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Abstract

A Denomination’s Dealings with Difference:
Considering Recategorization and Mutual Intergroup Differentiation in
the Context of The United Church of Canada

By

Matthew J. Heesing

This thesis, in a novel interdisciplinary fashion, examines The United Church of Canada
(UCC) from a social-psychological framework of Social Identity Theory and
Categorization. Focusing on four broad ingroup-outgroup case studies—ecumenical,
interfaith, overseas mission and First Nations-UCC relations—this study surveys and
subsequently analyzes the UCC’s national discourse and initiatives with respect to two
specific, well-supported strategies for reducing intergroup conflict: Recategorization and
Mutual Intergroup Differentiation. Looking at the denomination’s historical development
through the lens of these social-psychological models not only highlights a normative
pattern of moving from initial positions of ingroup bias to recategorized and mutually
differentiated partnerships, but also proposes new understandings of past, present, and
possible future issues relevant to the UCC.

August 25, 2015
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Introduction
The United Church of Canada (UCC), Canada’s largest Protestant denomination from
1925 to the present, has played a significant role in the history of the country and wider
Christianity.! Formed by the amalgamation of four Canadian denominations—Methodist,
Presbyterian, Congregationalist and independent Local Union churches—and joined later
by the Evangelical United Brethren Church, the UCC is both “uniquely Canadian and

unique within Canada.”

Its governance structures, liberal stances, and autonomy from
other global ecclesial bodies distinguish the UCC from other denominations within
Canada; its roots and prominent roles in Canadian history, identity, and politics showcase
the UCC’s pointedly Canadian character. Even a cursory look at the UCC’s ninety years,
to expand on the latter, shows a clear and mutually-formative relationship with the wider
social imaginary of Canada: from “influencing foreign and domestic policy, provoking
public debate, and shaping the moral character of many Canadian citizens,” in the words of

Don Schweitzer, to consistently striving to adapt and address shifting Canadian issues and

contexts.” Despite facing an uncertain future," given drastically diminishing membership

" “Since its founding...the denomination consistently commanded at least the nominal allegiance of more
Canadians than any other Protestant church.” Kevin N. Flatt, After Evangelicalism: The Sixties and the
United Church of Canada (Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2013), 3.

? Don Schweitzer, introduction to The United Church of Canada: A History, ed. Don Schweitzer (Waterloo,
Ont.: Wilfred Laurier University Press, 2012), xiv. As C.T. Mclntire notes, the role of the Local Union
Churches in the UCC’s formation and inauguration has often been overlooked throughout the
denomination’s discourse and symbolism; see C. T. Mclntire, “Unity Among Many: The Formation of The
United Church of Canada, 1899-1930,” in The United Church of Canada: A History, ed. Don Schweitzer
(Waterloo, Ont.: Wilfred Laurier University Press, 2012), 8. It should also be noted that not all Canadian
Presbyterians were included in the act of Union: 784 Presbyterian congregations (or seventeen percent)
controversially chose “non-concurrent” status and sought to continue the Presbyterian Church of Canada as a
separate denomination. See ibid., 8-10. The Evangelical United Brethren amalgamated with the UCC in
1968; see Sandra Beardsall, “‘And Whether Pigs Have Wings’: The United Church in the 1960°s,” in The
United Church of Canada: A History, ed. Don Schweitzer, 97-118 (Waterloo, Ont.: Wilfred Laurier
University Press, 2012), 98.

3 Schweitzer, introduction, xii. Cf. Flatt, After Evangelicalism, 1.



numbers over the last half-century,’ the UCC persists as a binding agent and common
institutional identity for over three thousand congregations across the country.®

With the motto “That All May Be One,”’ the denomination encompasses an internal
spectrum of perspectives alongside increasingly appreciative relationships with various
‘outsiders,’ all while striving to be a “united and uniting church” in a progressively
pluralistic Canadian context.® For some, these internal and external dynamics represent a
divided church destined to fail, if not already rendered asunder by irreconcilable opinions

and overly ambiguous boundaries;’ others proudly celebrate the vast and inclusive array of

* Don Schweitzer, “The Changing Social Imaginary of the United Church of Canada,” in The United Church
of Canada: A History, ed. Don Schweitzer (Waterloo, Ont.: Wilfred Laurier University Press, 2012), 288.

> As Kenneth Bagnell summarizes, the UCC “[dropped] from roughly 1,064,000 members in 1965 to just
under 464,000 in 2012. The rate of decline is accelerating.” Kenneth Bagnell, “Canada’s Church,”” United
Church Observer, April 2014, last accessed March 27, 2015, http://www.ucobserver.org/culture/2014/-
04/canada_church/. UCC membership numbers for every decade can be found at the beginning of each
chapter in Don Schweitzer, ed., The United Church of Canada: A History (Waterloo, Ont.: Wilfred Laurier
University Press, 2012).

% The United Church of Canada, “Welcome to the United Church of Canada,” last modified July 30, 2014,
www.united-church.ca/welcome.

7 An English translation of the Latin phrase “ut omnes unum sint,” taken from John 17:21, this phrase is
found within the UCC crest; see The United Church of Canada, “History: United Church Crest,” last
modified February 26, 2014, http://www.united-church.ca/history/crest. This passage also played a
prominent role in the 1925 Inauguration service; see Mclntire, “Unity Among Many,” 7.

¥ The phrase “united and uniting church” was first used in The United Church of Canada, Year Book and
Record of Proceedings (1928) (Toronto: The United Church of Canada, 1928), 80.

? As John Webster Grant wrote a quarter century ago, “...after 65 years of union the United Church seems
less united than ever before. Our current disagreements have brought to light such a diversity of conviction
and such an intensity of emotion that pain, alienation, and a measure of schism have been the only possible
results. What can be done in such a situation? Unanimity is not an immediate prospect, and in any case,
union was never intended to guarantee it.” John Webster Grant et al., Voices and Visions: 65 Years of the
United Church of Canada, ed. Peter Gordon White (Toronto: The United Church Publishing House, 1990),
148.



voices as a rich blessing rather than a burden.'’ In any case, when it comes to the UCC,
one finds a fascinating, counter-intuitive, and uncommon social phenomenon: whereas
many groups and organizations, in an effort to establish and maintain unity, usually
emphasize the similarities within and maximize the differences without, the UCC—on the
whole—represents an alternative approach. Inside the denomination, distinctiveness is
accepted, even valorized, over uniformity; outside, similarities are accentuated and
differences respected. Naturally, such a sweeping statement involves both exceptions,
formally or not, and instances where reality may not match denominational ideals. Overall,
however, clear patterns are observable within the UCC’s history and discourse that deviate
from the concept, processes, and norms of categorization proposed by Henri Tajfel et al. in
their social-psychological analyses.

As Social Categorization and subsequent, complementary theories of Social Identity
and Self-Categorization suggest, the natural tendency to create and maintain collective
distinctiveness often leads to aversive or obvious manifestations of intergroup bias and
conflict."! Nevertheless, acknowledging the near-inevitable, unavoidable development of
group distinctions, sociologists have noticed multiple strategies to diminish ‘us vs. them’

attitudes and bias. Primarily, these include the well-attested ideas of decategorization,

10 See, for example, the sentiment expressed by Rob Fennell, ed., Intercultural Visions: Called to Be the
Church (Toronto: United Church Publishing House, 2012), v: “What an amazing, diverse, blessed
denomination we are as The United Church of Canada!”

' As John F. Dovidio and Samuel L. Gaertner, along with Joel Kovel, explain, “aversive,” or indirect,
racism “represents a subtle, often unintentional, form of bias” as opposed to “blatant,” direct, “old fashioned”
racial prejudice; see Samuel L. Gaertner and John F. Dovidio, Reducing Intergroup Bias: The Common
Ingroup Identity Model, Essays in Social Psychology (Ann Arbor, MI: Sheridan Books, 2000), 3, and 17-20.
See also John F. Dovidio and Samuel L. Gaertner, “On the Nature of Contemporary Prejudice: The Causes,
Consequences, and Challenges of Aversive Racism” in Confronting Racism: The Problem and the Response,
eds. J. Eberhardt and S. T. Fiske, 3-32 (Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 1998) and J. Kovel, White Racism: A
Psychohistory (New York: Pantheon, 1970).



recategorization, and mutual intergroup differentiation.'* The latter two methods will form
insightful frameworks for understanding and analyzing how the UCC has engaged with
other, ‘outsider’ groups and reduced intergroup bias over the decades. Detailed below,
these concepts are detectable in the UCC’s dealings with external difference; at the same
time, since no model corresponds exactly between the isolated laboratory and complexities
of life, how the UCC has uniquely embodied and stretched these ideas also offers insight.

Ungquestionably, an exhaustive examination is impossible for a study of this size.
Therefore, the key focus will be four case studies of the UCC’s interactions with out-
groups in areas of ecumenism, interfaith, overseas mission, and relations with First
Nations. This thesis will argue that the UCC’s normative pattern is to move from initial
positions of ingroup bias to recategorized and mutually differentiated partnerships. No
scholarly literature interprets the UCC from this perspective: while publications have
addressed aspects of the UCC’s ethos and past, and the church’s own governing councils
have recognized distinct areas of concern, there is notable silence when it comes to
holistically understanding the issue of insiders and outsiders from an angle of
categorization.'” In fact, though well-established and accepted within the discipline of
social psychology, the theories outlined earlier are only beginning to be applied to

.. 14 . . . . . . .
religion.  As a result, a perceived area for examination is evident: one in which the UCC’s

"2 E.g. Samuel L. Gaertner et al., “Reducing Intergroup Conflict: From Superordinate Goals to
Decategorization, Recategorization, and Mutual Differentiation,” Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and
Practice 4 no. 1 (2000): 101.

"3 For a sample of popular and scholarly publications on the UCC, see Schweitzer, introduction, xii-xiii.

" Philip F. Esler’s work, while situated in a temporal and geographical context completely removed from
contemporary Christian movements, demonstrates a recent application of social psychology theory—
particularly recategorization—in the area of religious studies. For example, Esler suggests,
“‘recategorization,’ the ‘common ingroup identity model,” offers useful insights into understanding how Paul

8



particular identity, evolution, and approaches play a unique role, and appear to both reflect
and minimally diverge from social-psychological models and expectations.

Admittedly far from comprehensive, this preliminary springboard for further analysis
will unpack the UCC’s interaction with out-groups in three parts: the first part will offer an
explanation and overview of the social-psychological frameworks to be referenced and
applied, including categorization, Social Identity Theory, and the two specific models of
recategorization and mutual intergroup differentiation; next, using primary sources,
historical shifts or events, and secondary documents, the second part will provide a survey
presentation of the UCC’s intertwined and fluctuating relationships with the four
aforementioned case studies. Finally, tying the previous two chapters together, a third
chapter will explore the overarching question of this thesis: how has the UCC
demonstrated or contested—intentionally or not—social-psychological models of
recategorization and mutual intergroup differentiation in its dealings with difference?
Furthermore, in addition to noting issues of receptivity and effectiveness, what pitfalls and

possibilities might such approaches pose for the denomination’s future?

crafts his argument in [the Biblical book] Romans.” Philip F. Esler, Conflict and Identity in Romans: The
Social Setting of Paul’s Letter (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 2003), 30. Closer to the current era,
Ysseldyk et al.’s article “Religiosity as Identity: Toward an Understanding of Religion From a Social
Identity Perspective” shows an increasing consideration of religion’s role and function from sociological
frameworks. As the authors note, “although considerable research has focused on social identities based on
race...gender...and nationality...fewer studies have evaluated the psychosocial implications of a social
identity from religion.” Renate Ysseldyk et al., “Religiosity as Identity: Toward an Understanding of
Religion From a Social Identity Perspective,” Personality and Social Psychology Review 14 (2010): 60.



Chapter I: Social Psychological Method and Models

Social Groups and Categorization

In order to analyze the UCC’s interactions with outgroups from the framework of social
psychology, and specifically explore points of intersection with recategorization and
mutual intergroup differentiation, an initial understanding of groups, categorization, and
ingroup bias is required. Within social-psychological literature, the idea of ‘groups’

. . . . . 1
carries, as Rupert Brown notes, a “wide diversity of meanings.”" Inter-dependent

16

definitions include crucial factors such as sharing a “common fate,” " to operating within

1 .. . . 1 .
»!7 to consisting of “face to face interaction.”'® Taking

an established “social structure,
broader embodied and imagined identifications of ethnicity or nationality, among other
markers, into account, many theorists extend understandings of groups to include an
assortment of self-categorizations.'” According to John C. Turner, groups form when “two

C g . . . )
or more individuals...perceive themselves to be members of the same social category.”*’

'S Rupert Brown, Group Processes: Dynamics Within and Between Groups, 2™ ed. (Malden, MA: Blackwell
Publishers, 2000), 2.

' E.g. K. Lewin, Resolving Social Conflicts (New York: Harper and Row, 1948); D. T. Campbell, “Common
Fate, Similarity, and Other Indices of the Status of Aggregates of Persons as Social Entities,” Behavioral
Science 3 (1958): 14-25.

'7E.g. M. Sherif and C. W. Sherif, Social Psychology (New York: Harper and Row, 1969).

'8 E.g. R. F. Bales, Interaction Process Analysis: A Method for the Study of Small Groups (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1950), cited in Brown, Group Processes, 3.

' Brown, Group Processes, 3. For the notion of “imagined” communal identification, see Benedict
Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism, rev. ed. (New
York: Verso, 1991).

2% John C. Turner, “Towards a Cognitive Redefinition of the Social Group,” in Social Identity and Intergroup
Relations, ed. Henri Tajfel, 15-40 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), 15. “This definition,”
Turner continues, “stresses that members of a social group seem often to share no more than a collective
perception of their own social unity and yet this seems to be sufficient for them to act as a group” and thus
“can be described as the Social Identification model.” Ibid. See also Michael A. Hogg and Dominic Abrams,

10



In the context of discussing relations between groups, however, Brown proposes a caveat
to Turner’s oft-cited definition: “a group exists when two or more people define
themselves as members of it and when its existence is recognized by at least one other.””!
Such a collective conceptualization and cognitive identification is—according to Brown—
the “crucial necessary condition” for understanding groups: a criterion that consequently
includes small microstructures with a minimal number of connected members, to massive,
formal institutions and organizations like, for the purpose of this study, the UCC.**

This perceptual approach to groups is contingent on the natural process of social
categorization, which Brown calls “the foundation stone of all intergroup behavior.”* A
cognitive ‘shortcut,” in a sense, categorization is the way in which individuals—often
subconsciously—efficiently perceive, come to terms with, and understand others around
them, automatically classifying “those they encounter into groups based on age, race,

nationality, and other categories.”**

In the face of experiencing an infinite number of
unique events and people, social categorization functions as a fundamental, inevitable tool

for human interaction and communication:> as Gordon W. Allport once noted, “The

Social Identifications: A Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations and Group Processes (London:
Routledge, 1998), 21: “Self-categorization is the process which transforms individuals into groups.”

! Brown, Group Processes, 3, emphasis added.

22 Ibid., 4. See also Hogg and Abrams, Social Identifications, 106: “For the social identity approach, a
collection of individuals (and here there is absolutely no theoretical restriction on number) becomes a group
to the extent that it exhibits group behavior.” Cf. William Bezdek, “Groups,” in The Concise Encyclopedia of
Sociology, eds. George Ritzer and J. Michael Ryan, 273-74 (Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2011).

2 Brown, Group Processes, 264.

* Donelson R. Forsyth, Group Dynamics, 6™ ed. (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Cengage Learning, 2014), 89.
On the usefulness of categorization in social interactions, G. W. Allport says, “...the category enables us
quickly to identify a related object.” Gordon W. Allport, The Nature of Prejudice (1954; repr. Cambridge:
Perseus Books, 1979), 21.

2 Hogg and Abrams, Social Identifications, 19, inter alia.

11



human mind must think with the aid of categories.... We cannot possibly avoid this
process.”*® Far from simply at-a-distance, objective evaluations, the prejudgments of
social categorization naturally involve a personal insertion and association: individuals
classify others along with themselves, typically comprehending the former from the
perspective of the familiar ingroup identity.”” A considerable usefulness of categories,

then, is in the delineation of “those who belong and those who do not”;28 in other words,

categorization draws a distinction between ingroups and outgroups, “us” and “them.”*
At its most basic level, this is where ingroup bias begins: the recognition of two
differentiated groups, and the identification of the self with one or the other. Rarely
neutral, this value-laden ordering process frequently reflects a favorable predisposition
towards the ingroup.”® As displayed in numerous studies and experiments by Tajfel et al.

on the subject of minimal groups, no obvious cause, history, or competitive environment

of conflict is necessary for feelings of ingroup favoritism. The sole categorical

2% Allport, The Nature of Prejudice, 71.

" Hogg and Abrams, Social Identifications, 21: “...the categorization of people is rarely, if ever, conducted
in the dispassionate and objective manner.... The categorization of people—social categorization—is
overwhelmingly with reference to self.... People tend to classify others on the basis of their similarities and
differences to self; they constantly perceive others as members of the same category as self (ingroup
members) or as members of a different category to self (outgroup members).” Paraphrasing the German of
Regina Borschel, Die Konstruktion einer christlichen Identitat: Paulus und die Gemeinde von Thessalonich
in ihrer hellenistish-romischen Umwelt (Berlin and Vienna: Philo, 2001), Esler reminds readers that the
“foundational concept [of social-psychological work on “identity”] is that of difference as constituting
identity, since something only is to the extent that it is distinguished from something else.” Esler, Conflict
and Identity, 19.

® Brown, Group Processes, 266.

29 Or, as Gaertner and Dovidio also call it, “the ‘we’s’ and the ‘they’s’” in Gaertner and Dovidio, Reducing
Intergroup Bias, 36. See also: Samuel L. Gaertner and John F. Dovidio, “Categorization, Recategorization,
and Intergroup Bias,” in On the Nature of Prejudice: Fifty Years After Allport, eds. John F. Dovidio, Peter

Glick, and Laurie A. Rudman, 71-88 (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2005), 73-74 and Hogg and Abrams, Social

Identifications, 14: “Categories do not exist in isolation. A category is only such in contrast with another.”

30 E.g. Gaertner and Dovidio, “Categorization,” 75.

12



establishment and perception of two distinct—even if plainly ad hoc—groups is sufficient
for fostering ingroup focused activity,”' manifesting itself in various observable actions
such as reward allocation or averse prejudice.** Over the course of categorization, two
further processes occur: similarities are emphasized within each separate group—with
actual diversity perceptually disregarded—and differences between groups are sharpened,
“exaggerated and overgeneralized.”’ Labeled, respectively, by Brown as “assimilation”
and “accentuation,” these parallel movements frequently rely on, deploy, and perpetuate
malleable stereotypes contingent on social contexts.** Such stereotypes, acting as “social
categorical judgments,” classify people from the standpoint of certain group prototypes
rather than as separate individuals.?® Through all of this, group identity and categorical
difference are asserted, with a clear line drawn between insiders and outsiders.

An oft-cited and influential social experiment regarding intergroup bias is the Robbers
Cave study conducted in 1954 by Muzafer Sherif et al. What appeared, on the surface, as a

typical summer camp for two groups of eleven-year old boys, was, in fact, a carefully

3! The “minimal group paradigm” was first devised and published in Henri Tajfel, “Experiments in
Intergroup Discrimination,” Scientific American 223 (1970): 96-102; see also Henri Tajfel, “Social
Psychology of Intergroup Relations,” Annual Review of Psychology 33 (1982): 1-39; John C. Turner, “Social
Categorization and Social Discrimination in the Minimal Group Paradigm,” in Differentiation Between
Social Groups, ed. Henri Tajfel, 101-33 (London: Academic Press, 1978), among others.

32 See the extensive list of ingroup favoritism effects and supporting experiments in Gaertner and Dovidio,
Reducing Intergroup Bias, 38-39, including reward allocation, esteem, product evaluation, empathy,
cognitive encoding and memory, language (e.g. collective pronouns) and the “ultimate attributional error”
(citing T. F. Pettigrew, “The Ultimate Attribution Error: Extending Allport’s Cognitive Analysis of
Prejudice,” Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 55 [1979]: 461-76), where negative behavior is more
easily associated with outgroup members.

33 Samuel L. Gaertner et al., “Reducing Intergroup Conflict,” 100. Cf. Brown, Group Processes, 264.
3 Brown, Group Processes, 264. Accentuation, or “contrast,” according to Brown, is a “sharpening of the
perceived differences between categories”; assimilation is “a leveling of the distinctions within categories.”

Ibid.

3% Esler, Conflict and Identity, 21.
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planned and monitored field study of group dynamics. As soon as either group of boys
became aware of the other, intergroup conflict—explicit and implicit—ensued: alongside
organized competitive activities between the two teams, verbal insults, cabin raids, fights,
and property destruction demonstrated both ingroup favoritism and outgroup hostility.*°
Originally, Sherif and his colleagues focused on the functional relation between groups,
and the almost-automatic animosity arising out of competitive-oriented encounters, also
known as realistic conflict theory.’” Operating from a perspective of social categorization
and social identity theory (the latter elaborated on below), Gaertner et al. also note “the
mere delineation of an in-group and an out-group, independent of and before competition,
was sufficient to instigate intergroup biases,”® tensions especially evident in recorded
derogatory comments among campers preceding the actual physical encounter of their
respective ‘rivals.” The Robbers Cave study, and its controlled interaction of two randomly
formed groups, indicates the natural tendency to create and maintain group distinctiveness,
and the intergroup conflict that may result.

Social Identity Theory

From the 1970s onward, social psychologists sought and proposed a more satisfactory

explanation for the phenomenon of in-group bias between even the most basic group

3 M. Sherif et al., Intergroup Conflict and Cooperation: The Robbers Cave Experiment (Norman: University
of Oklahoma Book Exchange, 1961). The copy consulted for this literature review is an authorized facsimile

by microfilm-xerography by University Microfilms International, Ann Arbor, M1, 1977. For a few examples

of competitive and hostile behavior between camper groups, see ibid., 95, 98, 101, 108 and 109. Cf. a helpful
overview of the same intergroup conflict in Forsyth, Group Dynamics, 470.

3" Hogg and Abrams, Social Identifications, 43-44; Gaertner and Dovidio, Reducing Intergroup Bias, 38.

3% Gaertner and Dovidio, Reducing Intergroup Bias, 38; See also Brown, Group Processes, 247.

14



divisions.”” As demonstrated in earlier studies, such as the Robbers Cave experiment and
Leon Festinger’s social comparison theory in the 1950s,*" along with later minimal-group
scenarios created and analyzed by Tajfel and Turner, individuals in groups, even with no
interpersonal connection or meaning existing within and between them, still tended to
favor fellow members.*' The development of social identity theory, primarily by Tajfel
and Turner, offers convincing—even if continually modified—insights into the cognitive
motivations guiding these apparently instinctive, minimally prompted attitudes and
expressions of in-group bias. A non-reductionist approach to group processes and
intergroup relations, as opposed to the structuralist, social cohesion model of Sherif and
others,*” social identity theory is “concerned with the ways in which the members of one
group seek to differentiate it from other groups so as to achieve a positive self-identity.”*’
This sense of positive self-identity is essential to social identity theory: due to a need for

social affirmation and elevated self-esteem, members of groups will seek out favorable

comparisons with outgroups, what Tajfel calls “the establishment of positive

39 Esler, Conflict and Identity, 19-20; Brown, Group Processes, 311-15.

0. Festinger, “A Theory of Social Comparison Processes,” Human Relations 7 (1954): 117-40. However,
as Hogg and Abrams note, the term “social comparison,” as used and understood in social identity theory, is
slightly different than that of Festinger, but nonetheless coincides and overlaps in certain areas; see Hogg and
Abrams, Social Identifications, 22-23.

I See note 32 above.

*2 Hogg and Abrams provide an overview of social identity theory’s structuralist “progenitors” in Hogg and
Abrams, Social Identifications, 14-17. In specific reference to Sherif, see Marilynn B. Brewer,
“Superordinate Goals Versus Superordinate Identity As Bases of Intergroup Cooperation,” in Social Identity
Processes: Trends in Theory and Research, eds. Dora Capozza and Rupert Brown (London: SAGE

Publications, 2000), 117-18.

* Esler, Conflict and Identity, 20.
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2944

distinctiveness.”"" Stated otherwise, the personal motivation of self-worth means

accentuating distinctiveness through intergroup comparisons in ways that reflect positively

on the ingroup. Ingroup bias, “stressing the relative superiority”*

of one group to another,
is a consistent consequence of this search for self-esteem within the categorical
identification side of the social continuum.*® Brown notes, “there 1s no lack of research
demonstrating people’s readiness to engage in intergroup comparisons, and, more often
than not, these comparisons result in the ingroup being viewed more favourable than the
outgroup.”’ Marilynn B. Brewer’s optimal distinctiveness theory also supports this
notion, since regarding one’s ingroup as particularly positive and apart from surrounding
outgroups strikes a balance between two crucial components of individual identity: the
desires to both belong and be unique from others.*® Yet, as Gaertner and John F. Dovidio
note, “one consequence of this process can be intergroup bias.”*’

The notion of intergroup bias itself continues to be nuanced and clarified. While

outgroup hostility can subsequently emerge quite easily, especially in situations of

resource competition or conflict, “the type of bias due largely to categorization alone

* Henri Tajfel, “The Achievement of Group Differentiation,” in Differentiation Between Social Groups, ed.
Henri Tajfel, 77-98 (London: Academic Press, 1978), 83. While the edition consulted for research reads “the
establishment of psychological distinctiveness,” this is the quotation consistently found and attributed in later
literature.

3 Forsyth, Group Dynamics, 92.

4 «Continuum” vocabulary, in this context, comes from John C. Turner et al., Rediscovering the Social
Group. A Self-Categorization Theory (Oxford: Blackwell, 1987), vii.

4" Brown, Group Processes, 312, alluding to B. Mullen et al., “Ingroup Bias as a Function of Salience,
Relevance, and Status: An Integration,” in FEuropean Journal of Social Psychology 22 (1992): 103-22.

* Marilynn B. Brewer, “The Social Self: On Being the Same and Different At the Same Time,” Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin 17 (1991): 475-82. Cf. Gaertner and Dovidio, “Categorization,” 74.

* Gaertner and Dovidio, “Categorization,” 74.
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primarily represents a pro-ingroup orientation.”*® Rather than intentionally antagonistic
discrimination of outgroup individuals, the intergroup bias initiated by social identity and
categorization processes—for the most part—reflects a “preference for ingroup

members.”"

Ingroup favoritism can be evidenced in overall attitudes, reward distribution,
assessment of products, and semantic priming.’* Prosocial behavior—such as empathy—is
also “offered more readily to ingroup...members.”>® David A. Schroeder et al. observed
that, when it comes to sharing scarce resources, individuals often show more restraint and
cooperation with insiders than with outsiders.* An experiment by Miles Hewstone
demonstrates additional expressions of ingroup favoritism: while positive descriptors,
explanations, and outcomes are usually used to describe ingroup members, the
personalities of outgroup members are inversely oriented around negative impressions.>
Due to different levels of cognitive encoding when it comes to actions of outgroup and

ingroup members, suggests A. Maas and associates, stereotypes can be difficult to adjust

or overcome.® All of this confirms earlier meta-analysis of intergroup literature by

* Ibid., 75.

*! Gaertner and Dovidio, Reducing Intergroup Bias, 40, cf. Marilynn B. Brewer, “Ingroup Bias in the
Minimal Intergroup Situation: A Cognitive-Motivational Analysis,” Psychological Bulletin 86 (1979): 307-
24.

>2 See note 32 above.

53 Gaertner and Dovidio, “Categorization,” 50.

*D. A. Schroeder et al., Psychology of Helping and Altruism: Problems and Puzzles (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1995).

>3 Miles Hewstone, “The “ultimate attribution error?” A Review of the Literature on Intergroup Attributions,”
European Journal of Social Psychology 20 (1990): 311-35.

%% A. Maas, R. Ceccarelli, and S. Rudin, “Linguistic Intergroup Bias: Evidence for In-group-protective

motivation,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 71 (1996): 512-26, referenced in Gaertner and
Dovidio, “Categorization,” 75.
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Brewer, which proposed that bias from categorization was primarily rooted in ingroup
affirmation over outgroup eschewal.”’ “Nevertheless,” Gaertner and Dovidio importantly
note, “disadvantaged status due to preferential treatment over another can be as pernicious
as discrimination based on anti-outgroup orientations.”*® Likewise, what categorization
may initially birth as ingroup bias and preference can, depending on the environment,
effortlessly evolve into explicit intergroup animosity and conflict.”

Given their necessary, inevitable nature and central role in producing ingroup
preference, social categorization processes are often seen as an origin point for
ameliorating group relations. Recognizing the unavoidable reality of intergroup
distinctions, social identity theorists have recommended certain strategies either to reduce
or redirect the resulting bias, or to redraw the very boundaries perceived and established
between different groups. Three broad approaches have received “substantial empirical
attention”: decategorization, recategorization, and mutual intergroup differentiation.®® All
three independent but complementary concepts are contingent on the central assumption
2561

that “it may not be feasible to short-circuit the social categorization process altogether.

Whereas the first two, in the words of Gaertner and Dovidio, count on influencing the

7 Brewer, “Ingroup Bias.”

% Gaertner and Dovidio, “Categorization,” 75. See also Gaertner and Dovidio, Reducing Intergroup Bias,

20: “The consequences of bias due to pro-ingroup intentions are not necessarily more benign than bias driven
by anti-outgroup intentions.”

> For example, in speaking of racial discrimination, Gaertner and Dovidio write, “Although other factors
beyond mere social categorization are important in shaping racial attitudes, initial levels of ingroup
favoritism may chart the course for the more ready acceptance of negative feelings and beliefs.” See
Gaertner and Dovidio, Reducing Intergroup Bias, 19-20.

5 Gaertner, “Reducing Intergroup Conflict,” 101.

1 Ibid.
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levels of “category inclusiveness people use when categorizing other people, including
themselves,”*> mutual intergroup differentiation seeks to transform initially threatening
intergroup relationships into partnerships of cooperative and appreciative
interdependence.®® The micro-scale nature of decategorization, dependent on “personalized

765 makes the

interactions™® or appreciating group members as “separate individuals,
model fairly unworkable for surveying a large social group. This study will accordingly
rely on recategorization and mutual intergroup differentiation as lenses for analyzing the

UCC’s relationships with various outgroups.

Recategorization and Mutual Intergroup Differentiation

Whereas decategorization aims at eliminating social categories, theorists such as
Gaertner and Dovidio have advocated for an alternative approach, commonly called
recategorization: to redraw the boundaries between two groups so as to encompass both
within a single superordinate identity.®® One of the first to suggest this method—even if
not under its currently accepted nomenclature—was R. D. Minard in 1952, who

demonstrated how black and white coal miners, usually at odds above ground, united as a

% Ibid.
63 Gaertner and Dovidio, Reducing Intergroup Bias, 40.

54 Ibid., 42-44. See Marilynn B. Brewer and N. Miller, “Beyond the Contact Hypothesis: Theoretical
Perspectives on Desegregation,” in Groups in Contact: The Psychology of Desegregation, eds. N. Miller and
Marilynn B. Brewer, 281-302 (Orlando: Academic Press, 1984). An overview of decategorization’s
development can be found in N. Miller, “Personalization and the Promise of Contact Theory,” Journal of
Social Issues 58 (2002): 387-410.

55 Gaertner and Dovidio, Reducing Intergroup Bias, 42-44. See D. A. Wilder, “Perceiving Persons as a
Group: Categorization and Intergroup Relations,” in Cognitive Processes in Stereotyping and Intergroup
Behavior, ed. D. L. Hamilton, 213-57 (Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 1981). Cf. Forsyth, Group Dynamics, 496-7
and Brown, Group Processes, 347-49.

% Gaertner and Dovidio, Reducing Intergroup Bias, 42, 46-49; Forsyth, Group Dynamics, 497.
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single ingroup while working together in a perilous environment.®” Allport, in a 1954
study, implied similar ideas through a diagram depicting “circles of inclusion.”®® Raising
awareness of an individual’s potential and increasingly expansive ingroups, he paved the
way for others like Doise,69 Brown and Turner,70 and Gaertner et al., and the recognition
that, in structuring higher levels of category inclusiveness, previous outgroups can be
incorporated into a superordinate category. Once outsiders, newly included members now
receive the benefits of ingroup bias, such as “more empathetic, ...cooperative,” and
positive behaviors.”" In this way, intergroup conflict is reduced without ignoring the
inevitability of categorization.’

One prominent development within the recategorization approach is Gaertner and
Dovidio’s Common Ingroup Identity Model. Extensively and consistently supported

. . 44 - .
through complex lab experiments,”® business mergers,’* high school environments,”” and

7R. D. Minard, “Race Relationships in the Pocahontas Coal Field,” Journal of Social Issues 8 (1952): 29-
44, summarized in Esler, Conflict and Identity, 29.

5 Allport, The Nature of Prejudice, 43-46. The explicit association of Allport with the future development of
recategorization is in—among others—Gaertner et al., “Reducing Intergroup Conflict,” 102 and Gaertner
and Dovidio, “Categorization,” 77-79.

% E.g. W. Doise, Groups and Individuals: Explanations in Social Psychology (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1978).

""E.g. R. J. Brown and John C. Turner, “Interpersonal and Intergroup Behavior,” in Intergroup Behavior,
eds. John C. Turner and H. Giles, 33-64 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981).

! Gaertner and Dovidio, “Categorization,” 77; John F. Dovi