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ABSTRACT

Gillian Finchilescu D.Phil.
Lady Margaret Hall Hilary Term, 1991

Social Identity Theory and Intergroup Attributions

The central proposition of this thesis is that intergroup attributions
and explanations, like any other intergroup behaviour, are affected by the
perceived relations between the groups. Social Identity Theory (SIT) was
adopted as the theoretical framework within which to investigate intergroup
relations. According to this theory, intergroup behaviour is affected by the
relative status the groups bear to each other, together with the perceived
legitimacy and stability of this status hierarchy. The thesis proposes two
amendments to the theory. It is argued that perceived legitimacy and
perceived stability have different effects on intergroup behaviour and hence
can not be subsumed under the general category of "insecure comparisons".
It is also suggested that intragroup variability exists in these perceptions. A
study was conducted which confirmed these propositions, and predictions
emerging from SIT concerning the effect of these perceptions on intergroup
behaviour and attitudes received considerable support.

In examining the effect of the intergroup perception factors on bias in
intergroup attributions, the thesis focuses on two types of groups: race and
gender. Three types of attribution were considered in different studies:
explanations of intergroup inequality, attributions of blame for rape or
robbery and attributions for individual group members’ actions and
outcomes. The results indicate that the relative status of the groups, together
with the perceptions of the legitimacy of this status hierarchy influence the
first two - the explanations for inequality and the attributions of blame made
to the victim and perpetrator of crimes. In general, it appears that the ’prise
de conscience’ of the illegitimacy of the intergroup situation is the motivating
force in rejecting the domination of the high status group over the low status
group, by members of both the high and low status groups.

However, the third type of attributions, the intergroup explanations
made for individual group members’ actions and outcomes were not in
general affected by these factors. It was suggested that either the intergroup
aspect of these vignettes lacked the salience to elicit an intergroup response,
or that the actors in the vignettes were treated as atypical of the groups.



SUMMARY

The central proposition of this thesis is that intergroup attributions,
like any other intergroup behaviour, are influenced by the perceived
intergroup relations. The theory of intergroup relations which was taken as
the framework for the study was Social Identity Theory (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel
and Turner, 1979, 1986). However, the first part of the thesis proposes some
amendments to the theory. Tajfel (1978) hypothesized that the nature of
intergroup behaviour would be affected by the status of the groups with
respect to each other, and whether this status hierarchy is perceived to be
secure (legitimate and stable) or not. The treatment of these intergroup
perception factors by Tajfel (1978, 1979b), in discussion, and by others in
empirical investigations (e.g. Caddick, 1982, Turner and Brown, 1978),
implied that groups are homogeneous in these perceptions. It is proposed
here that in real groups this is not the case, and variations can be found
within any group at a given time. Further, it argued that the perceptions of
legitimacy and stability have different effects on intergroup behaviour, which
must be considered in predictions of intergroup relations. Study 1, which
used black and white students as subjects, provided some support for this
contention. The effect of perceived legitimacy was as predicted by Social
Identity Theory. Those whites (the high status group) who perceived the
intergroup hierarchy as illegitimate did not display ingroup favouritism, while

those blacks who perceived the situation as illegitimate demonstrated
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assertive ingroup favouritism. The proposed interactive effects between
legitimacy and stability were not confirmed.

Subsequent studies concentrated on intergroup attributions. Study 2
and 3 investigated intergroup bias in attributions within a minimal group
experiment and the relationship between bias in attributions and bias in
group product evaluations. The attributions in question were internal and
external attributions for the successful or unsuccessful performance of
ingroup and outgroup members. The predicted correlations between the
attributions and the performance of evaluations were found, but the ingroup
favouritism within both the evaluations and attributions were neither as
strong nor as consistent as anticipated. It id suggested that this was caused by
inadvertent status differentials being created between the groups in both
studies, and by experimental technique problems.

The remainder of the studies used real groups, focusing on two types -
race (black and white) and gender (men and women) in South Africa.
Although the race studies isolated the perceptions of the white-
superordinate, black-subordinate hierarchy, and the gender studies the
perceptions of the men-superordinate, women-subordinate hierarchy, both
sets of studies used both black and white, male and female adults. The
selection of the subjects was not strictly random, but consisted of a wide
range of the Durban population. As blacks and whites constitute culturally
different groups, efforts had to be made to ensure that the materials used in
the attribution experiments were appropriate for both. The research
reported in pilot studies 1 and 2 details the steps taken to find appropriate

vignettes and explanations to be used in the studies of attributions for
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actions, outcomes and intergroup inequality. The explanations used did not
represent a known typology of explanations, but were selected such that they
embodied a range of evaluative connotations. In the case of the action and
outcome vignettes, four explanations were provided such that two presented
a positive picture of the actor, and two a negative picture. This allowed for
evaluative ratings of the actors in the vignettes to be deduced from the
subjects’ responses. In the case of the vignettes about the groups’
inequalities, the explanations allowed for a measure of prejudice towards the
lower status group to be derived.

Study 4 investigated whether the perceptions of the race hierarchy
affect attributions for the actions and outcomes of individual group members,
and explanations for racial inequalities. Study 5 investigated whether the
perceptions of the gender hierarchy affect these attributions with respect to
male and female actors, and gender inequality. The results from the
vignettes concerning intergroup inequality in both these studies provided
considerable support for the predictions. The index of prejudice that
emerged from all the social issue vignettes together with the measure in
ingroup favouritism and outgroup discrimination were affected by
perceptions of legitimacy. The subjects in the high status groups (whites and
men, respectively) in the Legitimate conditions (both Stable and Unstable)
displayed more prejudice and bias against the low status group than did the
high status subjects in the Illegitimate conditions. The concomitant
prediction that subjects from the low status groups (blacks and women,
respectively) in the Illegitimate conditions would display ingroup favouritism

was not as strongly supported. There was little support for this prediction
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from the blacks in the race study, but considerably more from the women
(especially the white women) in the gender st‘udy. It is suggested that this
may be due to the very low numbers of blacks in the Legitimate conditions,
and to the social climate at the time during which the studies were
performed.

The subsidiary hypotheses concerning the interaction between
legitimacy and stability (i.e. (i) that subjects from the high status groups in
the Legitimate-Unstable condition would display the most ingroup
favouritism and outgroup prejudice; and (ii) that subjects from the low status
groups in the Legitimate-Stable condition would evince the least ingroup
favouritism) received some, though less consistent support. The low numbers
of subjects in the Legitimate-Stable and Legitimate-Unstable conditions may
again account for this finding.

However, the results concerning the evaluation bias in attributions for
actions and outcomes of individual group members did not provide much
support for the hypotheses. In very few of the vignettes did the effect of
Legitimacy manifest. However, it is interesting to note that the most
consistent finding in the race study was that whites in the Legitimate-
Unstable condition (hypothesized to be the most prejudiced) did
demonstrate the most intergroup bias. This was not mirrored in the gender
study.

Studies 6 and 7 investigated whether the intergroup perception factors
(referring to the gender and race hierarchy, respectively) influenced
attributions of blame for a crime (either rape of robbery) against a women

victim by a male assailant. In the gender study, the victim and assailant were



portrayed as being of the same race, and in the race study the actors were of
different races. Respondents assigned blame to 23 different aspects of the
assailant, the victim and society. These ratings were subjected to factor
analysis. Six factors emerged from the responses of the subjects, two
assigning blame to social factors, one to the assailant and three concerning
the victim. The results of Study 6 provided some support for the hypotheses.
In general, subjects who viewed the gender hierarchy as illegitimate
recommended higher prison sentences for the assailant, attributed less
characterological blame to the victim and more blame to women’s
vulnerability and ascribed less blame to social facters than did subjects in the
Legitimate conditions. It must be noted, however, that these responses were
stronger from the white subjects than the black. There was also some
support for the subsidiary hypotheses concerning the interaction between
legitimacy and stability.

Study 7 attempted to investigate the effect of the race intergroup
perception factors on attributions of blame when the crime was inter-racial.
Unfortunately the distribution of subjects across the different conditions was
so discrepant that the subsidiary hypotheses could not be tested. There was
some support for the prediction that whites in the Illegitimate would give less
group-serving responses than those in the Legitimate condition. But the
concomitant prediction that blacks in the Illegitimate condition would give
more group-serving responses than those in the Legitimate conditions was
not verified. Possible reasons for the weak effects in Study 7, were firstly, the
distribution in the different conditions, and secondly, that the crimes were

fundamentally inter-gender although only the inter-racial aspect was



considered. This may have confounded the responses. Clear differences
concerning the perceptions of the different crimes by the races emerged from
the results.

In the final chapter, the results of the different studies were
summarized and discussed. The limitations of these quasi-experimental
studies were elaborated and the implications of the results for future
research expressed. Despite the limitations it was concluded that these
studies provide evidence for the role of intergroup attributions in enhancing

and maintaining intergroup positions.



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations

Over the past two decades, there has been an exponential rise in
research into intergroup relations. This research encompasses the study of
ethnocentrism, prejudice, racism, sexism, and all behaviours and attitudes
which characterize the interaction of different social groups. Previously, the
field had not only suffered severe neglect, but had been dominated by a
largely a-Lsocial, individualistic orientation, typical of the general field of
social psychology.

The prevalent theories of intergroup relations were individualistic in
nature, confining themselves to what Doise (1986) refers to as the first and
second level of explanation. They focus largely on intra-psychic procegses; or
on interpersonal face-to-face interactive processes; or most commonly on a
combination of both. Examples of this are theories such as the Frustration-
Aggression hypothesis (Berkowitz, 1972; Dollard et al., 1939); the
Authoritarian Personality (Adormoet al., 1950) and the Belief Similarity and
Congruence theory (Rokeach et al., 1960).

In the late 1960’s a critique of the prevalent theories and practice of
social psychology emerged. Among the many concerns voiced were: the a-

theoretical nature of the discipline, along with the sacrifice of ecological



validity in favour of experimental exactitude (Tajfel, 1972); the parochialism
and (North American) cultural bias together with the tendency to promote
and maintain the status quo (Innes and Fraser, 1971; Moscovici, 1972;
Sampson, 1977, 1978); and the lack of social context (Billig, 1976; Resler and
Walton, 1974; Steiner, 1974). The theories of intergroup relations were, in
particular, criticized for the lack of attention given to large scale social or
group processes, and for the fallacy of proposing a linear extrapolation from
individual to group situations (Sherif and Sherif, 1979; Tajfel, 1972, 1979a).

From the various critiques emerged a new school of social psychology,
which was committed to a non-reductionist, socially relevant discipline.
Within the field of intergroup relations, the emphasis moved to research
which was characterized by, what Doise (1986) termed, the third and fourth
levels of explanation. Social factors such as status, race, gender and other
determinants of social position are explicitly considered; and the importance
of ideology, social norms, beliefs, values and representations acknowledged.
The long established work of Kurt Lewin and Muzafer Sherif, which
embodied these principles, were revitalized and new avenues of research
established.

In the 1970’s, Henri Tajfel along with various associates developed
Social Identity Theory, which represents the most comprehensive theory of
intergroup relations available. Like Sherif, Tajfel sought to develop a theory
which would explain intergroup behaviour as a group process within the
broad social context. Its prevailing superiority stems from its integration of
psychological factors (cognitive and motivational) with social reality. In

addition, it is remarkable in its ability to explain the behaviour of different



types of groups, from inter-racial behaviour to football team supporters; and
to provide a basis for understanding social change. However, most
importantly, Social Identity Theory provides a rich substrate for the
generation of new ideas.

This thesis takes Social Identity Theory as its theoretical framework.
1.2 Attributions and Intergroup Relations

The explanation presented for any event has the power to interpret
reality in a certain way, and has implications for the subsequent behaviour of
people holding that explanation. For example, consider the following
interpretations made for the same event, in this case the 1989 South African
Breweries (SAB) strike called by FAWU (Food and Allied Workers Union) :

The strike was called when management "cancelled its recognition

agreement with FAWU ..... management’s decision to cancel the

agreement was part of the company’s campaign to introduce
changes to the national recognition agreement".
(Work in Progress, 1989, p. 46)

"We believe SAB’s offer is more than fair, and we regret that

FAWU's unrealistic demands have led to this action”",

(Spokesman for SAB, reported in
The Daily News, 12/10/89)

In the first report, management’s reneging on the contract is
presented as the cause of the strike. The strike thus emerges as reasonable
and worthy of support. However, in the second report, the strike is explained
as the result of unfeasible demands of the union. The possibility of a real

basis to the action is implicitly denied, leading the reader to dismiss the

validity of the strike.



It is clearly in the interests of any political system which wishes to
maintain its hegemony, to ensure that its version or interpretation of events is
accepted. South African history is filled with examples of the means by
which the State has attempted to maintain this control, such as preventing
the dissemination of opposing ideas through the censorship of media and
silencing proponents of these ideas. State authorities have also tried to
directly coerce anti-apartheid activists to change their ideas:

Former detainees have told of pressures exerted upon them to
accept the "reasonable” interpretation of South African reality

given by security police.
(Foster, 1989, p. 33)

In the case of intergroup discrimination, attributions contribute by
developing and maintaining negative images of the outgroup through
stereotyping, and through the biased interpretations of behaviours of
outgroups. Stereotyping is the process by which traits and characteristics are
attributed to people as a function of the social category or group to which
they belong. Oppressed groups are invariably stigmatized with negative
ascriptions (e.g. dishonesty, laziness, dirtiness) which are taken as fact by the
dominant group, and frequently internalized by members of the oppressed
groups themselves (Fanon, 1950). In biased attributions of behaviour, there
are distorted interpretations of the behaviour of the ingroup and the
outgroup; the outgroup behaviour being interpreted in a negative fashion,
whereas the behaviour of the ingroup is interpreted positively.

However, such explanations and attributions could be argued to have
two functions. The first is the role of explanations as contributing to, or

causally influencing behaviour. The other is as justifications or



rationalizations of already existing prejudiced attitudes and behaviour. A
number of studies have supported the hypothesis that intra- and inter-
personal judgments and behaviour are affected by the causal attributions
held (Town and Harvey, 1981; Yarkin et al., 1981). Attributions have been
correlated with behaviour in the areas of academic achievement (Dweck,
1975), depression (Seligman et al., 1979) and marital and interpersonal
conflicts (Fincham, 1985; Sillars, 1981). Similarly, there is evidence that
individuals bias attributions to justify their behaviour and present a positive
face’ (Goffman, 1959; Semin and Manstead, 1983; Tedeschi and Reiss,
1981).

These two functions would appear to inter-relate in a manner that
make it difficult to determine which came first or which is in operation at a
given point. Cooper and Fazio (1986) describe an expectancy-behaviour
feedback loop, proposing that:

... one of the important bases of intergroup conflict can be found

in the motivated misuse of attributional rules and that the

attitudes thus formed serve to further sustain and nurture the

conflict.

(Cooper and Fazio, 1986, p. 184)

Numerous authors have discussed the role of attributions in
intergroup conflict, exploring the way in which traditional attribution theories
may be extended to encompass the intergroup context (Hewstone, 1988;
Jaspars and Hewstone, 1982; Pettigrew, 1979; Rosenberg and Wolfsted,
1977). However, little attention has been paid to the proposition that there is
"motivated misuse of attributional rules" (ibid.), i.e. that existing prejudices and

attitudes influence the nature and type of attribution used. In this light, it



may be argued that the explanations and attributions selected in an
intergroup situation actively reflect and reinforce the intergroup relationship.
This thesis will attempt to address this question.

-

1.3 Aim of the Thesis

To address this question, it is first necessary to consider how
behaviour and attitudes in general are affected by intergroup relations.
Social Identity Theory proposes that intergroup bias in such behaviours as
the allocation of resources are affected by a number of factors implicit within
the intergroup situation. These factors, which will be termed the intergroup
perception factors, involve, firstly, the relative status the groups have to each
other, i.e. whether one has higher status relative to the other; and secondly,
whether this status hierarchy is seen as legitimate or stable by the respective
group members. The configuration of these intergroup perception factors
determine the degree and direction of bias. The first part of thesis will aim
to elaborate the role of these factors, and to draw out specific hypotheses
concerning their effects. Although Tajfel made a number of predictions
concerning the way in which these factors influence intergroup behaviour,
little empirical work has pursued these issues, particularly with respect to
non-experimental groups.

In the second part of the thesis, the aim is to determine whether
attributions are influenced by the intergroup factors in the same way as other
intergroup behaviours, such as allocation of resources. If favourable or

unfavourable attributions are used to reinforce and rationalize prejudicial



attitudes and behaviour, then it is to be expected that they will be affected by
the same factors.

Attributions to individual members of the competing groups, and
attributions to the groups as a whole will be considered. The focus of the
attributions will vary, encompassing causal attributions for positive and
negative actions and outcomes, for social inequality, and attributions of

blame for a crime.

1.4 Groups Used in the Thesis

A number of different types of groups are used in the empirical
studies of this thesis. One set of studies makes use of 'minimal groups’,
experimental groups created using the technique developed by Tajfel and his
colleagues. The characteristics and validity of this type of group is discussed
in detail in Chapter 2. These groups represent a minimal level of intergroup
conflict.

The bulk of the studies concern ’real’ groups, of which two types are
used - race groups (blacks and whites), and gender groups (men and women)
in South Africa, or more specifically in the larger Durban region. South
Africa is characterized by a multiplicity of group conflicts. All the numerous
groupings, whether they are culturally defined or a manufactured product of
the apartheid system, are or have at some historical period been in conflict;
blacks, whites, ’Coloureds’, Indians, Afrikaans-speaking whites, English-
speaking whites, Jews, Zulu, Xhosa, Pondo, Sotho. For the purpose of this
thesis, the only racial categories considered are "whites" and "blacks". No

distinctions will be made between these categories.



The black samples, by virtue of the region, will contain predominantly
Zulu people, but may contain some Xhosa or Pondo people. Similarly, the
white samples consist predominantly of English-speaking people of
Protestant, Anglo-Saxon origin, but will contain some Afrikaners, Jews and
immigrants from other European countries. This is not considered a
problem as the experience of these subgroupings within the race context in
South Africa is similar, and since the race issue is made salient, other
dissimilarities should not have a confounding effect. However, Coloureds
and Indians do have different experiences from blacks and whites under
apartheid, so were deliberately not included in the studies. Social Identity
Theory has tended to focus on two groups in conflict, and little attention has
been given to situations in which there exist more than two groups, with
various permutations of alignment and antagonism. While this is an area
that is in need of research, it is beyond the scope of this thesis.

The various studies in this thesis were conducted over the period from
1984 to 1989. During this time, South Africa was in a considerable state of
flux, with varying degrees of repression and political struggle. Unfortunately,
no external measure of this was taken, but it is more than likely that some
variations between. experiments could be ascribed to this situation. This will
be discussed within the context of the experiments themselves.

Gender as an intergroup dimension, presents a more complex
situation than race. The discrimination against blacks relative to whites is (at
present) more severe and more conspicuous than that of women relative to
men. The fight against apartheid (the epitome of this discrimination) is the

dominant issue within South Africa on both the political and social fronts.



While the discrimination against women is very real, it is less acknowledged
and is intricately enmeshed with race and class discrimination.

The question of race and class differentials in women’s oppression
and the problems this poses for the concept of an international or even
national women’s movement is the subject of an ongoing debate within
feminist circles (Bhavnani and Coulson, 1986; Dill, 1983; Hooks, 1981). This
issue is of particular relevance in countries such as South Africa, where a
national liberation struggle is in progress. Firstly there is considerable
resistance (on the part of oppressed groupings) to the idea of women
organizing as women, as this is often chastised as "taking energy away from the
real struggle" or causing divisive conflicts which will adversely affect the
struggle against apartheid.

In South Africa, the prime issue is apartheid and national

liberation. So to argue that African women should concentrate

on and form an isolated feminist movement, focusing on issues of

women in their narrowest sense, implies African women must

fight so that they can be equally oppressed with African men.

(Ginwala, 1986, p. 10)

While various authors have argued that women’s struggles do not, in
fact, detract from the national struggle, and that women are politicized and
drawn into the national struggle through women’s issues (Hassim et al.,
1987/1989; Jayawardena, 1986), the sentiment persists.

However, there can be no argument to the fact that women’s
experience of oppression and discrimination varies considerably across race
and class boundaries (Cock, 1980; Molyneux, 1985). For white women in

South Africa, the concerns are similar to those of Western European

feminists - issues of equality in access to work, equal pay, access to childcare,
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freedom from violence and control of their own bodies and the means of
reproduction. Black women, while suffering the same discriminctions, are
further burdened by racial oppression which alters the quality of these
discriminations as well as adding to them (such as the obvious lack of
political expression). In addition, black women suffer oppression directly at
the hands of white women, as a large proportion of working black women are
in domestic labour.

For these reasons, it was decided that in the studies which consider
the gender intergroup situation, race must be included as an independent
variable, while with the race intergroup studies, the ‘éender of the subjects
need not. It was also decided not to include the class dimension, for a
number of reasons. Firstly, to obtain  a standardized
assessment of class level across the races is very difficult. For instance, being
a teacher is a high status job in the black community whereas it is not in the
white community. Secondly, the apartheid laws apply to all blacks,
irrespective of class. So while middle-class blacks could evade some
unpleasant experiences, such as avoiding the segregated and inadequate
public transport services through owning cars, they still could not live in areas

more pleasant or practical for work. Furthermore, to include class would

make the studies too unwieldy.

1.5 Structure of the Thesis

The central proposition of this thesis is that bias in intergroup

attributions is motivated by and reflects the relations between the groups in



11

question. To argue this, it is necessary to demonstrate that the factors which
determine the nature of intergroup behaviour similarly affect intergroup
attributions. Within Social Identity Theory these determining factors are
hypothesized to be the relative status of the groups, and the perceptions of
the legitimacy and stability of this status hierarchy. The thesis thus begins in
Chapter 2 with a discussion of Social Identity Theory. Tajfel’s model of how
perceptions of status, legitimacy and stability affect intergroup behaviour is
described and elaborated, and the relevant literature is reviewed.

In Chapter 3, it is contended that there is intra-group variations in
these perceptions, which would lead to differenf intergroup responses by
members of the same group. While this contention is not incongruous with
the theory, it has not previously been researched by Social Identity theorists.
The proposition is empirically researched in Study 1. A means of measuring
the perceptions of the intergroup status, legitimacy and stability is presented,
and the role of these factors in explaining the inter-racial behaviour of a
sample of black and white students in South Africa is examined. The
hypotheses that emerged from the theoretical discussion in Chapter 2, and
were tested in Study 1 form the motif which runs through the thesis.

The thesis then turns to the question of intergroup attributions, and
their role in intergroup relations. The first part of Chapter 4 discusses
theoretically how to integrate a theory of intergroup relations with that of
attributions. A review of the existing research on intergroup attributions is
then presented. In this chapter it is argued that research on intergroup
attributions must take into account the status relations and perceptions of

legitimacy and stability.
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Chapter S reports a set of experiments (Studies 2 and 3) which were
performed to investigate whether bias in intergroup attributions was elicited
in minimal groups. Minimal groups are laboratory created groups which
have no history of intergroup conflict. The studies, reviewed in Chapter 4,
which demonstrate intergroup bias in attributions all used ’real’ groups with
such a history. The use of minimal groups has demonstrated that the
cognitive identification with a group is the sufficient and necessary condition
for discrimination in intergroup behaviour to elicited. Studies 2 and 3
attempt to establish whether this holds for motivated biasing in attributions.
In these studies, the attribution of causes for individuals’ successes and
failures were considered.

The thesis then moves on to consider intergroup attribution in the
context of real groups. Pilot Study 1, in Chapter 6, was performed to select
vignettes and develop explanations that were suitable for both black and
white subjects in South Africa. Included were interpersonal vignettes
portraying actions performed by, and outcomes pertaining to anonymous
individuals; as well as ’social issue’ vignettes, in which discriminatory
practices which are true for both blacks and women in South Africa, were
presented. The explanations provided were categorized and the most
suitable vignettes selected. In Pilot Study 2, the explanations were further
analysed to select the most appropriate; and to establish the evaluative
connotations of the selected explanations for the interpersonal vignettes, and
the relative prejudice embodied by the explanations for the social issues.

Chapter 7 presents the studies which test whether perceptions of the

legitimacy and stability of the intergroup hierarchy affect the ratings of the
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explanations when the group membership of the actors in the vignettes is
varied. Study 4 considers this hypothesis with respect to actions and
outcomes of black or white actors, while Study 5 used the same vignettes and
explanations with female and male actors. Study 4 also tests the effect of
these perceptions on explanations for societal discrimination along race lines,
and Study S considers these practices when pertaining to gender.

Chapter 8 presents the issue of attribution of blame for a crime. The
crimes in question are rape and robbery. The intergroup issue is slightly
more complex in this instance, as rape is by definition an inter-gender crime.
(Sexual assault on a member of the same sex is not legally defined as rape in
South Africa). In the first of these experiments, Study 6, the scenario
presents a rape or a robbery, in which the victim is female and the assailant
male, but the victim and assailant were both members of the same race. The
study tested whether the perceptions of the legitimacy and stability of the
gender hierarchy affected the attributions made. In study 7, the race of the
victim and assailant were varied such that they were not of the same group.
In this study the effect of the perceptions of the race hierarchy was
considered.

In Chapter 9, the results of all the studies are summarized and a

conclusion drawn.
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CHAPTER 2
SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY

2.0 Introduction

The 1960-1970 crisis in social psychology led in part to the
development of a new approach to social psychology. This approach is
characterized by the conception that social psychology need not be
individualistic and reductionist, but must engage with the political, socio-

economic realities of society:

The perspective can be simply outlined. It consists of the view
that social psychology can and must include in its theoretical and
research preoccupations a direct concern with the relationship
between human psychological functioning and the large-scale
social processes and events which shape this functioning and are

shaped by it.
(Tajfel, 1981a, p. 7)

Until his death in 1982, Henri Tajfel led the efforts to develop Social
Identity Theory, a theory of intergroup relations which attempted to hold to
the above principles. Numerous colleagues, students and subsequent
researchers have contributed to and continued Tajfel’s work, broadening the
theory into what has been termed the social identity approach (Hogg and
Abrams, 1988).

The social identity approach begins with the assumption that society

consists of social categories, which exist in active relationships to each other.
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These relationships range from conflict to tolerance, and generally embody
power and status differentials, which in turn carry political and socio-
economic ramifications. The nature of these relations, and the implications
of group membership to the individual are the central focus of the social
identity approach.

Research into social identity has broadened from intergroup
behaviour to intra-group behaviour, and to identity issues of individuals.
However, the approach retains its claim to be a "social" theory in that it does
not reduce social psychological processes to the level of inter- or intra-
individualistic functioning. The individual as a group member is seen as
distinct from the individual as an individual. Group membership affects not
only the individual’s sense of identity, but also provides scripts or schemes for
behaviour. The representations of the group are internalized into the social
identity of the individual, and as such provide a framework for perceiving
society and for operating within it (Duveen and Lloyd, 1986; Hogg and
Abrams, 1988).

This thesis is concerned with intergroup behaviour, and as such will
concentrate entirely on this aspect of the theory. To contextualize this, a

brief description of the development and content of the theory will be made.
2.1 The Development of the Theory
Tajfel’s Social Identity Theory did not emerge in a static form, but

developed and changed. Initially, Tajfel proposed a purely cognitive

approach, using categorization as the primary explanatory concept. This
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approach derived from his early work on perception and category
differentiation (Tajfel, 1959; Tajfel and Wilkes, 1963). The basic insights
from these studies and other related research were that while categorization
is a necessary function for making sense of the world, it has the consequence
of (a) objects of the same category being perceived as more similar to one
another than is actually the case; and (b) objects of one category being
perceived as more different and distinct from those in another category than
is warranted. These effects have been demonstrated to occur in the
judgment of attributes of both physical objects (Tajfel, 1959; Tajfel and
Wilkes, 1963), political statements (McGarty and Penny, 1988), and of
people (Doise et al., 1978; Taylor et al., 1978). Transferred to the realm of
human categories, i.e. social groups, this social categorization theory was

used to explain intergroup prejudice, stereotyping and hostility.

2.1.1 Social Categorization

The subsequent development of this line of research, and in fact, the
success of Social Identity Theory in general, may be partly attributed to the
fact that a methodology was found, which enabled empirical research to
progress (Doise, 1988). This methodology has been termed ’the minimal
group paradigm’.

The discovery of this methodology was largely fortuitous. In the
process of attempting to find an intergroup situation stripped of all the
factors that were thought to contribute to intergroup prejudice and hostility,

it was discovered that these "minimal" groups still displayed ingroup
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favouritism. Minimal groups are groups created in the laboratory such that
(i) the basis on which the group are (allegedly) created is irrelevant; (ii) the
subjects are actually randomly assigned to the groups, which ensures there is
no instrumental link between the group attributes and subsequent behaviour;
(iii) the subjects are informed of their own group membership, but do not
know to which group the other subjects belong; (iv) there is no face-to-face
interaction between members of the various groups or between members of
the same group; and (v) the behavioural responses, usually the allocation of
money or points, explicitly does not benefit the subject themselves.

Thus these groups are spurious, have no history of conflict, and
engaging in discriminatory behaviour has no utilitarian value to the subject.
Yet intergroup discrimination was found. This led to the recognition that
categorization was a sufficient and necessary condition for intergroup
discrimination. Initially, the proposed explanation for this phenomenon was
that there was a "generic norm" for discrimination (Tajfel, 1970). Within this
concept is the notion that people are socialized into ethnocentrism, that the
normative behaviour towards members of one’s ingroup is favouritism, and
to the outgroup is discrimination. Thus, the cognitive process of
categorization would inevitable intersect with the norm of intergroup bias,
irrespective of the nature of the groups. This explanation was later rejected
as a tautologous and non-heuristic (Tajfel, 1978; Turner, 1980).

The fundamental finding, that social categorization is a sufficient
condition for the arousal of intergroup bias, has been replicated in a number
of studies (Billig, 1973; Billig and Tajfel, 1973; Brewer and Silver, 1978;

Tajfel and Billig, 1974). However, the claim that ingroup bias was elicited by
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the social categorization per se has been contested, and a number of
alternative explanations postulated.
Similarity

An alternative explanation for the ingroup bias elicited in the minimal
group experiments, is that subjects may have assumed that they were more
similar to members of their ingroup than to members of the outgroup. A
number of studies have considered interpersonal similarity as a variable with
or without categorization (Allen and Wilder, 1975; Billig and Tajfel, 1973;
Diehl, 1988; Dion, 1973; Sole et al., 1975). The general finding was that
categorization alone was sufficient to arouse ingroup bias, and this was
enhanced by perceived similarity; but similarity alone was not sufficient to
elicit bias. The exceptions to this were the study by Vanbeselaere (1987) who
found that similarity did not enhance bias; and the study by Hewstone et al.
(1981) which found bias in the condition in which subjects thought
themselves similar to their colleagues but were not classified into groups.
The subjects in this study were required to allocate penalties not rewards,
which differs from the other studies. However, it is difficult to see why this
should influence the outcome, so it must be concluded that further work is
required to replicate this finding.
Competition

A possible alternative explanation for the bias in the minimal group
experiments is that there was an implicit assumption of intergroup
competition on the part of the subjects. However, the studies which have
considered actual or anticipated competition have not, in general, found that

competition is a sufficient condition for the arousal of ingroup bias (Doise et
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al., 1972; Rabbie and Horwitz, 1969). A further contradiction has been the
demonstration that intergroup bias also exists, in situations of cooperation or
coaction (Finchilescu, 1986; Turner, 1981). The interpretation of this
enhancing effect has been that competition (along with cooperation and co-
action) makes group differentiation more salient, hence eliciting or
magnifying the intergroup effect (Turner, 1981; van Knippenberg, 1978).
Incidental Effects of the Experiment

Numerous authors have commented on the imprudence of taking
responses in the psychological experiment as reflective of 'natural’ behaviour.
These arguments emerge both from metatheoretical criticisms (Bannister
and Fransella, 1971; Heather, 1976), and from demonstrations of the demand
characteristics of the experiment (Orne, 1970).

One possible source of confounding error that has been examined, is
the strangeness of the experimental situation. Tajfel and Billig (1974)
refuted this by demonstrating that subjects who were familiarized with the
experimental environment discriminated between the ingroup and outgroup
more than did the unfamiliar subjects.

Gerard and Hoyt (1974) suggested that the intergroup bias found in
the minimal group experiments was a function of ’perceive-demand’
characteristics of the methodology. This criticism has been countered in a
number of ways. Billig (1973) performed a typical minimal group experiment
using one set of subjects, then required that set of subjects to instruct a
subsequent set of subjects on the use of the matrix booklet (the experimental
task which measured intergroup bias). It was hypothesized that if the first

’generation’ of subjects perceived the demand that they should make
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intergroup discriminations, this would be communicated to the second
generation of subjects, and should thus result in an increased degree of bias.
Only one instance of such a communication occurred, and there was an
insignificant tendency for the second generation to exhibit less ingroup bias.
The experiment by St. Clair and Turner (1982) also failed to support the
hypothesis that intergroup bias was a function of demand characteristics.

Tajfel himself argues that if intergroup discrimination is perceived as
the ’demand’ of the _experirnent, this in itself is a heuristic finding:

The experimenter effect cannot, by definition, be considered here

without its collateral, the ’subject effect’. The former effect could

have worked within our experimental procedures only through the
salience for the Ss of the relevant normative background and of

the expectations consequent to it.
(Tajfel et al., 1971, p. 174)

Cultural Bias

Tajfel et al. (1971) acknowledged that the results of the minimal group
experiments may be relevant only to the social background of the subjects
used. This would imply that they may be generalized only to 14 year old,
middle-class, British schoolboys. However, it has subsequently become clear
that this was unnecessarily pessimistic.

The results have been replicated with a wide range of age groups,
from young children (van Avermaet and McClintock, 1988; Vaughan, 1978a,
1978b; Wetherell, 1982) to adults (Doise et al., 1972; Sachdev and Bourhis,
1985); and across a number of Western societies, for instance Germans
(Doise et al., 1972), North American (Brewer and Silver, 1978), Canadian
(Sachdev and Bourhis, 1985) and New Zealand (Vaughan, 1978a, 1978b;
Wetherell, 1982). The results also hold across cultures (Wetherell, 1982);
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and across gender (St. Claire and Turner, 1982; Wetherell and Vaughan,
1979, reported in Wetherell, 1982).

It may be argued that all the groups tested exist within the framework
of a Western capitalist structure, and that this may be the crucial factor that
accounts for the commonality of results. However, this debate must remain
at a theoretical level, as there is as yet no empirical evidence from non-
Western, or non-capitalist societies to confirm or refute the issue.

Group Interdependence and Behavioural Interaction

Rabbie and Horwitz (1988) argue that there is a conceptual difference
between social categories and social groups. The latter is defined by issues of
interdependence and identification, which a social category lacks. Rabbie et
al. (1989) further contend that the ingroup bias evidenced in the minimal
groups results from attributions the subjects make about the expected
behaviour of other subjects:

... the allocation behaviour of the subjects in the MGP is a

function of the cognitive expectancies and attributions about the

behaviour of others in the ingroup and outgroup, the low
emotional involvement with the other people in the anonymous,
strategic environment of the MGP, the motivational orientations

to the allocation task and normative orientations such as

reciprocity, faimess and ’generic group’ norms. These kinds of

psychological orientations are mainly elicited by the nature of the
perceived interdependency structure of the MGP.

(Rabbie et al., 1989, p. 177)
However, this argument fails to explain why the subjects should
presume that other subjects will use the group categorizations to discriminate
in the first place, which the ’generic group norms’ notion also failed to do.
Thus, Turner’s (1975) explanation that because there are no other means by

which the subjects can achieve positive distinctiveness in the situation of the
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MGTP, they use their group membership as a vehicle to achieve this, remains

viable.

2.1.2 Social Comparison and Social Identity

Once the "generic norm for discrimination" principle was rejected,
attention turned to the motivational components, social comparison and
social identity, to explain the intergroup bias in the minimal group
experiments (Tajfel, 1974; Turner, 1975). These cognitive and motivational
factors were elaborated into what has become Social Identity Theory (Tajfel,
1978; Tajfel and Turner, 1979, 1986).

Within this theory, intergroup relations are viewed as a dynamic
process, in which behaviour can vary along a continuum ranging from the
purely interindividual to the purely intergroup. At the interindividual pole,
people are perceived and interacted with in terms of their personal
characteristics. They are seen as individuals, diverse in personality, attributes
and motivation. At the intergroup side, people are encountered as members
of a group or category, typically perceived as a homogeneous whole, having
similar attributes and motivations. Intergroup bias is correlated with this
continuum; intergroup discrimination increasing as the intergroup pole is
approached.

Through social categorization, the social environment - people - are
differentiated into groups on the basis of criteria which have relevance to the
classifier. Common criteria in this society are race, sex, class, religion and

language. While these are not the only criteria (temperament, body structure



and rugby team allegiances are others), they are characterized by a strong
emotive and evaluative component. Thus the ’value’ dimension is added to
the general categorization process resulting in an enhanced polarizing effect,
accentuating perceived similarities within groups and differences between
groups.

Social categorization divides the social environment into ’ingroups’
and ’outgroups’, 'we’s’ and ’theys’, upon which the motivational components
act to determine the structure of intergroup relations. But these factors not
only determine people’s attitude to others, it also provides a means of self-
reference and self-definition through which they define their position in the
societal network (Tajfel, 1974). Group or category membership also
provides "a shared/collective representation of who one is and how one should
behave" (Hogg and Abrams, 1988, p. 3). The term ’social identity’ refers to
those aspects of the individual’s self-concept which are associated with, and
to a certain extent determined by his/her group memberships. Most people
belong to a large number of groups - age, sex, race, nationality, religion, peer
group, and so forth - but these group memberships differ in their importance
and salience to the individual and hence in the degree to which they
contribute to her/his social identity. This contribution may be positive or
negative, which in turn is determined by the process of social comparison.

The concept of social comparison derives from Festinger (1954). In
his theory of social comparison, Festinger sets out a number of hypotheses,
the most important of which states:

There exists in the human organism, a drive to evaluate his
opinions and his abilities. (Festinger, 1954, p. 117).
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Tajfel adapted this theory, which refers primarily to comparisons
between individuals, to the intergroup situation, arriving at three basic
assumptions with regard to social identity:

1. Individuals strive to maintain or enhance their self-

esteem: they strive for a positive self-concept.

2. Social groups or categories and the membership of

them are associated with positive or negative value
connotations...

3. The evaluation of one’s own group is determined

with reference to specific other groups through social
comparisons in terms of value laden attributes and

characteristics...
(Tajfel and Turner, 1979, p. 40)

A prototypical sequence of events may be presented. In accordance
with Festinger’s (1954) hypothesis, the individual seeks to evaluate his/her
group (since group membership contributes to social identity) through
comparison with other group(s). If the comparison is favourable, the
individual’s need for a positive self-concept is gratified. However, if the
comparison is not favourable, the individual must attempt to achieve positive
social identity, either by leaving her/his group, or by redefining the present
group as more positive.

For the social comparison process to take place, certain conditions
must be present. Firstly, membership of the group in question must actually
contribute to the individual’s social identity. Thus there must be some
identification with the group and internalization of the membership.
Secondly, the group with which the comparison is to be made must be
considered relevant and accessible (in a psychological sense), and thirdly, the
dimensions or attributes on which the comparison is made must be accepted

and have importance for both groups.
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The social comparison process establishes a gradation which is termed
a status hierarchy (Tajfel, 1978, 1981a). If the group is judged to be superior
to another on some relevant dimension, it has high status; if judged inferior,
low status. This status determines whether or not the group membership
contributes positively to the individual’s social identity, and provides positive
group distinctiveness. Furthermore, in the "real” world this status hierarchy is
usually accompanied by differences in such things as access to power and
material resources.

Inextricably linked with the interindividual-intergroup continuum is
the social mobility - social change continuum. This latter dimension is
important for understanding the consequences of the social comparison
process. If the outcome of the comparison confers low status on the ingroup,
the individual is faced with a negative social identity infringing on her/his
need for a positive self-concept. The individual’s response to this
predicament will be positioned somewhere along the social mobility - social
change continuum. On the social mobility pole, the response would be to
attempt to leave the negatively valued group and enter a more positively
distinct one. On the social change extreme, attempts will be made to change
the intergroup situation which led to the negative evaluation. The social
mobility option is an entirely individualistic one which leaves the intergroup
situation unaltered, whereas the social change option attempts to remedy
this. Thus, it is to be expected that the interindividual mode of behaviour
will be associated with the social mobility tendency, and the intergroup mode
with the social change side.

A number of factors determine whether a social mobility or social

change response will occur. Firstly, the permeability of group boundaries:
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The social mobility option is only available where stratification between
groups is not rigid and movement between groups is possible. Social mobility
may be prevented by both internal and external factors. External factors are
such things as authoritative legislation (e.g. the state laws maintaining
apartheid in South Africa) or religiously based edicts (e.g. the religious
stipulations maintaining the caste system among Hindus). Internal factors
are such things as emotional commitment and loyalty ties to the group, as
well as the degree of subjective identification with the group. In the
circumstances where group boundaries are rigid and actual social mobility is
not possible, a form of ’psychological’ mobility may occur. This involves the
psychological dissociation of the individual from his/her group, frequently
accompanied by a mental alignment with the outgroup. This constitutes
negative ethnocentrism.

Secondly, the individual’s perception of whether or not the intergroup
situation is changeable: Tajfel referred to this factor as the group member
having secure or insecure identity. At this point, it is worth mentioning that
the terminology used in connection with insecurity is very loose. Although
the meaning remains constant, "secure” or "insecure” is at times paired with
"social identity" (Tajfel, 1978, p. 87) and at others with "social comparisons"
(Tajfel, 1978, p. 89; Tajfel and Turner, 1986, p. 22). An insecure identity or
comparison is the result of the status hierarchy being perceived as
changeable; or as he frequently phrased it, as there being "cognitive
alternatives" to the situation (Tajfel, 1978, p. 87). Two concepts were
distinguished to account for insecurity - the perception of the status hierarchy

as being unstable or of being illegitimate. The perception of instability
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embodies the notion of the situation being under threat (which may lead to
change) from external forces. These external forces may be such things as
the changing aspirations of the low status group, economic or political
changes, changes in the prevailing Zeitgeist. The perception of illegitimacy
assumes the presence of moral questions, such as fairness, rights and justice,
pertaining to the intergroup situation and its ramifications.

The perceptions of the intergroup status hierarchy relationship, and
whether it is seen as legitimate (or illegitimate), stable (or unstable) will be
referred to, in this thesis, as the intergroup perception factors (IPF).

Tajfel did not claim that the social categorization and comparison
processes alone are sufficient to explain the relations between existing social
groups. He accepted that various sociological, economic and historical
considerations are necessary for such an understanding (Tajfel, 1978). Billig
(1976), further argues that cognizance of the role of ideology is essential for a
social psychological analysis of intergroup relations:

The basic point is that social categorizations do not arise in a

social vacuum, but are integrated to serve particular ideological

ends.
(Billig, 1976: 361)

2.2 The Nature of Intergroup Behaviour

Tajfel proposed that the behaviour of groups could be related to the
different conditions of perceived status, stability and legitimacy, and to
whether or not the conditions are conducive to leaving the group. He

suggested that the form that intergroup behaviour could take are:
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social mobility: an essentially individualistic action in which the member of
an undesirable group leaves that group to assimilate with another more
desirable one.
assimilation or merger: this involves the low status group taking on the
positive features of the high status group, becoming more like that group so
that the distinction between the groups falls away. However, the
circumstances under which such a response can take place (e.g. that the high
status group ’allows’ this assimilation) are so limited that this response will
not be discussed further.
social creativity: this involves behaviour intended to throw off the negative
image of the undesirable group, reinterpreting the negative characteristics of
the group, or creating new dimensions of comparisons. It also includes
redirecting comparisons to other groups relative to whom one’s group may be
superior.
social competition: this involves active attempts to change the material
conditions that maintain the status hierarchy, and the creation of new
ideologies rejecting the status hierarchy as it stands.
enhanced distinctiveness: this involves attempts to maintain and enhance
the status hierarchy, entrenching the superiority of the high status group,
through increased discriminatory behaviours and creating new rationalizing
ideologies.

Tajfel (1978) presented a 2x2 dichotomous model, outlining the
circumstances under which these intergroup behaviours could be expected.
However, in various other writings concerning intergroup behaviour, Tajfel

rather loosely presented circumstances which were not incorporated into the
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model. The model has been reinterpreted and augmented by various
researchers. In the following pages, I will discuss some of these, and will
present my own version of the model which includes some of the
augmentations, but more specifically draws out the role of the perceptions of
legitimacy and stability. Some hypotheses will be derived from this model,
which will be tested in the various studies of this thesis.

To commence I will first reproduce and discuss the model presented

by Tajfel (1978, Table 3, p. 89):

Figure 2.1 Tajfel’s Model of Insecure Intergroup Social Comparisons
Conditions Conditions
conducive conducive
to leaving to staying in
one’s group one’s group

Consensually A B

superior groups

Consensually C D
inferior groups

When the high status group’s status is threatened (seen as unstable) a
number of responses may occur. In Box A, if the threat is sufficient, the
members will opt to leave the group. In Box B, there is likely to be enhanced
distinctiveness, with responses designed to reiterate and underline the
group’s superior status. If the insecurity arises from perceptions of
illegitimacy, members of the Box A are again likely to exit from the group,
since the group no longer provides positive distinctiveness. For groups in

Box B, Tajfel (1978) suggests that they will resolve the conflict of values
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through creating new justifications for maintaining the status quo (i.e. a form
of social creativity).

In the case of the low status groups, Tajfel (1978) suggests that when
conditions are conducive to leaving (Box C), the dominant response will be
social mobility since there are no reasons to stay in a group that provides
negative distinctiveness, whereas in Box D, the dominant responses are
predicted to be social creativity or social competition. He does not
distinguish between the effects of illegitimacy or instability, but seems to
imply that the ’prise de conscience’ of illegitimacy is essential for insecure
comparisons on the part of the low status groups.

The first thing to note about this model is that it deals only with
insecure social comparisons. Tajfel explicitly argues that in the modern
world there can be no secure comparisons since:

A completely secure social identity would imply a relationship

between two (or more) groups in which a change in the texture of

psychological distinctiveness between them is not conceivable....

.. for an "inferior" group this would imply the existence of a total

consensus about the nature and future of their inferiority; in other

words .... there would have to exist a complete psychological

"objectification” of a social status quo with no cognitive

alternatives of any kind available to challenge the existing social

reality.

... for a group consensually "superior’.... the kind of psychological

distinctiveness that would insure their unchallenged superiority

must not only be gained; it must also be preserved, and it can only

be preserved if social conditions of distinctiveness are carefully

perpetuated, together with the signs and symbols of distinctive

status without which the attitudes of complete consensus about

the "superior” distinctiveness are in danger of disintegrating.
(Tajfel, 1978, p. 87-89)

However Turner and Brown (1978), while not disagreeing directly

with the notion that a secure social comparison is rare, began to talk about
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"relatively secure relations between groups" (p. 207). Moscovici and Paicheler
(1978) also argue that nomic groups (groups which are sure of their position
and opinions and accustomed to success) fit into this category. They argue
that such groups would be able to tolerate the existence of a different group
without the need to assert the primacy of its own identification.

Hogg and Abrams (1988, p. 55) present a model for the intergroup
behaviour of subordinate groups only. However, in it their interpretation of
social creativity differs. They argue that one of the predominant responses of
groups which do not perceive cognitive alternatives to their inferiority will be
social creativity:

Social creativity strategies occur when intergroup relations are

subjectively perceived to be secure (legitimate and stable, if not

necessarly desirable).
(Hogg and Abrams, 1988, p.56)

This directly contradicts Tajfel’s argument that the perception of
illegitimacy is a precondition for this-response:

[The social creativity strategy] implies that, with the prise de

conscience of the illegitimacy of an inferiority, a new kind of
distinctiveness must be created on the basis of some existing group

characteristics.
(Tajfel, 1978, p. 94)

Furthermore, the "if not desirable" part of the Hogg and Abram
(1988) quote evades the issue of how and why an intergroup situation comes
to be perceived as undesirable. This author would argue that for the
situation to be seen as undesirable, cognitive alternatives must exist. Thus,

this reinterpretation is rejected.
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As mentioned previously, the prediction of intergroup behaviour is
further complicated by the ad hoc manner in which Tajfel discussed the
behaviour of various ’real groups’, which was not integrated into the above
model. For instance, in discussing the experiment by Branthwaite and Jones
(1975), in which outgroup favouritism towards to the Welsh was evidenced by
the English subjects, Tajfel (1978) suggests that a measure of illegitimacy was
experienced by the English - "a mixture of guilty sympathy" (p.91). This
example suggests that a superior group (of the type in Box B) who perceives
their superiority to be illegitimate may respond with outgroup favouritism,
aligning themselves with the outgroup. Further, when talking of Jews in the
ghettos of Eastern Europe, and some Asian and West African groupings in
Britain, Tajfel (1981a) argues that these groups accepted their inferiority as a
secure comparison, yet responded by either psychologically withdrawing from
the comparison, either achieving positive self-esteem through comparisons
within the group, or by refusing to accept that the group evaluation applies to
themselves, thereby psychologically exiting from the group.

Influenced by the above considerations, the following model has been
developed. The model is essentially a rearrangement of Tajfel’s with some
adjustments. Firstly, this author argues that relative secure comparisons are
possible, in that there are instances in which the status hierarchy is perceived
as legitimate and stable. Secondly, the effects of legitimacy and stability are

more explicitly elucidated.
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Figure 2.2 Model Depicting the Status and Comparison Security

Dichotomies

High Status Low Status

Secure
Intergroup A B
Comparison

Insecure
Intergroup C D
Comparison

A: Groups in this cell are deemed ’superior’, and this status is viewed as
unalterable (i.e. stable and legitimate). As no threats or value conflicts
are recognized, membership of such groups provides untroubled
positive distinctiveness. In agreement with Moscovici and Paicheler
(1978) and Van Knippenberg (1984) it is suggested that such groups
would have little need to compare themselves with the lower status
group. Thus, little outgroup discrimination is anticipated.

B: Low status groups, in circumstances where no cognitive alternatives are
perceived, are considered in this section. Two contingencies are
distinguished, depending on whether or not conditions are conducive to
individuals leaving the group.

(i) Conditions conducive to leaving: Typically, the social mobility

response will occur, with members attempting to leave the group and
enter the more highly valued one. These members tend to direct their
’positive relations’ (i.e. expressions of admiration and approval) to the
higher status group and their "negative relations’ to their own lower

status group.
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(ii) Conditions not conducive to leaving: Under these conditions the

group members will seek to enhance their self-image through individual
means. This may be achieved through comparing their individual
positions with other members of the group, or through psychologically
dissociating themselves from the group.

Under both these conditions there is likely to be a denigration of the
ingroup and esteem of the outgroup (i.e. negative ethnocentrism).
Thus, little ingroup favouritism is expected, and there is the possibility
of outgroup favouritism.

This cell refers to high status groups with insecure status relations.
Different predictions are made, depending on whether the insecurity
results from threats to the group’s status (perceived instability) or from

conflicts of value (perceived illegitimacy).

(i) Perceived illegitimacy: In this case, exit from the group, either
physically (if conditions are conducive to leaving) or psychologically (if
conditions are conducive to staying) may occur. Examples are the
’hippy’ movement (dropping out of the middle class life style); and the
psychological dissociation of dissident Afrikaners (Louw-Potgieter,
1986). In such cases, little ingroup favouritism is anticipated, and there
may be outgroup favouritism as found in the Branthwaite and Jones
(1975) study.

(ii) Perceived instability: Here, the more characteristic response would
be the defensive response of enhanced distinctiveness. The group
would strive to maintain and enhance its superior status, with the

resultant increase of intergroup discrimination.
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Tajfel (1978) argues that in some circumstances, the perception of
illegitimacy would also lead to this response, particularly when the
bonds to the group may be too strong to allow for dissociation. In this
case, he predicts that the group would attempt to justify their
superiority, and would attempt to create further dimensions of
comparison to support this. Hence, there would be heightened
intergroup bias. However, it is questionable whether these group
members would acknowledge perceptions of illegitimacy. Thus, it
appears a distinction must be made between the responses of groups
whose advantages are judged illegitimate by some external criterion,
and those who acknowledge the illegitimacy themselves. In the former
case, Tajfel’s predictions of enhanced distinctiveness and strong
ingroup favouritism may be expected, whereas in the latter case little
ingroup favouritism is expected.

This pertains to low status groups where the status hierarchy is
perceived as mutable.

(i) Perceived illegitimacy: Tajfel implied that insecure comparisons on
the part of low status groups inevitably encompassed the perception
that the status hierarchy is illegitimate. Then, members of such groups
will tend to enhance their social identity through social creativity or
social action. These groups characteristically exhibit strong ingroup
favouritism, emerging from assertive distinctiveness. However, it is
conceivable that there are low status groups who perceive the hierarchy
as legitimate but unstable.

(ii) Perceived instability: This type of situation may occur when outside

forces (e.g. economic crises) lead to an unstable intergroup situation.
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In such instances, it is unlikely that social creativity or social action
would ensue. The group would still ’believe in’ their inferiority, hence
physical or psychological exit would be a more typical response.
However, the instability of the situation would also tend to undermine
their ’faith’ in the superior group. Hence, little ingroup favouritism

would be manifest, but there would also be little outgroup favouritism.

Although the effects of perceived illegitimacy and instability are
presented independently, they will inevitably exist in combination. Thus, a
number of permutations are possible - legitimate/stable, legitimate /unstable,
illegitimate/stable and illegitimate/unstable. In the permutations, it is
anticipated that the effect of illegitimacy will over-ride that of instability.
Thus if the combination is high status/legitimate/ unstable, enhanced
distinctiveness is expected, whereas with the combination of high

status/illegitimate /stable, little discrimination is expected.
2.3 Hypotheses emerging from this Model

A number of hypotheses may be drawn from the above model. As this
thesis will concentrate on groups which have impermeable boundaries, only
the relevant predictions will be considered. Further, the perception of
legitimacy considered will be the self-acknowledged perception, not the
externally determined one.

It is clear that the perception of legitimacy is the most definitive factor

in determining intergroup behaviour. Both high and low status groups who
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perceive the hierarchy to be legitimate will tend to favour the ‘superior’
group. When the hierarchy is seen as illegitimate, both groups will tend to
favour the ’inferior’ group - the high status group will either not discriminate,
or will be biased in favour of the ’inferior’ group, whereas the low status
groups will tend to display assertive ingroup distinctiveness.

Two further hypotheses are suggested. Firstly, the high status groups
which perceive the hierarchy to be legitimate but unstable are expected to
strive to maintain their superiority, hence will evidence strong discriminatory
behaviour towards the low status group. Secondly, it is expected that low
status groups will evidence less ingroup favouritism when with hierarchy is
seen as secure than when it is seen as insecure.

In summary:

H1: High status groups who perceive the status hierarchy as legitimate will
display significantly more ingroup favouritism than high status groups who
believe it is illegitimate.

H2: Low status groups who perceive the status hierarchy as illegitimate will
display significantly more ingroup favouritism than low status groups who
believe it is legitimate.

H3: High status groups who perceive the status hierarchy to be legitimate but
unstable will display the most ingroup favouritism and outgroup
discrimination.

H4: Low status groups who perceive the status hierarchy to be stable and
legitimate will evidence the least ingroup favouritism and the most outgroup
favouritism.

The following hypothetical graph is presented to illustrate these predictions:
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Figure 2.3 Graph Depicting Group Bias Anticipated under the various

condition of the Intergroup Perception Factors.

High Status

--_Q--.
i o Low Status
. N __’._
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2.4 Empirical Work on the Intergroup Perception Facgors

The predictions forthe ways in which the intergroup perception factors
affect intergroup behaviour, as presented by the model described earlier,
derive largely from theoretical argument, supported by examples emerging
from historical and political analysis. However, despite their wide
implications, few social psychological studies have attempted to test the

predictions empirically. The effect of status differentials alone has received
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considerable attention, but few have directly included perceptions of stability

or legitimacy.

2.4.1 The Effect of Status Differentials

Forming predictions for the outcome of studies that investigate the
effect of status, without monitoring perceptions of security, are somewhat
problematic. If it is assumed that the subjects in question view the status
hierarchy as secure, the expectation should be that subjects in the high status
group should display more ingroup favouritism than subjects in the low status
group. Membership of the high status group should satisfy the need for
positive distinctiveness, whereas membership of the low status group
provides a negative input for the self-concept. This may lead the subjects to
hold their ingroup in low esteem, and possibly to ‘reject’ it and favour the
outgroup. However, if the comparison is insecure, then it may be expected
that the low status group would demonstrate strong ingroup favouritism.

It is thus unsurprising that a review of such studies, particularly those
within the minimal group paradigm, does discover discrepant findings. Yet,
there are some consistencies depending on the nature of the groups used and
the means of establishing the status hierarchy.

(i) Experimental groups. In this section is included both minimal
groups and existing groups which are manipulated within the experiment to
assume valence. Such studies tend to establish the status hierarchy through
manipulating the groups’ apparent ability or competence (on some relevant

task). The original experiment of this kind was that of Tajfel et al. (1971).
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Subjects were allocated into two groups, allegedly on the basis of their over-
or under-estimating the number of dots on a screen. In the status or value
condition of this study, the subjects were told that one group was more
accurate than the other. Thus the more accurate group was assumed to have
high status relative to the less accurate group. No difference was found in
the amount of ingroup favouritism displayed by subjects in the high and low
status groups.

However, Commins and Lockwood (1979) performed a study
replicating this experiment’s method of creating status groups, and found that
the high status group was more discriminatory than the low status group.
However, in their study they included another condition - favoured versus
non-favoured treatment, which though it did not interact with status, may
have had the side effect of making the status condition more salient.

The same argument could be made of the study by Sachdev and
Bourhis (1987), which manipulated status differentials together with salience
of categorization. Three status conditions were devised - high status, low
status and equal status on the (alleged) basis of a creativity test. They found
that the high status group discriminated most, followed by the equal status
group, and that the low status group tended to exhibit outgroup favouritism.

Brown and Abrams (1986) created three status conditions (high,
equal, low) which they manipulated together with task orientation
(cooperative versus competitive) and attitude similarity (similar, dissimilar).
While there was an interaction between status and attitude similarity, the
general finding was that there was much more bias against the low status

group than against the high status group.
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Brown and Wade (1987) manipulated the status of the ingroup and
outgroup together with roles in a cooperative task. The findings showed that
when the status of the ingroup was high and the outgroup low, there was
ingroup favouritism, but when the ingroup was low status and the outgroup
high, there tended to be outgroup favouritism. Ellemers et al. (1988) found
that ingroup identification was higher amongst high status group members
than low status group members.

(ii) Experimental groups in which the status relation is manipulated

through relative group size. The basic assumption in these studies is that
being a member of a majority is desirable, and that being part of a minority
implies a negative social identity (Abrams and Hogg, 1988; Sachdev and
Bourhis, 1984). This is open to question, as there are numerous examples of
the elite minorities, for example the whites in South Africa, and the upper
socio-economic classes in Europe. The findings of these studies are
contradictory. Some have found that the majority group members are more
discriminatory than the minority gr;)up members (Moscovici and Paicheler,
1978), while others have found that the minority group members are more
discriminatory (Sachdev and Bourhis, 1984).

(iii) Experimental groups in which status is manipulated through

discrepant possession of power or resources. In general it has been found

that the more power a group has, the more ingroup favouritism (Ng, 1982a,
1982b; Sachdev and Bourhis, 1985), particularly when the power relation is
perceived to be secure.

(iv) Real groups. Numerous studies have considered the effect of

differences in status on the intergroup behaviour of various real groups,
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focusing on groups defined by institutions (Bourhis and Hill, 1982; Brown
and Williams, 1984; Doise and Sinclair, 1973; Oaker and Brown, 1986;
Spears and Manstead, 1989; van Knippenberg and van Oers, 1984), or on
groups defined by national, ethnic or linguistic differences (Branthwaite and
Jones, 1975; Cairns, 1982). Some of these studies found that the high status
groups discriminated more than the low. For example, Doise and Sinclair
(1973) found that the "collegiens" (students from the higher status university)
tended to favour their own group, whereas the lower status "apprentis”
(students from a technical college) did not; Spears and Manstead (1989)
comparing university students at institutions of different status found that
those at the high status university displayed more ingroup bias than those at
the low status university. However, in some studies, the low status group
members were found to be more discriminatory. For instance, Branthwaite
and Jones (1975) found that their Welsh subjects (the low status group)
displayed more ingroup favouritism than the English subjects (the high status
group); while Oaker and Brown (1986), working with specialist nurses (high
Status) and general nurses (low status) found they both exhibited ingroup
favouritism.

These findings are further complicated by the evidence that groups
manipulate their responses in a tactical fashion, so that they make certain
concessions to outgroup, but maintain their own advantages in other ways.
This tactic is characteristic of high status groups with insecure identity. In
general, it has been found that groups will display ingroup favouritism on
dimensions of value to ingroup, and outgroup favouritism on dimensions not

the :
of value to ingroup, which may be of more value to.outgroup (Amancio,
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1989; Mummendey and Shreiber, 1983; Mummendey and Simon, 1989;
Spears and Manstead, 1989; van Knippenberg et al., 1982).

In summary, it appears that when status differentials have been
established in a direct experimental manipulation, including the assignment
of discrepant amounts of power or resources, the general finding is that high
status groups tend to evince more ingroup favouritism than low status groups.
This is particularly so when the intergroup situation is made salient through
various means. However, when the manipulation is through varying group
size there are no consistent trends. It is suggested, here, that the reason for
this is this form of manipulation does not explicitly define the majority group
as high status relative to the minority group in the unequivocal manner that
experimental manipulation does. It is further argued that the discrepant
findings evidenced in the studies with real groups may be attributed to

unmonitored variations in perceptions of stability and legitimacy.

2.4.2 Legitimacy and Stability

(i) Experimental studies. The work which has attempted to directly
manipulate perceptions of stability and/or legitimacy in an experimental
setting is limited. The most frequent means of manipulating these
perceptions are as follows: for stability, subjects are led to question the
reliability of the status hierarchy; and for legitimacy, to present information
designed to cause the subjects to question the fairness of the purported
events that led to the status hierarchy. This immediately causes a problem in

that this legitimacy is of the externally established variety. Hence, the
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predictions for the high status/illegitimate group would be Tajfel’s, not as
presented in the hypotheses.

Turner and Brown (1978) manipulated status, stability and legitimacy
in a 2x2x2 design, testing their effects on a number of variables, of which only
ingroup bias in performance will be considered here. It was found that the
high status group, in general, displayed greater ingroup bias than did the low
status group, and that groups in the illegitimate conditions displayed more
ingroup favouritism than those in the legitimate conditions. However, there
was a significant interaction effect, which on inspection indicated that both
the high status/unstable/legitimate and high status/stable/illegitimate
groups evidenced strong ingroup favouritism. The first finding is predicted
by hypothesis H3, whereas the latter finding would be anticipated when
illegitimacy is externally defined and not acknowledged. The high
status/illegitimate /unstable group did, as anticipated, show little ingroup
favouritism. Although the low status groups in the illegitimate (stable and
unstable) conditions displayed more ingroup favouritism than the groups in
the legitimate conditions, the mean of the low status/illegitimate/stable
group still evidenced outgroup favouritism.

Turner (1978) did a similar experiment to the one above, in which
only stability was considered with status, though the additional factor of
similarity or dissimilarity of the outgroup was included. This factor makes
the evaluation of the effect of stability particularly potent. The study again
manipulated the status through the faculty membership of the subjects (Arts
and Science) in which Arts students were presented as having higher verbal

abilities. However, in the similarity condition, the ingroup and outgroup
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consisted of students from the same faculty, so there was no status
discrepancy between the two groups. Stability was manipulated through
either making the superiority of the Arts students verbal ability over the
science students explicit (stable), whereas in the unstable condition this
difference was not mentioned. The results indicated that the Art students
(high status group) were in general more biased than the Science students
(low status group) in their assessment of the relevant merits of the groups.
Similarity was found to interact with stability, irrespective of status. More
ingroup bias was displayed by subjects in the stable condition when the
outgroup was similar than in the unstable condition, and when the outgroup
was dissimilar, more bias was displayed in the unstable condition than in the
stable condition. Thus, when the group’s superior ability was perceived as
stable, the ’competition’ of a similarly able group led to the striving to
maintain superiority, whereas when the group’s superiority was perceived as
unstable (in question), the ’threat’ of the inferior group resulted in the
attempt to maintain superiority through discriminatory bias.

Mummendey and Shreiber (1984) replicated the above study of
Turner (1978), removing the "confoundings between similarity of status, value
and faculty membership, and complications involving the stability variable" (p.
231). These authors added two conditions, a control group in which no
information about abilities was given, and a condition in which the instability
of the status hierarchy was made more explicit. This study failed to replicate
Turner’s finding. The authors did not report any differences as a result of the
status of the group, but the effect of instability (using both Turner’s method

and their operationalization) appears to result in less ingroup favouritism



46

when the outgroup is dissimilar.

Caddick (1982) manipulated only status and legitimacy. He found
that the groups in the illegitimate conditions displayed higher ingroup bias
than those in the legitimate condition. No comparison between the scores of
the inferior and superior groups were carried out in this study, either
separately or together with the legitimacy factor. The finding that the
superior group in the illegitimate condition displayed higher ingroup
favouritism confirms Tajfel’s enhanced distinctiveness prediction (when
illegitimacy is externally defined), whereas the inferior-illegitimate group
displayed the anticipated assertive distinctiveness.

Brown and Ross (1982) created two minimal groups of different status
by a procedure designed to establish the perception that the status hierarchy
was illegitimate. They then varied a condition of threat (high, moderate and
low). These manipulations with respect to the high status group involved
leading them to believe that the low status group rejected their superiority
(high threat); whereas in the low t};reat condition, they were led to believe
that the low status group accepted their inferiority. In the case of the low
status group, the high threat condition involved the perception that the high
status group were reinforcing their superiority, whereas in the low threat
condition, they were told that the high status group accepted the equality of
their group. In the case of the high status group, this high threat implied the
situation was unstable, whereas to the low status group the low threat implied
the instability of their inferiority. The moderate threat conditions fell in
between these states. Prior to receiving the threat communication, the high

status group displayed greater ingroup favouritism than the low status group,
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which evidenced outgroup favouritism. After the receipt of the high,
moderate or low threat, no significant difference was found in the ingroup
favouritism of the high status group. In the case of the low status group,
however, high and moderate threat led to a significant increase in the degree
of ingroup favouritism, while there was no significant change when the threat
was low. These results do not support Tajfel’s model, as it would be expected
that the high status group would have increased their ingroup favouritism
under conditions of high threat (defensive discrimination). The low status
group, under conditions which most reinforced their inferiority, showed the
most ingroup favouritism (assertive discrimination). Contrary to expectation,
the low status group, in conditions where the superior group conceded that
its superiority was unfounded, showed the least change in the direction of
ingroup favouritism.

On the whole these results, while not consistent do provide some
support for the hypotheses. H1 was supported to a certain extent by the
Turner and Brown (1978) study, but was not supported by the Caddick (1982)
and Brown and Ross (1982) findings. H?2 is supported by the Turner and
Brown (1978) and the Caddick (1982) studies, but not by the Brown and Ross
(1982) study. H3 and H4 received some support from the Turner and Brown
(1978) study, which was the only one which could be considered as none of
the others manipulated both stability and legitimacy in an orthogonal
fashion.

The discrepant findings may be attributable to some problematic
features of the studies. Firstly, as mentioned previously the perception of

legitimacy was externally determined, and the subjects’ actual perceptions
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were not monitored. Thus, it is not clear whether or not the perception of
illegitimacy was acknowledged. Secondly, the manner in which legitimacy
was manipulated varied. In the Caddick study the condition of illegitimacy
was constructed to be a direct function of the high status group’s superiority,
whereas in the Turner and Brown study, the condition of illegitimacy issued
from the actions of outside forces - the experimenters (Caddick, 1982).
Furthermore, while the use of minimal groups is a particularly powerful
methodological tool, it is extremely difficult to institute such complex
perceptions as that of legitimacy and stability in laboratory groups (cf.
Finchilescu, 1981). The measures checking these manipulations in the
Turner and Brown (1978) study are not particularly compelling as they
appear prone to demand effects, and Caddick (1982) does not report whether
any were used in his study.

(i) Non-experimental studies. Very few studies on ’real’ groups have
explicitly manipulated the effect of stability and legitimacy in conjunction
with the status hierarchy. Part of the reason for this is that such research
would have to capitalize on a current event which results in perceived
insecurity of social identity. For example, Skevington (1980, 1981)
investigated the effect of proposed changes in the structuring of nurses
training on the two groups of nurses of different status (State Registered
Nurses and State Enrolled Nurses). The effect of these proposed changes
would be to effectively curtail the privileges and advantages enjoyed by the
high status group (SRN). This source of instability (emerging from the
findings of a government-sponsored commission) was manipulated in the

study, through half the subjects being told that the change was imminent and
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the other half, that it was not. The results of these studies were that in the
unstable condition, the low status group displayed more ingroup favouritism
than existed in the stable condition (in contrast to the outgroup favouritism
when the situation was portrayed as stable). There was also an increase in
the ingroup favouritism displayed by the high status group in the unstable
condition. These results cannot be used to assess the hypotheses as the
perception of legitimacy was not manipulated or monitored.

Numerous authors, however, have used the concepts of legitimacy and
stability in describing such things as social assimilation, social mobility, and
intergroup behaviour of real social groups (e.g. Bourhis and Hill, 1982;
Branthwaite and Jones, 197S; Brown and Williams, 1984; Cairns, 1982;
Hewstone et al., 1982; Hewstone et al., 1983; Liebkind, 1982; Moghaddam et
al., 1987; Vaughan, 1978b). These post hoc explanations are sometimes
made through arguments about the groups socio-economic and political
relations in the case of real groups, or, subsidiary analyses have been
performed on the basis of indicators of stability or legitimacy. For example,
Spears and Manstead (1989) ascertained whether the members of the low
status university believed their low status was fair or not and found that those
who viewed it as illegitimate displayed stronger ingroup favouritism than
those who did not. A similar analysis with members of the high status
university sample was not possible as there were too few who thought their
status illegitimate. However, most of the quoted studies did not make
systematic attempts to gauge their subjects perceptions of stability or
legitimacy, but hypothesized these from their behaviour. for instance, the

finding of strong ingroup favouritism on the part of low status groups is
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explained by their perception of the illegitimacy or instability of their
subordinate position. Therefore, such studies cannot stand as support for the
theoretical predictions.

Another issue concerning the nonexperimental studies is the factor of
the permeability or otherwise of the group boundaries. With experimental
studies this issue does not arise, as the manipulations inevitably establish the
impermeability of the group boundaries. However, in real groups this factor

needs to be explicitly considered.
2.5 Critiques of Social Identity Theory

A number of the critiques of Social Identity Theory have focused on
Tajfel’s conceptualization of the role of social categorization, the cognitive
component, with little focus on the motivational ingredients.

One such critique is that Tajfel’s assertion that categorization is a
basic aspect of human existence, coupled with the linkage of categorization
to intergroup prejudice and discriminations has the result of making
prejudice appear ‘normal’ and ’inevitable’ (Billig, 1985; Hendriques, 1984).
While this argument may be true of social categorization per se, it would not
be an accurate commentary on Social Identity Theory as a whole. Further, it
is argued here that the concern about the interface between the theory of
social categorizations and 'real’ group prejudice lies not in the ills of
cognitivism, but in the failure to broach the question of why groups have
become the chief means of gaining positive distinctiveness in modern society,

and to investigate how this is ideologically and politically manipulated.
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While the place of social categorization is important in providing the
substrate on which social groups are based, Tajfel does not claim that the
label of the category is the only definition of the group ’in real life’.
Research with children has demonstrated that children frequently do learn
the social category labels and the evaluation of these categories before they
understand the content of these categories (e.g. Finchilescu, 1975; Kohlberg,
1966). However, most social groups are invested with many features that
strengthen identification to the group, and locate the group in the social
context. It would thus be inaccurate to claim that Tajfel saw prejudice as
emerging mechanistically from a purely cognitive source, as is demonstrated
in the following quote:

the fabric of intergroup relations in society at large, i.e. their

social, historical, economic and cultural determinants and

constraints, create the diversity of widely diffused social myths

about people’s own and other social groups. These myths, be

they called representations collectives, social representations

or social (as distinct from individual) stereotypes, constitute in

turn a crucial part of the background affecting the collective

aspects of social behaviour of masses of individuals.... The

nature and contents of the myths accepted as ’true’ or 'valid’ by
people belonging, or seeing themselves as belonging, to
different social cate(gories are strongly affected by the

individuals’s location ("objective’ and ’perceived’) within the
wider social system.

(Tajfel, 1984, p. 696)

Billig (1985) argues that particularization is as important a process
within intergroup relations as categorization. He illustrates this with the
analogy of the bureaucrat who can choose to enforce the letter of the law to a
particular individual or make a special case, contending that people choose
to incorporate an individual into a category or to individualize him/her. This

argument does not appear to be at variance with Social Identity Theory, in
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that the intergroup relations is considered dynamic. In his discussions on the
interpersonal-intergroup continuum, Tajfel stressed that ingroup members
can encounter outgroup members as individuals, or as group members.
Thus, for instance, during the flare-up of hostilities in the black townships in
South Africa, there were numerous examples of white employers who took
personal measures to protect their individual black servants or colleagues,
fetching them and their families at personal risk from the battle-torn
townships and giving them shelter. While this is clearly an example of
particularization (or interindividual behaviour), the issue is that when it
comes to a group action, such as voting in the subsequent election, these
same people did not hesitate to vote to retain apartheid.

This critical focus on the cognitive aspect of the theory stems partly
from the uneasy transition Tajfel made from his first social categorization
stance ("the generic norm for discrimination”) to the full Social Identity
Theory in which motivational components came to the fore, and partly to the
heavy dependence on the Minimal Group Paradigm in research. Tajfel
(1972) stated that he viewed research as a means of demonstrating
theoretical propositions, not a means of providing the proof. The minimal
group studies have allowed for certain relationships to be tested, but they
were not viewed as a microcosm of reality. However, the Minimal Groups
Methodology and experimental groups by their very nature, put an excessive
emphasis on cognitive issues as it would be very difficult to draw out
motivational components in such transient situations. Hence, the multitude
of studies on Social Identity Theory using such methodologies does provide

the impression that social categorization is the dominant process.
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Social identity researchers have, in general been criticized for its rigid
adherence to orthodox, idiographic, experimental procedures (Condor, 1989;
Marshall and Wetherell, 1989; Skevington and Baker, 1989). These authors
argue that the scope of the theory is severely curtailed by the lack of
diversification in methodologies. The dynamic processes involved in social
comparisons and the content and meaning of social identities can only be
explored using more qualitative and subjective means. These authors also
argue that analyses of the social context, and of the historical background
need to be incorporated into the study of any social groups for such a study to
be of real use in understanding social reality. Further, Condor (1989) points
out that Tajfel’s analysis of social change is limited to the "intentions of social
activists", and does not take into account the complexity and diversity of
actual social change.

This culminates in perhaps the most cogent criticism of Social Identity
Theory - that it has concentrated on the processes involved in intergroup
behaviour to the exclusion of content. The validity of this assessment is
undeniable. Social Identity Theory has provided some principles and
schematic tools by which to approach the analysis of intergroup behaviour.
But, it has yet to provide an understanding of the meaning, development and
structure of social identities, or an examination of how these dynamically
interface with social activity. Yet, so long as Social Identity researchers do
not treat the process analysis as the only elements required in social inquiry,
this criticism is not a rebuttal of the theory but a directive for future research.

In conclusion, the main criticisms of Social Identity Theory that have

been discussed are the over-emphasis on cognitive processes, the lack of
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contextual analysis, the predominance of experimental methodologies and
the "reification of process over content" (Skevington and Baker, 1989, p. 8). A
further criticism that has been raised by a number of researchers is that
Social Identity Theory tends to assume that all members of a group identify
with the group in a similar manner, and have similar perceptions and
responses. This issue is the subject of the next chapter, and will be

elaborated there.
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CHAPTER 3
INTRA-GROUP VARIATIONS IN PERCEPTIONS OF THE STATUS
HIERARCHY

3.0 Introduction

In the previous chapter, a model for predicting the nature of
intergroup behaviour from perceptions of status, stability and legitimacy was
elucidated. Four hypotheses emerged which, it was argued, encapsulate the
intergroup predictions of Social Identity Theory in instances of impermeable
group boundaries. In this chapter it will be argued that in real social groups,
it is likely that the full range of the intergroup perception factors (i.e. that the
status hierarchy is stable/unstable, legitimate/illegitimate) will be held by
different members of the group. Variations in ideological beliefs, in value
systems and in experiences will lead to members of the same group viewing
the intergroup situation differently. The chapter will first discuss some issues
relevant to the notion of intra-group variability. Then an empirical study
which tests whether intergroup behaviour varies as a function of differences

in the intergroup perception factors within groups, will be reported.

3.1 Intra-Group Variability

The form intergroup behaviour takes, whether there is paternalism or

dissidence, social mobility or social action, is determined in part by the status
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hierarchy of the groups, and the perceptions of the legitimacy and stability of
this hierarchy. In his outline of this process, Tajfel (1978) treats the
perceptions of stability and legitimacy as if these are uniform throughout a
group at a particular point in time. Similarly, the empirical studies on the
issue, reviewed in Chapter 2, tend to operationalize these factors as
homogeneous characteristics of whole groups, without variations in
individuals’ perceptions of these factors. However, while this tendency is
inevitable when elaborating a model, or in instituting manipulations within
an experiment, it does not follow that these perceptions are, in reality, static
or consistent within a group.

The notion that there are variations in the behaviour and perceptions
of ingroup members has been recognized by Social Identity Theory
researchers. But this variation has been considered mainly as a function of
identification. For instance, in his discussion of individuals’ identification
with a group, Tajfel acknowledged that this was mediated by numerous
emotional as well as cognitive factors (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel and Turner, 1979,
1986).

Identification with a social group involves a number of factors: one’s
cognitive self-definition as a member of a certain group, awareness of
similarity to other members of the group, and of differences to persons not in
that group, feelings of attraction to, bonding and perceived interdependence
with other members of the group. However, Turner’s self-categorization
theory (which derives from Social Identity Theory) argues that the emotive
components of feelings of similarity, cohesion, attraction, etc. are consequent

upon the cognitive self-definition and categorization, rather than these
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factors leading to group formation or identification. While it is accepted that
the cognitive self-definition process may be the necessary condition for group
membership, it is argued here that numerous other factors will influence the
depth and extent of identification, the salience of the identification for the
individual and the commitment to that group.

Self-definition as a member of a group has been demonstrated to
affect intergroup behaviour (Finchilescu, 1986; Ullah, 1987; Widdicombe,
1988). Finchilescu (1986), in an experimental study, investigated the effect of
the status of groups and the congruence of subject’s group membership on
ingroup favouritism. Subjects were told that there were two types of artistic
potential, which were associated with certain personality traits. They were
told the traits involved and, on the basis of these, asked to determine to
which of the two groups they belonged. They were then subjected to an
artistic aptitude test, which allocated them to one of the two groups. The
allocation was manipulated such that in some cases there was congruence
between the subjects’ self—definitiori of group membership and the allotted
group and sometimes these were at variance. It was found that ingroup
favouritism was affected by the status of the group and the congruence of
self-definition with allocated group membership. In particular, when there
w.as incompatibility, those allocated to the low status group exhibited
outgroup favouritism and those allocated to the high status group showed
high ingroup favouritism. There was no significant difference in the amount
of ingroup favouritism evidenced as a function of status of the group when
subjects were allocated to the group to which they thought they belonged.

Ullah (1987) investigated the attitudes to the Irish of adolescents who had at
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least one Irish parent, as a function of whether they defined themselves as
English, Irish, or half Irish/English. It was found that subjects who defined
themselves as Irish had a significantly stronger positive orientation to the
Irish group than the other subjects. Widdicombe (1988) in a multi-
dimensional study of adolescents’ identity discovered that their achieved peer
group identities were more important than ascribed group memberships.

The degree of identification with a group has also been considered by
a number of researchers (Brown and Williams, 1984; Brown et al., 1986). In
studies with different types of workers in a bakery (Brown and Williams,
1984) and in a factory (Brown et al., 1986) it was found that the degree of
identification with their group did not emerge as a consistent or strong
predictor of intergroup behaviour. However, the lack of comparability
between some of these groups and the context of the study may account for
these lack of results. It is clear that further research is required to clarify the
effect of degree of identification.

Further, there is growing evidence that members of a group may
identify with different images or representations of that group (Condor, 1984;
Condor, 1989; Condor and Abrams, 1984; Louw-Potgieter, 1936, 1988).
Condor demonstrated that the group ‘'women’ to which members identified
could be represented in a number of ways, ranging from the traditional
'feminine’ definition to that of a socio-political group as conceived by
feminists. Louw-Potgieter found that (South African) Afrikaners
represented their group in a variety of ways, ranging from a 'racial’, (i.e.
white), culturally specific elite to a group defined in terms of language use

alone.
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Thus, there is some evidence of intra-group variability in the form and
degree of identification with a group, and identification appears to have
some influence on social identities and to a certain extent intergroup
behaviour. However, it is difficult to relate this to the intergroup perception
factors. Clearly, a strong identification with a group would lead to a low
likelihood of leaving the group, even if material conditions allowed this.
Thus, the social mobility-social change dimensions should be correlated with
weak-strong identification dimensions. It may also be argued that strong
identification would also be associated with a strong perception of legitimacy
in the case of high status group members and of illegitimacy in the case of
low status group members. However, while an investigation into the nature

of this association is likely to be revealing, it beyond the scope of this thesis.

3.1.1 Variability in Perceptions of Legitimacy and Stability

It is argued here that within any large scale social group, there will be
members who perceive the stability and legitimacy of the intergroup status
hierarchy differently. Perceptions of stability and legitimacy emerge through
an interaction between factors internal to the groups and external events.
Internal factors are elements such as the degree of identification felt by
group members and the perceived level of comparability between the groups
in question. External factors may be events such as political and economic
changes affecting the social groups directly, news of circumstances in other
countries which may present examples of alternatives to the current

intergroup situation, or the failure of the dominant group to fulfil its
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functions.

Hence, variations in the manifestations of the internal factors, and in
the cognizance of and beliefs about the external factors are likely to exist
within social groups. In the case of South Africa, for instance, blacks who
live in the remote rural areas, who have little or no contact with whites, and
who have little access to media information, are likely to have a very
different understanding of the intergroup situation, specifically the apartheid
system, to blacks who are urban dwellers, have been educated and are more
versed in political events. The former are more likely to perceive the
intergroup situation as stable and legitimate than the latter.

Some support for the concept of diversity is contained in Taylor and
McKirnan’s (1984) model of social change. They suggest that there are five
stages in intergroup relations, which describe the development (from stage 1)
of a situation in which the inferiority of the subordinate group and
superiority of the dominant group exists without question, through to stage 5,
in which the inferiority of the subordinate group is rejected and the groups
compete on a more-or-less equal basis. The five stages are characterized by
different social comparisons (as secure or insecure) and by distinct
attributions made for the inferiority or superiority of the groups in question.
Implicit in the explanation of the development from one stage to another is
the notion that certain members of the lower status group are subjected to
experiences which alert them to the illegitimacy of the intergroup situation,
and they in turn act to raise the consciousness of the whole group.

To date, there is little empirical work investigating the effect of

variability in intergroup comparisons. However, one study that has
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incorporated this, was that of Brown and Williams (1984). These authors
monitored the degree of stability, defined as the likelihood of the relative
status of the groups changing, and illegitimacy (or relative deprivation),
defined as the difference between the actual and desired ingroup rank, of
workers in various sections of a bakery. These perceptions (treated as
continuous variables) failed to emerge as significant predictors of a number
of measures of intergroup differentiation. However, it could be argued that
the groups used (defined by the type of work done) were not particularly

salient or important to the subjects.

3.2 Study 1: The Effect of Intra-group Variability in the Intergroup

Perception Factors on Intergroup Behaviour

The aim of this study, was firstly to ascertain whether there are
variations in perceptions of stability and legitimacy within the context of real
groups in conflict, and to test the effect of these, as orthogonal constructs, on
intergroup relations. Intergroup relations will be operationalized as
measures of intergroup attitudes, and of ingroup favouritism in trait
ascription and allocation of resources. The groups in question were blacks
and whites in South Africa. At the time this study was performed (1985), the
social turmoil which has been increasingly escalating, was clearly evident,
with feelings of optimism and pessimism on both sides.

To examine the intergroup perception factors, it was necessary to
construct a measure that could discern the individuals’ perception of the

intergroup situation in a manner that was not bound up with the intricacies of
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the political situation. An adaption of Cantril’s (1965) Self-Anchoring
Striving Scale was used, which was termed the Intergroup Perception Ladder.
As this scale is used in many of the studies of this thesis, it will be described

in detail.
3.2.1 The Intergroup Perception Ladder

Cantril’s Self-Anchoring Striving Scale was originally devised as a
means of determining an individual’s aspirations, frustrations and feelings of
satisfaction with respect to themselves and their countries. The Intergroup
Perception Ladder devised for this thesis adopts the principle of allowing
respondents to anchor the scale at either end for themselves, using
unarticulated criteria that have personal relevance; and then asks for
intergroup comparisons within these boundaries. Cantril (1965) found that
five years was the maximum time interval that people could comfortably
project backward or forward. Thi's time interval was thus specified in the
present use of the Ladder.

With the Intergroup Perception Ladder, respondents are provided
with a drawing of a ladder with 11 rungs (labelled from O to 10). The
instructions specify that the ladder should be taken to represent "life
circumstances" in South Africa, and to imagine that the top step represents
the best one could hope for in this country, and the bottom represents the
worst. Respondents are then asked to indicate on which step they think
blacks and whites (as social groups) stand on this ladder (a) at the present

time; (b) stood 5 years ago; (c) will stand in 5 years time; and (d) where they
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should, ideally, stand.
Perceived Status

The relative position of the groups on the ladder "at the present time"
acts as a check on the perceived status of the groups. It must be noted that
the race intergroup situation, in South Africa, inevitably refers to the
apartheid system which determines that whites are accorded high status and
ensures they enjoy the best resources of the country, while the blacks are
accorded low status and are deprived of both power and economic resources.
Hence, if the respondent places blacks on a higher level than or on the same
step as whites, their responses are excluded from the analysis, since it is clear
that they either misunderstand the task or are using a dimension of
comparison that differs from the socio-structural reality indicated.
Perceived Stability

Perception of the stability of the situation is calculated as a function of
the relative position of the groups in the future as compared to the present;
that is, the difference in levels of blacks and whites specified for "5 years in
the future" minus the difference specified for "the present time". This
continuous measure is dichotomized using a median-split.
Perceived Legitimacy

Perception of the legitimacy of the intergroup situation is determined
from responses on the question of where the groups "should" stand. If the
subjects place whites higher than blacks, they clearly see the present
intergroup situation as legitimate, whereas if they place blacks on the same
level or higher than whites, this is taken as an indication that they view the

situation as illegitimate. Thus, the scores were dichotomized such that those
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who put the groups at the same level or blacks higher than whites, are
considered to perceive the present intergroup hierarchy as illegitimate,
whereas those who put whites on a higher level than blacks, were placed in
the legitimate category. There is, however, a strong ’social desirability’ bias
implicit in this question, and it was accepted that some of the respondents
who do view the situation as legitimate would be unwilling to state this

openly.

3.2.2 Predictions

As specified in Chapter 2, the predictions for this study are:
H1. For the white (high status) groups, it is predicted that those who
perceive the intergroup status hierarchy as illegitimate will evidence less
ingroup favouritism than those who perceive the situation as legitimate.
H2. For the black (low status) groups, it is predicted that the effect of
perceived illegitimacy will be to increase ingroup favouritism.
H3. Whites in the group who perceive the situation as legitimate and
unstable will exhibit the highest ingroup bias, as these subjects feel their
superiority under threat from external forces and respond with defensive
discrimination against the blacks.
H4. It is expected that of all the black groups, the subjects in the group with
secure social identity (i.e. who perceive the situation as stable and legitimate)

will evidence the least ingroup favouritism.
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3.2.3 Pilot Studies

Two pilot studies were conducted to construct and test some of the
materials used in the main study. These are briefly reported below:
Construction of the Race Attitude Scale

A pool of 30 items were selected from a number of questionnaires
that have been used by the Centre for Applied Social Sciences, a research
institute located at the University of Natal, Durban. The items selected
referred to a range of aspects of black-white relations in South Africa. These
items comprised a preliminary attitude scale, on which respondents were
asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement on a 7-point Likert-type
scale. A number of the items had their meaning reversed, to ensure against
the use of a response set.

The attitude scale was administered to 124 first year psychology
students at the University of Natal, Durban. These students consisted of
black and white students, of both sexes. The responses to the questionnaire
were factor analysed, and on the basis of this analysis, 15 items were selected
for use in the main study.

Construction of the Trait Evaluation Scale

Nine pairs of bipolar, evaluative trait adjectives were selected from a
number of sources, including the study by Turner and Brown (1978). To
ensure that the one of each bipolar pair was invariably considered more
positive than the other, a short questionnaire was constructed, in which
respondents were asked to rate the favourableness of the 18 adjectives, using
a 5-point Likert-type scale. The adjectives were not paired with their bipolar

opposite.
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The questionnaire was administered to a further 84 (black and white,
male and female) students. The ratings of each bipolar adjective pair were
compared using a one-tailed t-test. In each case, the ratings of the more
positive adjective was found to be significantly more favourable than the less
positive of the pair (p <0.01).

On the basis of these results, it was decided to use all nine pairs in a

semantic differential scale format.

3.2.4 Method

Subjects

One hundred and sixty-one male and female students (who had not
participated in the pilot studies) were recruited on a voluntary paid basis. All
volunteers, irrespective of race, were tested and paid the 2 Rand fee, but the
data of the Asian and coloured students were not analysed. The final sample

consisted of 70 black and 70 white subjects.

Materials

The stimulus material for this study consisted of 4 different tasks
which were combined into a booklet. The order of tasks was randomized
using a Latin-Square plan.

Task 1: Race Attitude Scale

As described previously, this contained 15 items, each consisting of a
statement to which the respondents indicated their opinion on a 7-point

Likert-type scale, the poles of which were marked "completely agree" and
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"completely disagree”.

Task 2: Intergroup Perception Ladder

This was described above.

Task 3: Student Faculty Election Task

For this task, subjects were told to assume that Student Faculty
Council elections were about to take place. Four male candidates were
described by name, year of study (all were in their third year) and a brief
manifesto for their candidature presented. Two of the candidates were black
and two white, their race being identified by their names. The subjects were
asked, firstly, to vote for the candidates in order of preference, and to give
their impression of the candidates (on the basis of their manifesto) using the
Trait Evaluation Scale. The names of the candidates were counter-balanced
with the manifestos to ensure that the content of the manifestos did not
account for any bias in the assessments.

Task 4: Room Allocation Task

Subjects were told to imaginé that a mixed-race student residence was
to be built. (This was actually a topical issue, as talk of such a residence was
prevalent at the time of the study and had actually been built by 1989). They
were provided with the floor-plan of two identical levels of one of the wings
of residence, consisting of 12 rooms. The 12 rooms were varied in
desirability ranging from 1 (least desirable) to 3 (most desirable). Subjects
were told that there would be more applications for these rooms from both
black and white students than could be accommodated, and that an equal
number of white and black students had applied. They were then asked to

allocate each room on the floor-plan to a white or black student.
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A copy of the stimulus material is included in Appendix A.

Independent Variables

The variables in this study were the race of the group, which implicitly
embodies a status hierarchy, and perceptions of the stability and legitimacy
of the intergroup situation. These perceptions were determined from the
Intergroup Perception Ladder, as described previously.

Perceived Status

Five subjects (4 black and 1 white) were excluded from the study
because they had placed blacks at a higher level than whites. A further two
were dropped because they failed to complete the Intergroup perception
Ladder correctly. Hence, only 133 subjects were used in the final analysis.

The relative differences between the positions of the race groups
(Ievel of whites minus level of blacks), as perceived by the subjects is

presented in the table below:

Table 3.2.1 Perceived Present Intergroup Differences

Blacks Whites Overall
Mean 6.47 4.49 5.46
St. Dev. 2.57 2.06 2.52
Number 65 68 133

The black subjects perceived the differences in the positions of whites

and blacks as significantly greater than the white subjects (¢=4.950, df=133,
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p<0.000). Thus, the black subjects considered themselves as significantly
more deprived than did the whites.

Perceived Stability

Perception of the stability of the situation was calculated as described.

Table 3.2.2 Stability Scores

Blacks Whites Overall
Mean -5.00 -3.56 -4.18
St. Dev. 3.93 2.88 3.48
Median -4.00 -3.00 -3.00
Number 65 68 133

The black subjects also perceived the relative position of the race
groups in South Africa as significantly more unstable than did the white
subjects (¢=2.418, df=131, p=0.017).

This continuous measure was dichotomized at the overall median.
Scores of -4 or less were defined as unstable, and those of -3 or above, as
stable.

Perceived Legitimacy

Sixteen whites and 6 blacks perceived the intergroup situation as
legitimate. The proportion of whites who perceived the intergroup hierarchy
as legitimate was significantly greater than the proportion of black subjects
(Chi-square=3.95; df=1; p=0.047). The number of subjects in the different
status x legitimacy conditions varied considerably. The table below presents

the distribution of subjects across the 8 conditions.
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Table 3.2.3 Sample Distribution within the Race x Stability x Legitimacy

Conditions
Legitimate Illegitimate
Stable Unstable Stable Unstable
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