
www.ssoar.info

Special Issue on Intergroup Emotions: Introduction
Giner-Sorolla, Roger; Mackie, Diane M.; Smith, Eliot R.

Postprint / Postprint
Zeitschriftenartikel / journal article

Zur Verfügung gestellt in Kooperation mit / provided in cooperation with:
www.peerproject.eu

Empfohlene Zitierung / Suggested Citation:
Giner-Sorolla, R., Mackie, D. M., & Smith, E. R. (2007). Special Issue on Intergroup Emotions: Introduction. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 10(1), 5-8. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430206071661

Nutzungsbedingungen:
Dieser Text wird unter dem "PEER Licence Agreement zur
Verfügung" gestellt. Nähere Auskünfte zum PEER-Projekt finden
Sie hier: http://www.peerproject.eu Gewährt wird ein nicht
exklusives, nicht übertragbares, persönliches und beschränktes
Recht auf Nutzung dieses Dokuments. Dieses Dokument
ist ausschließlich für den persönlichen, nicht-kommerziellen
Gebrauch bestimmt. Auf sämtlichen Kopien dieses Dokuments
müssen alle Urheberrechtshinweise und sonstigen Hinweise
auf gesetzlichen Schutz beibehalten werden. Sie dürfen dieses
Dokument nicht in irgendeiner Weise abändern, noch dürfen
Sie dieses Dokument für öffentliche oder kommerzielle Zwecke
vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, aufführen, vertreiben oder
anderweitig nutzen.
Mit der Verwendung dieses Dokuments erkennen Sie die
Nutzungsbedingungen an.

Terms of use:
This document is made available under the "PEER Licence
Agreement ". For more Information regarding the PEER-project
see: http://www.peerproject.eu This document is solely intended
for your personal, non-commercial use.All of the copies of
this documents must retain all copyright information and other
information regarding legal protection. You are not allowed to alter
this document in any way, to copy it for public or commercial
purposes, to exhibit the document in public, to perform, distribute
or otherwise use the document in public.
By using this particular document, you accept the above-stated
conditions of use.

Diese Version ist zitierbar unter / This version is citable under:
https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-228108

http://www.ssoar.info
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430206071661
http://www.peerproject.eu
http://www.peerproject.eu
https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:0168-ssoar-228108


Group Processes &
Intergroup Relations

2007 Vol 10(1) 5–8

Special Issue on Intergroup 
Emotions: Introduction

Roger Giner-Sorolla
University of Kent

Diane M. Mackie
University of California, Santa Barbara

Eliot R. Smith
University of Indiana

Author’s note
Address correspondence to Roger Giner-
Sorolla, Centre for the Study of Group 
Processes, Department of Psychology, 
University of Kent, Canterbury, 
Kent CT2 7NP, UK [email: rsg@kent.ac.uk]

Copyright © 2006 SAGE Publications
(London, Thousand Oaks, CA and New Delhi)

10:1; 5–8; DOI: 10.1177/1368430206071661

It is hard to imagine studying the psychology 
of intergroup relations without a theory of 
group-based emotions. The everyday language 
of social issues, after all, betrays the importance 
of emotion in both intergroup prejudice and 
intragroup cohesion: ‘hate crime’, ‘Black pride’, 
‘guilty liberals’, ‘homophobia’, ‘Islamophobia’, 
‘angry White males’, ‘name and shame’, and 
lest we forget the etymology of this last highly 
charged term, ‘terrorism’. Yet it is only in the 
past 15 years that theory and research on the 
interface between emotions and groups has 
really taken off in social psychology. A look 
at current journals and conference programs 
leaves no doubt that group-based emotions are 
a vigorously studied topic today. Nevertheless, as 
with any rapidly advancing topic, there is obvious 
room for further expansion, consolidation, 
and creativity, and each of the eight articles we 
have chosen for this special issue illustrates this 
point admirably.

A quick look at the reference and introduction 
sections of these articles shows the widespread 
infl uence of two theoretical frameworks con-
necting emotions and groups. One of these, 
intergroup emotion theory (IET; Smith, 1993; 
Mackie, Devos, & Smith, 2000; Mackie & Smith, 
2002), addresses how, when and why individuals 
will feel specifi c emotions in reaction to events 

that bear upon social groups. IET combines in-
sights from appraisal theory and social identity 
theory. Specifi cally, it uses the concept of the 
social self as a bridge between events seen as 
relevant to a group and emotions felt by an indi-
vidual who identifi es with the group. In an 
appraisal interpretation, we feel angry at an 
individual because we see him or her as being 
the agent of a bad outcome for our own self. 
Likewise, in the IET interpretation, we can feel 
angry at another group that we see as the agent 
of a bad outcome for our own group. This occurs 
because, in the process of social identifi cation, 
we invest a portion of our self in the group 
(Smith & Henry, 1996). Moreover, different 
specifi c emotions have implications for adaptive 
action beyond their positive or negative valence 
(Frijda, 1986). Therefore, research derived 
from IET can use individual appraisal theories 
to predict what perceptions will lead to anger 
and attack, fear and withdrawal, or guilt and 
compensation between groups—to name only 
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three of the dozens of meaningfully different 
emotions.

The other theoretical framework concerns 
itself with the association of emotions with the 
ingroup versus other groups. Specifi cally, the 
theory of subjective essentialism sees bias in 
the attribution of emotions to other groups as 
one implicit marker of their infrahumanization 
(Leyens et al., 2000). Complex, secondary emo-
tions such as guilt, pride, and nostalgia are seen 
as uniquely human. Group members also show a 
well-replicated tendency to see secondary emo-
tions as more characteristic of the ingroup than 
the outgroup, subjectively denying outgroup 
members a fully human essence. Thus, while 
IET emphasizes appraisal-generated emotions 
felt by groups toward other groups, the theory 
of infrahumanization emphasizes bias in 
ascribing emotions to other groups, motivated 
by a reluctance to acknowledge their members 
as essentially like one’s own group. 

Although we selected the eight research articles 
in this issue on their considerable individual 
merits, they do show some interesting shared 
sub-themes that work to expand one or both 
of these theoretical ideas. First, several articles 
address a specifi c concern that often arises when 
applying intergroup emotion theory to self-
critical emotions such as guilt and shame. A 
tendency has been observed for individuals 
high in group identifi cation to show lesser, 
not greater, amounts of self-critical affect when 
confronted with blameworthy group actions 
(Doosje, Branscombe, Spears, & Manstead 1998). 
A common explanation of this phenomenon is 
that individuals are motivated to defend against 
emotions that are painful and threatening to 
their collective esteem. Three of the articles in 
this issue examine processes that might serve 
as such defenses. 

Mallett and Swim test a number of proposed 
determinants of intergroup guilt against each 
other simultaneously across a number of different 
social groups, and fi nd an overall tendency for 
justifi cations of intergroup differences to reduce 
the effects of perceived collective responsibility 
in predicting guilt. Just as intriguing is the 

failure of these justifi cations to reduce the im-
pact of the perceived importance of the group’s 
own advantage on guilt; in fact, justifi cations 
increased with increasing importance. This sug-
gests that strong perceived inequalities may 
create seemingly irrational feelings of guilt, even 
when responsibility is not acknowledged and 
justifi cations for inequality are accepted. 

The article by Gill and Andreychik looks at a 
concept, ultimately inspired by attribution the-
ory, that might be seen as the converse of Mallett 
and Swim’s justifi cations. External social explan-
ations, in these studies, are beliefs that endorse 
situational causes for the different status of an 
outgroup. Independently of a number of other 
plausible infl uences, including internal social 
explanations, external explanations of group 
differences predicted greater guilt among Whites 
toward Blacks in the United States. Here, it is not 
so much the justifi ability of inequality that accom-
panies lower guilt, but its unjustifi ability that accom-
panies higher guilt. This offers both a parallel and 
an interesting contrast to the emerging literature 
on justifi cations of prejudice.

The collective contribution of Zebel, Pennekamp, 
van Zomeren, Doosje, van Kleef, Vliek, and van 
der Schalk investigates emotions linked to the 
Netherlands’ colonial past using an innovative 
method based on family history. Family is a con-
nection to the collective past that is harder to 
deny than mere nationality. While these studies’ 
Dutch participants showed little collective guilt 
for colonial injustices to which they only had 
a national link, they showed more guilt when 
they believed their family to have been involved. 
When group members are faced with past 
atrocities that defy easy justifi cation, this fi nding 
points to one way to overcome the historical denial 
that forms a second kind of defense against 
collective guilt.

This last article also illustrates a second theme 
that emerges in this issue: novel approaches to 
group identifi cation’s role in determining the 
strength of intergroup feelings. Crisp, Heuston, 
Farr, and Turner offer evidence that the ex-
tent of identifi cation with a sports team can 
affect not just the intensity of group-based 
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emotions, as previously shown, but the qualitative 
nature of such emotions. This reminds us that 
identifi cation is not just a volume knob that 
cranks up the strength of an individual’s group-
based emotions, but can determine whether the 
individual sees him or herself as the protagonist 
rather than a mere spectator in the group’s 
dramas. In appraisal theories of emotion, self 
versus other involvement is often a crucial ap-
praisal distinguishing between pairs of very 
different emotion types. The approach of Crisp 
and co-authors is thus ripe for application to 
emotions beyond their initial focus on anger 
and sadness.

Pennekamp, Doosje, Zebel, and Fischer fi nd 
it necessary to go beyond a simple model of 
identifi cation in studying the determinants of 
collective anger among the Dutch Surinamese 
minority and among women. Here, too, attitudes 
toward the collective past show their importance. 
In particular, the perceived relevance of the past 
to present-day issues predicts collective anger, 
mediating the effects of identifi cation. Together 
with the Zebel et al. studies in this issue, these 
fi ndings make a compelling case that identity 
extends across social time as well as social space, 
and that both dimensions of identity need to 
be measured when predicting reactions to the 
historical past.

A third theme, shared by two articles, examines 
infrahumanization through denial of secondary 
emotions as a barrier to positive intergroup 
outcomes. The study reported by Cuddy, Rock, 
and Norton takes infrahumanization as its major 
focus. It assessed public reactions shortly after 
the devastating and ethnically divisive impact 
of Hurricane Katrina, and demonstrates that 
infrahumanization of outgroup members in 
that context accompanies a lower willingness to 
help them. No less divisive is the ongoing re-
ligious violence in Northern Ireland. Within this 
setting, the studies reported by Tam, Hewstone, 
Cairns, Tausch, Maio, and Kenworthy deal with 
infrahumanization as a barrier to forgiveness 
in the wider context of intergroup contact 
and personally felt anger. This article has a 
particularly welcome integration of perceived 
and felt emotions, showing the two factors to 

have independent effects on forgiveness. At 
the same time, we should not ignore the more 
subtle interplay shown by Cuddy and colleagues 
between the personal emotion of empathy and 
perceived secondary emotions. As they point out, 
their results suggest that people help an out-
group only when they spontaneously empathize 
with the outgroup members’ uniquely human 
sentiments. Exploring the relations between 
personal emotions and perceived outgroup 
emotions looks to be a particularly promising 
direction in this area of research.

The article by Tapias, Glaser, Keltner, Vasquez, 
and Wickens contrasts the emotions of anger 
and disgust in a way that bears on a quite 
different theoretical perspective relevant to 
intergroup psychology—namely, attitude theory. 
Many appraisal theories focus on emotion as 
an adaptive response to challenges and op-
portunities as they arise. At the same time, 
emotional reactions can inscribe themselves 
in memory as schematic associations with an 
attitude object, forming an affective component 
of attitude that informs future reactions. Tapias 
and colleagues provide a demonstration of 
this latter point. They show that the incidental 
mention of outgroups typically associated with 
either anger or disgust can prime the experience 
of that specifi c emotion, and that conversely, 
chronic susceptibility to anger or disgust goes 
with more intense attitudes toward the relevant 
outgroups. This fi nding reminds us that emo-
tional associations can be self-sustaining, arising 
from sources other than adaptation to the cur-
rent situation. It also tightly links group-based 
emotions to individual-level emotions by showing 
that individual differences in susceptibility have 
similar effects at both levels.

In conclusion, we would fi rst like to thank our 
authors, all of whom have contributed research 
of great creativity and rigor. The anonymous 
reviewers and consulting editors who contributed 
so many insights to the editorial process, and 
impressed us with their diligence and promptness, 
also deserve their share of praise. Our thanks for 
making this issue possible in the fi rst place go to 
the editorial board of GPIR, Dominic Abrams, 
and Mike Hogg. Finally, we are extremely grateful 
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for the efforts of the GPIR editorial assistant, 
Katerina Tasiopoulou, without whose talent and 
dedication this project would have been far more 
diffi cult and far less organized.
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