002). Conversely,
one’s attitude toward outgroup members should remain negative relative to their atti-
tude toward ingroup members (Pondy 1968). I argue in this paper however, that this
relationship relies on the assumption that ingroup members meet the expectations
of the group by following the group’s behavioral norms. The goal of this paper is to
examine how ingroup/outgroup comparisons are influenced by unmet expectations in a
social exchange. Specifically, it argues that violating a fellow ingroupmember’s expec-
tations decreases the positive evaluation they receive, and the bias they are given in
comparison to the outgroup. Integrating social identity theory with literature on social
exchange and unmet expectations, relationships between them are hypothesized. A
laboratory experiment is used to test the proposed relationships. Results from this
study enhance our understanding of group processes and provide important practical
implications.

2 Theoretical Background

Social identity theoryhelps to explain various intra- and inter-groupdynamics.Accord-
ing to the theory, identification with a social group is an important part of one’s
self-concept, and a process that guides social behavior (Tajfel and Turner 1985). This
behavior results from affective evaluations of individuals both in one’s social group
and those not included in that group. Typically, this is evidenced by positive behav-
ior directed toward members of one’s ingroup and less favorable behavior exhibited
toward outgroup members. However, little research has examined behavioral factors
likely to impact those evaluations. This paper argues that how members of a social
group behave will impact the interpersonal evaluations of those members. Drawing
from social exchange theory, the current study proposes that identification with mem-
bers of a social group depends on members’ adherence to group expectations. This
section begins with a review of social identity theory and focuses on how it has been
found to explain intragroup behavior. Social exchange theory and literature on unmet
expectations are then discussed to help develop predictions about how group member
behavior will affect the attitudes of others in the group.

2.1 Social Identity Theory and Ingroup Bias

This section defines social identity theory and breaks it down by describing the pur-
pose it serves, the biases it creates, and corresponding consequences of those biases.
Research on social identity theory describes a longstanding phenomenon that has been
studied in a number of different organizational settings. Social identity refers to the
tendency for individuals to classify themselves into social categories as a result of per-
ceived membership with various groups (Tajfel and Turner 1985). According to Tajfel
and Turner, categorization of self and others into groups serves two purposes. First,
it provides a system of enabling one to identify with or define oneself with a certain
social category. This identification is important to affirming one’s self-concept, and

123



596 T. C. Dunne

encourages a sense of belonging. Second, it allows one to assign others into categories,
which enables an individual to make attributions about outgroup members. Catego-
rizing self and others into groups leads an individual to make comparisons between
themselves and those whose membership does not coincide with their own. This social
comparison leads individuals to analyze the characterizations of their ingroup against
those of a comparison outgroup, resulting in a bias toward ingroup members. While
the resulting benefits of receiving ingroup bias has been studied extensively, the condi-
tions underwhich bias awarded to ingroupmembersmay become eroded have not been
investigated. Therefore, social identity literatures would be theoretically reinforced by
examining such factors. One of the goals of the current research is to examine whether
certain actions by ingroup members stress the strength of ingroup favoritism.

Membership in a social group also makes the differences of an outgroup salient;
a polarization leading to partiality toward one’s ingroup (Festinger 1954). Ingroup
bias results from this favoritism as preferential attitudes develop toward individuals
classified as ingroup members. Tajfel (1978) described ingroup bias as being the
result of an individual’s desire to evaluate themselves positively, which he suggests
transfers to positive judgments of fellow ingroup members. Numerous studies have
examined this phenomenon in the context of the minimal group paradigm, where it has
been documented that even being randomly assigned to a group creates this ingroup
favoritism (Tajfel 1970; Turner et al. 1987). These studies have shown that bias toward
members of one’s ingroup does not require a priori group distinctions, but rather can
develop very quickly when individuals are arbitrarily placed in distinct groups.

When social identity theory is applied to different intergroup settings, favoring
one’s ingroup is not the only potential outcome. Since ingroup bias is derived from an
ingroup/outgroup comparison, an opportunity for possible discrimination exists and
has been found to result in negative consequences for the outgroup (Hunter et al. 2011).
As described next, discrimination against the outgroup is not a necessary component
of SIT, but has been found to be present in a number of different settings particularly
when intergroup competition or conflict is present (Balliet et al. 2014; Mohrman et al.
1995).

Conflict research has examined the determinants of intergroup bias, focusing on
the influence of conflict in amplifying favorable perceptions of ingroup members and
negative perceptions of those in the outgroup (Jackson 2002). For example, Jackson
found that perceived conflict moderates the relationship between group categoriza-
tion and intergroup bias—measured as relative differences in evaluations of ingroup
and outgroup members. Social classification and developing intergroup bias rely on
comparative judgments made about group association. Though research shows that
no authentic differences need be present, bias in favor of an ingroup and against an
outgroup should be more dramatic when group differences are more salient (Sugiura
et al. 2017). Intergroup dynamics such as interdependence and conflict provide situa-
tions where group differences become more salient. Bias for an ingroup is reflected in
a number of ways and greatly influences affect and behavior toward ingroup members
(Smith and Mackie 2016; Turner 1985). Some researchers believe that positive affect
and liking of the ingroup in and of itself indicates negative affect and dislike of the out-
group (Tajfel and Turner 1979; Turner et al. 1987). Others however, believe that these
two are independent of each other, and that positive affect toward ingroup members

123



Friend or Foe? A Reversal of Ingroup Bias 597

does not necessarily mean negative affect toward members of the outgroup (Brewer
1999). Research that argues for the latter, believes it is the presence of conflict that
necessitates what Brewer (1999, p. 17) refers to as “outgroup hate.” Since the current
study looks at the dynamics of ingroup bias in the context of a negotiation, it is fair
to assume a bias toward members of one’s ingroup as well as a negative or at least
neutral evaluation of the outgroup.

Research on SIT has identified a number of positive consequences associated with
ingroup bias including knowledge sharing (Argote et al. 2000) increased trust, intra-
group cohesion, cooperation, positive evaluations of (Gee and McGarty 2013; Turner
1984), support for, and increased loyalty, pride, and commitment to the ingroup (Gold-
man and Hogg 2016). Social identity also engenders the adoption of group values,
norms, and behaviors of one’s group, creating an expectation of values and behaviors
to which members adhere (Hennessy and West 1999; Turner 1984). However, impli-
cations of non-adherence to these expectations have not been empirically examined.
As a result of increased cohesion and loyalty to the group, members have been found
to associate with and experience both the successes and failures of the group (Brown
1986; Turner 1981). Experiencing failures and sticking with a group in times of fail-
ure describes commitment to an ingroup and leads to more preferential attitudes and
stronger favorable evaluations of one’s ingroup member. This also increases a mem-
ber’s partiality toward their ingroup and escalates even further the expectation that
others reciprocate the group’s values (Brewer 2007). Due to the heightened expec-
tation of reciprocity, violating that expectation should have a negative impact on the
level of ingroup members’ commitment to and liking of the violator.

2.2 Social Exchange Theory and Unmet Expectations

This section begins with an explanation of how group expectations and norms are
developed within social settings. Next, a brief description of the function these expec-
tations have and why they are important is provided. Then, implications of breaching
these expectations and norms are discussed. Finally, an argument is presented that
integrates social identity theory with social exchange theory and unmet expectations,
providing a foundation for the proposed effect it can have on ingroup bias.

Individuals all have expectations of what should andwill occur in a social exchange.
For example, when a door is opened for someone it is expected that the gesture be
acknowledged by “thank you” from the recipient. Though that is not a foolish expecta-
tion, it is also not always the response that is received. Yet, working in groups of other
people tends to guide individuals expectations to converge with the group’s (Staggs
et al. 2018). Therefore, when expectations about social exchanges are not met (some-
times called psychological contract breach), it influences the attitudes and behaviors
expressed toward the individual that failed to meet the expectation (Rousseau 1990).

Social exchange theory (SET) provides a conceptualization of how individuals
evaluate relationships with others. It suggests that individuals calculate a cost–benefit
analysis of a social exchange to determine whether a personal relationship is worth
continuing (Homans 1958). When the perceived benefits of a relationship outweigh
the potential costs, continued personal relationships are likely desired (Blau 1964).
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Conversely, if the costs of maintaining the relationship exceed the expected benefits,
individuals are likely to lack motivation to continue the relationship (Blau 1964).
Under this situation, individuals are likely to seek an alternative social relationship, if
an alternative appears to produce higher value.

Several important potential benefits factor into the evaluation of a social exchange
including affective or emotional comforts such as satisfaction and psychological well-
being (Bordia et al. 2010;Coyle-Shapiro et al. 2004) aswell as organizational outcomes
such as general job performance and organizational citizenship behavior (Rupp and
Cropanzano 2002). Conversely, negative affective feelings are associated with rela-
tionship costs (Coyle-Shapiro et al. 2004). One determinant of such affective responses
is the degree to which behavioral expectations are upheld (Conway and Briner 2002).

Unmet expectations occur when there is a discrepancy between what an individual
expects to encounter and how an encounter is actually experienced (Porter and Steers
1973). The degree to which unmet expectations influence outcomes of a relationship
depends on the importance of the anticipated behavior (Restubog et al. 2013; Taris
et al. 2006). Social identity theory helps to explain why adherence to group norms is
so important. A main explanation of SIT is that social membership helps individuals
develop positive self-evaluations and identities. Taris et al. (2006) found that outcomes
described by social identity theory are determined to be important to an individual,
and thus the expectations developed by one’s social category or group should also be
strong.

Research on unmet expectations has shown that when an organization fails to meet
the expectations of an employee, it influences their attitudes and emotions about the
situation and subsequently has been found to be associated with a number of nega-
tive outcomes (Zhao et al. 2007). Employees whose expectations are not met respond
with lower levels job satisfaction (Major et al. 1995), perceptions of fairness (Rosen
et al. 2009), trust (Robinson 1996) and less identification (Ashforth and Saks 2000).
Experiencing unmet expectations has also been found to predict lower levels of organi-
zational commitment, decreased mood, increased organizational deviance and higher
turnover intentions (Major et al. 1995; Restubog et al. 2013; Zhao et al. 2007). Indi-
viduals also apply expectations of a social exchange to the outcomes of interpersonal
relationships, such that when one party does not fulfill the expectations of the other,
the disappointed party is likely to invest much less into that relationship in the future
(Taris et al. 2006; Vannier and O’Sullivan 2017) and be less concerned about distribu-
tive justice (Sondak et al. 1999). Taris and colleagues used equity theory to argue that
when others break what they refer to as a psychological contract, the other is likely
to perceive the relationship as inequitable, and will consequently devote less time and
energy to it. Applied in selection settings, research has found that realistic job previews
and adherence to them enhance trust in an organization as well as voluntary turnover
(Earnest et al. 2011).

Many of the expectations individuals embrace come from norms that are developed
by society (Buttle and Bok 1996). Subjective norms are created by the shared values
of a group and determine what behaviors are appropriate within a social context. A
commonlyheld normstudied in social psychology,whichholds true inmany settings, is
that individuals are expected to reciprocate the behaviors and actions demonstrated by
others (Cialdini 1984). So, when a member of a group acts in a way that is cooperative,
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agreeable, and trusting, it is expected that other members of the group reciprocate such
actions. When a group member fails to reciprocate those behaviors, it has implications
for the trust afforded to that individual (Adobor 2006; Robinson 1996). Applying
unmet expectations to a group setting, I argue that failing to meet expectations will
influence ingroup bias, such that it will be significantly decreased or even erased for
the non-conforming member.

Kelman (1961) makes the claim that as a result of identifying with a social group,
individuals desire to emulate the actions and acquire the qualities of others. This creates
homogeneity of attitudes and values, as members “attempt to be like or actually to
be the other person” (Kelman 1961, p 63). The expectations developed from such
social identification phenomenon provide support for this paper’s first two hypotheses.
Being that ingroup bias increases one’s commitment to the group, there should be an
expectation for this loyalty to be reciprocated by other members of the group. Since
individuals in a group are expected to cooperate, be loyal, support each other, share
values, and act like others in the group, if these expectations are violated, that individual
would likely not receive the same positive evaluation as those ingroup members who
do uphold them. In the context of an intergroup negotiation, ingroup members that
demonstrate behavior that is incongruent with group expectationswill not be perceived
as positively as those who meet the cooperation and loyalty expectations of ingroup
members.

H1 Attitudes about ingroup members who violate group expectations will be lower
than attitudes about ingroup members who adhere to those expectations.

As suggested by Brewer (1999, 2007), ingroup favoritism does not necessarily
result in discrimination against the outgroup. The presence of conflict makes the
ingroup/outgroup comparison more salient, leading an individual to have more pos-
itive and negative affect toward the ingroup and outgroup respectively (Balliet et al.
2014). However, since many negotiation situations may have low levels of conflict,
it is fair to assume that positive ingroup evaluations will generally be stronger than
negative outgroup evaluations (Yamagishi and Mifune 2009). Additionally, in a nego-
tiation there is no expectation that the outgroup will cooperate and agree with the
ingroup, but instead opposite behaviors are likely expected. This creates a situation
where ingroup members should receive a positive intergroup bias, whereby they are
evaluated more favorably relative to members of the outgroup. However, if an ingroup
member does not reciprocate the loyalty, support, and other qualities expected of him,
I predict that the intergroup bias they receive will be significantly lower than that
received by ingroup members who do express such behaviors.

H2 Attitudes about ingroup members—as compared to outgroup members—will be
more negative when ingroup members violate group expectations, than if they adhere
to them.

Since negative attitudes toward the outgroup are not expected to be as strong as
positive attitudes for the ingroup, I expect the impact of breaching group norms to
be harshly detrimental to the ingroup member in relation to the outgroup comparison
(Restubog et al. 2013). Additionally, because the ingroup member is expected to
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Fig. 1 Summary of hypothesized relationships

conform to group norms, while the outgroup member is not, it is conceivable that the
previous bias for the ingroupmemberwill actually become negativewith regards to the
comparison outgroup. Ingroup members are expected to cooperate and be agreeable;
thus, failure to do so may result in feelings of betrayal on the part of the member being
wronged (Sutton and Griffin 2004). However, non-agreement, uncooperativeness, and
even misrepresentation are likely expected from the outgroup member in a negotiation
(Tenbrunsel 1998). Moreover, as mentioned earlier, many negotiations have relatively
low levels of conflict and thus should not create as much outgroup hate. Taken in
conjunction, I propose that ingroup members who fail to meet the expectations of the
group will be evaluated more negatively than members of the outgroup.

H3 Ingroup members who violate group expectations will be evaluated more nega-
tively than members of the outgroup (Fig. 1).
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3 Methods

3.1 Participants

A total of 66 undergraduate business management students from a large university par-
ticipated in this study. Students enrolled in an upper-level management course were
asked to participate in the intergroup negotiation experiment. Participants took part
in a negotiation called the Twin Lakes Mining Company, adapted from Lewicki et al.
(2003). The negotiation involved three integrative issues between town officials and a
mining company. Just under half of the participants received a monetary compensa-
tion equal to half the value negotiated by their group. The remainder of participants
volunteered for the study without any incentive. No significant differences were found
between the two samples.

3.2 Design

Subjectswere randomly assigned to either the treatment or a control group representing
the mining company. Each observation group consisted of a one subject and a confed-
erate recruited from the management department’s graduate school. This method of
using a two-person group consisting of one subject provided control over the exper-
iment, which helps to isolate the effects under investigation. In the treatment group,
halfway through the negotiation, the confederate began to act counter to group expecta-
tions and to concede on issues in ways that were inconsistent with what was discussed
and agreed upon by the subject and confederate in pre-negotiation discussions. In the
control group, the confederate remained in agreement with the subject, sticking to
the group’s strategy throughout the negotiation. After being randomly assigned to a
condition, all subjects were given instructions and a payoff matrix of the negotiation
items and were allowed 10min to discuss a negotiation strategy with their groupmem-
ber. Participants were allowed 30 min to negotiate an agreement on each of the three
issues. After the negotiation experiment, each participant completed a questionnaire
to measure subjects’ evaluations of their ingroup member as well as the outgroup.

3.3 Measures

3.3.1 Ingroup Agreement

This dichotomous independent variable measured the manipulation of whether or not
one’s ingroup member continued to uphold behavior expectations and to persist in
the group’s agreed upon strategy. This variable was dummy-coded 1�deviation from
expectation and 0�agreement. In order to avoid mono-method bias, this variable
indicates which of the two conditions the subject was assigned. A manipulation check
that asked participants to indicate whether their ingroup member adhered to the team’s
negotiation plan also indicated that the treatment was successful.
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3.3.2 Outgroup Evaluation

This dependent variable measures subjects’ attitude about the outgroup, so a com-
parison can be made between out- and ingroup evaluations. To measure outgroup
evaluation, nine items from Jackson’s (2000) 7-point Likert scale of intergroup bias
were used to create a variable that isolates attitudes about outgroup members (α�
.86).

3.3.3 Ingroup Evaluation

To compare subjects’ attitude about ingroup members (ingroup bias) in the control
group to that of the manipulation group, this dependent variable was measured with
nine items from Jackson’s (2000) intergroup bias scale that were used to create a
variable describing attitudes about one’s ingroup member (α� .85).

3.3.4 Intergroup Bias

Jackson’s (2000) eighteen-item measure of intergroup bias was adapted and used to
measure attitude toward one’s ingroup member relative to attitude toward the out-
group. This measure calculates the difference score between two nine-item factors,
representing attitudes toward ingroup members (α� .85) and outgroup members (α�
.86) respectively. These items measured the participants’ evaluation of their ingroup
member and the outgroup in regards to trust, cooperation, liking, honesty, intelligence,
sensitivity, responsibleness, creativity and rudeness. The items were each measured
on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.

4 Results

Table 1 reports themeans, standard deviations, and correlations among variables in the
study. Initial analysis examined whether one’s attitude toward their ingroup member
decreases when that individual did not meet the cooperation and loyalty expected of
them. An analysis of variance was conducted to test the mean difference in ingroup
evaluation between the manipulation and control groups.

Hypothesis 1 predicted that participant’s attitude toward members of their ingroup
would be lower in the manipulation condition (violation of expectation) than in the
control group. A test of participant’s ingroup evaluation, shown in Table 2, revealed
a significantly lower ingroup evaluation value in the manipulation condition, than in
the control group [F(1, 64)�30.924, p < .01], providing support for hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the difference in ingroup evaluation found above, would
not just be reflected in lower levels of evaluation for both parties. Instead, a signif-
icantly lower intergroup bias score, which reflects lower ingroup bias relative to the
outgroup, was predicted. Analysis of variance, displayed in Table 3, revealed a signif-
icant difference in intergroup bias scores for the two conditions [F(1, 64)�28.432, p
< .01]. Thus, strong support was found for hypothesis 2.
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Table 1 Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations

Variable Mean s.d. 1 2 3

1. Ingroup
agreement

0.50 0.50 –

2. Ingroup
evaluation

5.37 1.32 −0.57** –

3. Outgroup
evaluation

5.13 1.18 −0.18 0.71** –

4. Intergroup
bias

0.23 0.97 −0.55** 0.50** −0.26*

*p < .05; **p < .01

Table 2 Analysis of variance results for ingroup member evaluation

Source Sum of squares Degree of
freedom

Mean square F-ratio Significance

Between 36.875 1 36.875 30.924 0.000

Within groups 76.318 64 1.192

Total 113.193 65

Table 3 Analysis of variance results for intergroup bias

Source Sum of squares Degree of
freedom

Mean square F-ratio Significance

Between 18.797 1 18.797 28.432 0.000

Within groups 42.311 64 0.661

Total 10.259 65

Hypothesis 3 predicted that evaluations of ingroup members who fail to uphold
group expectations would be lower than evaluations of the outgroup. This hypothesis
was tested by splitting the sample and analyzing just the manipulation group. A nega-
tive mean (μ�−0.296) intergroup bias score provides initial indication of preference
for the outgroup. A one-tailed t test was conducted to examine whether this negative
intergroup bias is significant. Analysis revealed a significant negative intergroup bias
for ingroup members who violated group expectations (t�−1.849, p < .05). These
results, which are depicted in Fig. 2, suggest that not only does one like an ingroup
member who fails to carry out group expectations less than one who upholds them,
but also actually favors the outgroup above them.

5 General Discussion

Positive bias awarded to ingroup members as a result of social categorization appears
to be dependent on the context and whether ingroup members adhere to the behavioral
expectations developed by a group. Research on SIT has found that categorizing one-
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self as an ingroup member helps develop one’s self-concept and identity (Gardner and
Garr-Schultz 2017), and leads to preferential treatment for others perceived to share
characteristics of a group. The presence of an outgroup also facilitates a preferential
judgment of the ingroup, and sometimes a dislike for members of the outgroup (Jack-
son 2002). The present study extends our understanding of SIT, providing a situation
under which the bias established in existing literature is challenged. Specifically, the
expression of favoritism that is understood to exist among ingroup members is signif-
icantly diminished when an ingroup member fails to adhere to the behavioral norms
adopted by that group.

These results contribute to social identity theory research, by suggesting that adher-
ence to the norms and expectations of a group may be necessary in order to benefit
from ingroup bias. Data from this negotiation experiment show that when expecta-
tions in a social exchange are breached, the ingroup bias phenomenon does not endure.
The literature on SIT has focused primarily on discovering the reasons why ingroups
form (Thomas et al. 2016), explaining why group membership influences individual
favoritism (Iacoviello and Spears 2018), the benefits awarded to ingroup members
(Whitham 2017), and even processes involved in overcoming pitfalls of favoritism
(Saygı et al. 2015; Wagner et al. 2017). While the literature on SIT has a longstanding
prominence in social psychology, our understanding of the conditions under which
common SIT findings do not persist is lacking. The results of the current study aid our
understanding by pointing toward one mechanism that removes ingroup favoritism.
Non-adherence to group expectations simultaneously decreased ingroup bias and even
reversed the relative attitudes for ingroup and outgroupmembers. That conclusion also
contributes to literature on social exchange theory andunmet expectations, demonstrat-
ing outcomes of non-conformity to group expectations and social norms. Behavioral
expectations and norms significantly affect organizational and group behavior, and can
help individuals to adapt to organizational goals in a way that attributes to performance
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(Shah and Jehn 1993). This paper links social exchange literatures and social identity
theory by proposing and testing the relationship between norm adherence and ingroup
bias. According to the current results, when ingroup members fail to uphold expecta-
tions developed by the group, the individual who violates them will be evaluated as
low as or even more negatively than the outgroup.

5.1 Practical Implications

These findings are also very practical for managers. Because trends in the utilization
of teams to carry out tasks continue to grow, so to should our understanding of group
dynamics. A primary responsibility for managers is to ensure that their work groups
are effectively realizing the benefits for which they were formed. The results from
this study submit that team supervisors pay close attention to the social norms that
form within a team and the enactment of those behavioral expectations. Specifically,
managers should make sure norms and expectations developed by work groups are
acknowledged and upheld by all employees.

A central advantage of creating a team is that its members tend to develop favorable
evaluations of each other, which tends to produce positive results. Identification with
ingroup members is positively related to trust that develops within a group (McKnight
et al. 1998) and also directly impacts group creativity (Paulus and Yang 2000) and
performance (van Knippenberg et al. 2004). The importance of trust in a functional
team is practically and empirically significant (Colquitt et al. 2007). Because groups
depend on members to share information with each other, work cooperatively, repre-
sent one another, and be willing to help others in need, the maintenance of trust within
a group is compulsory. In addition to preserving those functions, trust has also been
found to significantly impact group performance (Dirks and Ferrin 2001). This experi-
ment provides evidence that breaking from behavioral expectations greatly diminishes
ingroup bias and therefore identification. The impact that would have on intragroup
trust could weaken the bonds that develop in work teams and have detrimental effects
on group functioning and performance.

In addition to helping to develop trust and strong group performance, bias resulting
from ingroup membership positively impacts employee motivation (Baumeister and
Leary 1995) and citizenship behavior (Van Der Vegt and Bunderson 2005). Many
employees aremotivated by a need for affiliated relationshipswith co-workers. Groups
who share cooperative relationships set the stage for member learning and increased
time spent on a task, as well as performance and motivation (Klein and Pridemore
1992). Those benefits were amplified for individuals who score higher on need for
affiliation. However, even with workers with lower need for affiliation, the social
support provided by cooperative ingroup membership has been found to increase
organizational identification (Wiesenfeld et al. 2001). In order to avoid decreases in
employeemotivation and identification, organizational leaders should try to encourage
cooperation and social support, which should include supporting social norms.

It should also be noted that these expectations fall outside the obligatory behaviors
outlined by group member roles. Since employees are usually aware of the required
conducts of their position, non-adherence is understood to result in penalty, and is
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therefore voluntary. However, social norms are less easily specified and detailed, pro-
viding increased opportunity for involuntarily breaching expectations (Krupka et al.
2016). And while those nonconforming behaviors may not be accompanied by reg-
ulatory penalty, results from this study suggest that it will in fact be penalized. This
suggests that managers pay close attention to the social norms that develop within
workgroups, and that they share these sometimes ambiguous expectations with all
members of the group. This is especially true for new employees who have not helped
shape expected norms; managers should make no assumptions that they will simply
learn the nuances of group expectations while on the job. Another complication of
this recommendation is that managers are not always aware of the social norms of the
teams they oversee. Newly appointed managers, or managers who do not continuously
interactwith groupmembers are not likely to knowor understand the behavioral expec-
tations groups form. If this results from lack of time, then a newmanager would benefit
by attempting to learn such norms. If however it results because of direct contact with
a group or because group members choose not to share these expectations, manager
responses are less straightforward. However, since non-adherence to group norms is
so vital to group performance it is recommended that new managers and employees
get involved with an experienced employee or mentor so social expectations can be
disseminated to all group members. As organizational units are increasingly using vir-
tual teams and other technologies that impact group interactions, we can be sure that
behavioral norms related to those technologies are also evolving. While the nuances
of the potential affect of technology on unmet expectations was not tested in the cur-
rent study, there is evidence that norms develop specifically about technologies, and
that technology use changes some other organizational norms not directly related to
the technologies (Haines et al. 2014). Thus, managers and group leaders should pay
special attention to how technology norms develop and how they are shared among
group members.

In any case, it is usually best to proactively deal with things that may lead to
group dysfunction. Thus, in order to benefit from the potential efficiencies of using
teams, managers should reinforce behaviors that are both congruent and/or incongru-
ent with group expectations. Specifically, by recognizing or rewarding behavior that
is consistent with group norms, a manager can increase the likelihood of that behav-
ior continuing; and by punishing or reprimanding behavior that is inconsistent with
group norms, that behavior is more likely to be discontinued. Additionally, in order
to encourage cohesiveness, all members should be transparent about group norms and
advocate that all adhere to them.

5.2 Limitations

The above study is not without limitations. It is necessary to note that the use of an
undergraduate sample should be considered when generalizing results to work teams
within organizations. However, numerous studies have used undergraduate samples
to examine phenomena and consequences regarding social identity theory (Bartunek
et al. 1975; Eggins et al. 2002; Hogg and Hains 1998), supporting this sample as
dependable.
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While the control offered by the study’s design has its benefits, it also creates a
drawback needing mentioned. A shorter period experiment, such as that used here,
relies on aminimal group paradigm, and thus results in effects of a fairly loose ingroup.
Bymerely working on a common task, subjects likely form bonds that are weaker than
those ofmanycoworker teams that developover a longer duration.The strengthof those
bonds and the accompanying trust may not decline as quickly as subjects taking part
in an experiment. Thus, it would be interesting to see how the behavioral expectations
and social norms of long-standing ingroups are impacted by non-adherence to those
norms. That said, these results are still very applicable for young groups, groups with
new members, as well as the increasing number of groups comprised of temporary
workers. Additionally, research has found that ingroup favoritism results even when
groups are especially “minimal” (Turner 1975).

Another limitation of the study is that demographic variables such as gender and cul-
turewere not used as controls. Since themain objective of the studywas to test whether
the universal phenomenon of ingroup bias is contingent upon acting in accordancewith
norms, the possible affect of demographic characteristics was not examined. However,
future research should examine whether the findings here would vary depending on
different demographic combinations.

6 Conclusion

The goal here was to examine how individual behavior in an intergroup negotiation
influences the phenomenon of social identity and ingroup bias. Specifically, the focus
of this study was to investigate the importance of remaining loyal and acting in accor-
dance with group expectations as well as to examine a consequence for violating group
norms. This study demonstrates that failure to uphold group expectations erodes the
bias normally awarded to ingroup members. Social identity theory describes one’s
tendency to show favoritism to those categorized as being in one’s ingroup. This paper
concludes that this favoritism does not persist when fellow ingroup members do not
adhere to norms developed by the group. Results suggest that the positive bias tradi-
tionally awarded to members of an ingroup, diminishes when group expectations are
violated. When individuals who are expected to remain cooperative and loyal, display
contrary actions, they receive lower evaluations than those who uphold them. Inter-
estingly, those who fail to uphold group expectations receive no preferential treatment
above members of the outgroup, who are expected to be uncooperative and disloyal.
This contradiction to the commonly supported ingroup bias, suggests that there are
situations in which the phenomenon is reversed.
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