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ABSTRACT 

Using concepts derived from Social Identity theory, this study 

investigated the impact of status, perceived legitimacy/illegitimacy 

and perceived stabi.1ity/instability on intergroup bias in a real-life 

intergroup situation between blacks and whites in South Africa. The 

sample consisted of 369 students registered at the University of Natal, 

Durban. Of the total, 208 subjects were used exclusively in prelimin­

ary testing necessary for the development of the questionnai reo The 

independent variables, status, perceived legitimacy/illegitimacy and 

perceived stability/instability, were assessed by means of the group 

perception ladder; this being an adapted version of Cantril's (1965) 

Self-Anchoring Striving Scale. An attitude scale for black-white 

relations was also constructed and administered as a check on the 

validity of the group perception ladder. The dependent measure was 

the degree of ingroup bias displayed in (i.) voting preferences among 

four candidates (2 whites and 2 blacks) standing in a mock faculty 

council election, (ii) evaluation of these candidates .on a list of 

trait scales, (iii) number of student residence rooms allocated to 

ingroup and outgroup, (iv) relative desirability of the rooms allocated 

to each group and (v) the degree of integration shown in the allocation 

of rooms to each group. 

Both the independent and dependent measures were compiled into a 

questionnaire, carefully randomized according to a Latin-square 

arrangement. This questionnaire was then administered to a group of 

161 paid student volunteers of all races. PartiCipants were unaware 

that race was a subject of interest. A system of colour coding was 

used to i dent i fy the race of the subj ect . The data' from I nd i an and 

'coloured' volunteers was discarded from the analysis, Since blacks 

and wh-ites formed the racial categorizations selected for inv.e-.stigation.. 
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The data from 70 blacks and 70 whites was analysed using the statisti­

cal technique of multiple linear regression. A statistically 

significant pattern of results was found on two of the dependent 

measures, namely, ingroup bias in voting preferences and degree of 

integration. The findings provided partial support for the predictions 

of Soc i a I I dent i ty theory. Under cond i t ions where stab iIi ty / i nstab i 1-

ity was found to have a significant effect, the perception of 

instability generally resulted in an enhancement of ingroup bias. A 

significant effect for status was only found when the status relations 

were perceived as legitimate. Perceived legitimacy was found to be 

more salient in the low status group; eliciting a stronger reaction 

from its members. In both the high and low status groups those who 

perceived the social stratification as illegitimate were found to 

di splay lesser ingroup bias than comparable others who bel ieved that 

the status system is legitimate. While SOCial Identity theory predicts 

such a trend for high status groups, the simi lar findings in the low 

status group is contrary to the theory. These results were evaluated 

against the backdrop of several methodological and practical problems 

associated with the research. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Intergroup Relations 

The nature of our social interactions with those around us is largely 

determined by our membership or non-membership in some or other group. 

Group memberships play an important role in our social relations, 

attitudes, values and norms. The greater part of all present-day 

international relations is concerned with the processes of unification 

and diversification between groups. Consequently, if social psychology 

is to be meaningfully related to contemporary social realities, it is 

essential that it embraces the study of the processes of interaction 

between large-scale groups. Recently, Turner (1984) remarked that "a 

social psychology without an adequate analysis of the group concept, 

is to a very real extent, like Hamlet without the prince!" (p518) 

After a period of quiescence in the 1950s and 1960s, intergroup 

relations has recently emerged as an important socio-psychological 

topic for research and study (Wetherell, 1982). In a review on 

developments within the area, Brown (1984) noted that eight major 

books on the subj ect were pub I i shed duri ng the past decade. As a 

topic of research, intergroup relations represents an enormous area 

replete with a difficult and complex knot of problems. One merely 

needs to scan recent news head lines to become awa re of the magn i tude 

and diversity of the problems associated with intergroup relations. 

This chapter reviews some of the major theoretical analyses within 

social psychology which have been proposed in an attempt to gain a 

better understanding of the problems of intergroup relations. 
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1.2 The Study of Intergroup Relations 

The study of social groups encompasses both the interaction between 

members of small groups and the psychological correlates of behaviour 

between large-scale social categories such as nations, races, ethnic 

and religious groups. In a review of the social psychology of inter­

group relations, Tajfel (1982) pointed out that investigation into 

group phenomena has been characteri sed by a number of approaches or 

perspectives rather than any tight theoretical articulations. 

1.3 Individualistic Perspectives on Intergroup Behaviour 

The theoretical analyses behind much of the earlier research on inter­

group phenomena is characterized by an individualistic perspective 

which assumes that the uniformities displayed in group behaviour are 

explainable in terms of individual psychological processes such as 

motivation and frustration. Although these theoretical accounts 

cons ider the soc ia I setti ngs of intergroup behav iour, the psychology 

of the individual is in itself seen as the starting point for all 

social interactions. To lend substance to a discussion of the 

ina-clequacy of the individualistic perspectives and by contrast, the 

merits of group approaches, some of the more influential individualis­

tic theories will be outlined. 

1.3.1 The Frustration-Aggression Hypothesis 

Dollard et al (1939) developed a theoretical account of prejudice and 

discrimination by combining certain psychoanalytic insights with 

concepts derived from learning theory. Frustration and aggression 

were believed to be the fundamental variables in the development of an 

explanatory model which would have direct implications for the 

understanding of intergroup behaviour. 
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The original version postulated an invariable relationship between 

frustration and aggression where frustration is always an antecedant 

condition for aggression. This hypothesis was not only used to explain 

individual aggression; it formed the basis of an analysis of intergroup 

behaviour. Dollard et al (1939)1 proposed that the aggressive energy, 

produced by the inevitable frustrations associated with organised 

social living , is displaced onto certain outgroups. In this way 

outgrouDs provide a • scapegoat· function which helps to preserve and 

rna i nta i n i ngroup cohes i on. I ntergroup phenomena such as prej ud i ce is 

seen as the uniform expression of aggression by large numbers of 

individuals. Dollard (1939) attributed the r ise of Nazism during the 

1930's to the frustrations of the Germans after the Treaty of 

Versailles. Thus, frustration-aggression theory assumes a direct 

linearity between the psychology of the individual and the psychology 

associated with group membership (Billig, 1976). -

Evidence of the frustration-aggression theory of prejudice is derived 

largely from a study by Hovland and Sears (1940) which reported a 

strong inverse relation between economic prosperity and the number of 

lynchings in the United States. According to this analysis, bad 

economic conditions enhanced frustration- thereby instigating greater 

aggression expressed in the act of Negro lynching. However, the 

hypothesized invariable relation between frustration and aggression 

was not verified by further experimentation. As a result, major 

Qualifications and modifications were introduced. Miller (1941) 

modi fied the initial version by reporting that frustration does not 

inevitably lead to aggression. Rather , aggression is one of a number 

of possible consequences of frustration. The experimental research of 

Berkowitz (1962, 1965, 1971) pOinted to the importance of inter~ 

vening cognitive and motivational components such as unfulfilled 
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expectations and previous learning. The original hypothesis was 

subsequently reformulated to include situational cues and emotional 

and cogn it i ve state.s (B ill i g, 1976). Moreover, an experimenta 1 study 

of the frustration-aggression relationship in South Africa produced 

findings which contradict the basic premise of Dollard's theory. The 

effect of experimentally induced frustration on intergroup attitudes 

was investigated. A surprise finding emerged. Frustration led to a 

more sympathetic attitude accompanied by a decrease in social distance 

i nd ices (Lever, 1976). 

Generally, the findings of experimental testing indicate that there 

are several problems which are not adequately resolved within the 

theory. The question as to how and why certain groups become a target 

for displaced aggression is left largely unspecified. As a conceptual 

tool its explanatory and predictive value is further limited by the 

inability to account for the formation and continuance of groups 

(Billig, 1976). It is an approach to intergroup behaviour which, even 

in its revised form, relies almost exclusively on inner motivational 

states in its explanation of the uniformities associated with group 

behaviour. The implication that large-scale social phenomena can be 

wholly accounted for by individual emotional states is problematiC. 

As Billig (1976) and Brown and Turner (1981) point out it ignores 

important socially-determined variables such as conformity to prevail­

ing norms and ideology. These theorists suggest that the origins of 

collective frustration and the selection of targets for displaced 

aggression are more probably rooted in the shared beliefs and goals 

associated with group membership. Thus, it seems that the frustration­

aggression hypotheSiS as postulated by Dollard et al (1939), is both 

too Simple and too general to offer any genuinely social analySiS of 

group behaviour (Brown and Turner, 1981; Milner, 1981). 
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1.3.2 The Authoritarian Personality 

An extens i ve enqu i ry by Adorno et a I ( 1950) into soc i a I att i tudes 

toward Jews and a variety of other minority groups, led to the identi­

fication of the "Authoritarian Personalitt' syndrome. After noting 

the genera I ized nature of intergroup prej ud i ce, the authors c I aimed 

that racist attitudes and behaviour could be linked with a definite 

underlying personality structure. A theory was formulated based on 

the premise that the origins of ethnocentric attitudes were to be 

found in the individual ' s personality. Very briefly, the theory 

states that a rigid pattern of discipline during childhood leads to 

the -arousal of anger and hostility. Instead of being directed against 

the parents, this hostility is suppressed and then later projected 

onto certain outgroups. Thus, prejudi:e is believed to serve an 

important function within the personality; an idea which is based 

upon earlier psychodynamic interpretations of intergroup phenomena 

(Billig, 1976). 

Support for this theoretical formulation has come from a number of 

studies. HarriS, Gough and Martin (1950) found that prejudice in 

children could be linked to strict parental control. Frenkel-Brunswik 

(1954) measured prejudice in children and - found that high prejudice 

was associated with authoritarian personality characteristics. Further 

evidence was derived from similar studies by Lyle and Levitt (1955) 

and Baumrind (1968). NotWithstanding the enormity of the methodologi­

cal critiCisms of the research on authoritarianism and prejudice (cf. 

Kirscht and Dillehay, 1967), there also exists a body of experimental 

research which renders the assumption of the general ity of prejudice 

questionable. The nature of attitudes towards different outgroups 

have been shown to differ according to socio-cultural variables such 

as socio-economic status , educational attaintion patterns. According 
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to Bloom (1971) the value of the approach of The Authoritarian Person­

ality is that it indicates some of the personality variables that 

determine susceptibility to prejudice and discrimination. However, as 

Billig (1976) argues, the investigation of the roots of such social 

phenomena must extend beyond the psyche of the individual to the realm 

of the forces with i n the soc i a 1 context and the groups that ex i st 

within it. 

1.3.3 Belief Congruence Theory 

Rokeach (1960) proposed that similarity or congruence between indivi­

duals' belief systems is more important than social group memberships 

in determining patterns of acceptance or rejection. Intergroup dis­

crimination is believed to result from the perceived dissimilarity or 

incongruence between the beliefs of the ingroup and the outgroup. 

Thus, blacks are discriminated against, not because they belong to a 

specific social group, but because they are assumed to hold different 

beliefs from the people who are the discriminators. 

Empirical support for this theory of intergroup behaviour, has come 

from a number of studies us i ng an experimenta I method often referred 

to as the race-belief experimental paradigm (Brown and Turner, 1981; 

Turner, 1984). In this paradigm subjects are typically required to 

indicate their attitudes towards a number of stimulus persons who may 

differ from the subject in terms of either race or belief. The respon­

ses are then analysed to determine whether race or belief is of primary 

influence. Several studies have shown that belief is more important 

than race (Rokeach, Smith and Evans, 1960; Byrne and Wong, 1968 and 

Taylor and Guimond, 1978). 

Brown and Turner, (1981) , argue that the findings of the race-belief 

studies have no implications for intergroup behaviour. They point out 
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that the race-belief paradigm operationalizes individuals' beliefs as 

their personal attributes rather than as shared effects of their common 

category membersh i p. Wi th i n the ,theory i tse 1 f, be lief congruence is 

seen as a property of the psychology of the individual distinct from 

the beliefs, norms and values within the wider social context or more 

speci fically, the context of g.roup membership. Therefore, it would 

seem that Rokeach (1960) suggests that intergroup relations depend 

upon the cons i stency of att i tudes as they ex i st between i nd i vi dua I 

persons. On this pOint, Taylor and Brown (1979) make the following 

comment: 

II it wou I d be borderi ng on the absurd to suggest, 
to take a more important example, that the hostil­
ity between blacks and whites in Southern Africa 
today is caused prinCipally by a perception of 
belief dissimilarity." (p176) 

Belief congruence theory presupposes a linear extrapolation from 

i nd i v i dua I to group s i tuat ions. Brown and Turner (1981) note that 

interpersonal similarity is of subordinate importance in situations 

where people's group memberships are th·e, issue. They claim that this 

trend is typified by the clich~ some of my best friends are blacks, 

Jews etc., often used by prej ud iced persons. These theori sts suggest 

that belief may be more important than race only for relatively formal 

or non-ego-involving responses such as that used in the race-belief 

experiments. To some extent, this suggestion is verified by Boyanowsky 

and Allen's (1973) finding that prejudiced subjects who discriminate 

against blacks in social behavioural stiuations do not necessari ly do 

so in non-behavioural situations, such as pencil-and-paper measures. 

In addition, it has been suggested that race and belief variables were 

not given equal experimental emphasis in the studies favouring belief 

(Ashmore, 1970; Brown and Turner, 1981). Other studies have produced 

evidence in contradiction wjth Rokeach's (1960) belief hypothesis. 
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For example, Triandis and Davis (1965) found race to be more influen­

tial than belief. 

This brief discussion indicates that Rokeach's theory of belief 

congruence (1960) meets with some difficulties at both the methodo­

logical and theoretical level, pqrticularly when it is applied to 

intergroup contexts. Brown and Turner (1981) conclude that Rokeach' s 

theory i~ mostly effective in explaining interpersonal attraction. 

1.3.4 Appraisal of Individualistic Approaches 

In two of the above approaches, attitudes and perceptions of own and 

other social groups are seen as spin-offs of internal tensions and 

emotional difficulties experienced earlier on in life. In the third 

approach the beliefs of the individual are assumed to be the operative 

variable in intergroup relations. What is of concern here, is whether 

large-scale problems of intergroup conflict can be adequately explained 

in terms of individual patterns of prejudice. 

It has been generally accepted that theories such as those represented 

by the frustration-aggression hypothesis, authoritarianism and belief 

congruence are well able to account for social behaviour as it occurs 

between individuals (Bloom, 1971; Tajfel, 1978a; 1978b), although not 

in their seductively simple original forms, but together with the 

extensive variations that have been developed. The problem arises, 

however, when direct extrapolations are made from them to instances of 

intergroup conflict and aggression at large (Tajfel, 1978a, 1978b; 

Brown and Turner, 1981). Relations between national, racial, ethnic 

or social groups can be distinguished by their tangible basis in the 

social and economic context in which they occur. Hence, any explana­

tion of the psychological correlates of phenomena such as intergroup 

conflict and aggression must take full cognisance of the intertwine-
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ment of the social and psychological levels of causation (Tajfel, 

1972, 1978b). Reading the central tenets of the frustration-aggression 

hypothesis and the authoritarian personality, there is a glaring over­

emphasis on the psychological determinants of prejudice with only 

slight reference to th~ social antecedants. 

The roots of social phenomena such as prejudice and discrimination are 

located in the motivations and emotional dynamics of the individual 

without any concern for the influence of the social, economic and 

political structure. Tajfel (1978a) claims that this has led to a 

IInarrow psychologistic view of what is and always has been an important 

feature of all societies: recurring social confl ict ll (p432). Social 

conflict cannot be adequately explained only in terms of the psychology 

of the individual. Instead, the Question of the psychological concom-

mitants of intergroup behaviour must be addressed in association with 

the relevant social structures. Tajfel, 1972, 1978a; Billig, 1976). 

The intellectual roots of the tendency to account for all social 

behaviour in terms of general laws of individual motivation may be 

found in the belief that the Igroupl as a psychological entity is 

superfluous. To quote allport (1924, p6): 

IIThere is no psychology of groups which is not 
essentially and entirely a psychology of indivi­
duals. 1I 

and later Berkowitz (1962, p167): 

IIDealings between groups ultimately become problems 
of the psychology of the indi vidual. Individuals 
decide to go to war; battles are fought by indi­
viduals; and peace is established by individuals." 

Brown and Turner (1981) maintain that the frustration-aggression hypo­

thesis, belief-congruence theory and the concept of authoritarianism 

are all consequences of these theoretical sentiments. If the social 

group is nothing more than a collection of individuals then the logical 
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extension is that intergroup processes can be fully explained through 

the funct ioning of the individual. Although this type of individualism 

predominated for many years, it did not go unopposed. 

The work of Sherif (1936 , 1966 ) is notable for its strong opposition 

to reductionist social psychology. Although he agreed that psychologi­

cal reality dwells only within individuals, he argued for the existence 

of processes related to the group context which do not exist between 

individuals as individuals. Using concepts derived from the Gestalt 

tradition , Sherif (1936) pOinted out that the social group is more 

than just the sum of its parts. He stated that the reality of the 

social group has properties which are different from and not reducible 

to its const i tuent components, name I y i nd i v i dua Is. Th i s approach was 

formulated in direct opposition to the belief that individual motiva­

tions and personality types may be held accountable for intergroup 

phenomena (Billig, 1976). Instead, he proposed a social psychology of 

intergroup relations which considers both the properties of groups 

themselves and the consequences of membership for individuals (Sherif, 

1966) . 

More recently Tajfel (1978a) challenged the validity of the "psycho­

logical individualism" which dominated most of the investigation into 

group processes. He used the term psychological individualism to 

encompass approaches such as that formulated by Berkowitz (1962) which 

confine social psychological analyses to the motivational and cognitive 

functioning of individuals. Like ·Sherif (1936 , 1966) he argues against 

a linear transposition from individual dynamiCS in a dyad to relations 

between individuals as members of large-scale group. Tajfel (1978a) 

calls attention to the extent to which socia l conduct is determined by 

the individual ' s knowledge and awareness that he/she is a member or 

non-member of certain groups. Consequently, he proposes that in order 
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to fit the requirements of psycho-social reality, any theory of inter­

group relations should include recognition of the psychological 

existence of ingroups and outgroups, and also relate these psychologi­

cal phenomena to the surrounding social structures. 

1.4 Group-based Approaches to the Psychology of Intergroup Relations 

Both Sherif and Tajfel have developed theoretical fonnulations which 

approach the topic of intergroup relations from the group level of 

analysis. These theories represent important landmarks in the social 

psychology of intergroup relations as they allow for "both the proper­

ties of the groups themsel ves and the consequences of membership on 

indivi'duals" (Sherif, 1966, p62). 

1.4.1 Sherif's Realistic Group Conflict Theory of Intergroup Behaviour 

Sherif's theory of intergroup relations developed as a direct conse­

quence of the findings of three field studies conducted with young 

male students at summer camps (Sherif and Sherif, 1953; Sherif et al, 

1961; Sherif, 1966). The studies comprised four different stages so 

as to allow for the development of di fferent patterns of intergroup 

behaviour. In the first stage, the subjects were left to fonn friend­

ships while engaging in general activities on a camp-wide basis. 

During stage two, the boys were divided into two groups through the 

separation of their living quarters and camp activities. Friends were 

purposefully assigned to different groups. It is reported that during 

the course of this stage role differentiations and hierarchies evolved 

within the groups. The camp authorities organised a number of inter­

group competitions during the third stage of the experiment. As a 

result, overt hostility and conflict developed between the groups. In 

the last experiment , a fourth stage was introduced designed to diminish 

the negative intergroup relations in the previous stage. This was 
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achieved through the introduction of superordinate goals; defined as 

goals that have compelling appeal and are desired by each group but 

are unattainable without the participation of the other group. Both 

groups were placed in difficult settings where - joint action was 

necessary to get them out. 

The results of the boys' camp experiments were formulated into a 

functional theory of intergroup relations. - The theoretic analysis 

focusses upon the existence of competitive and superordinate goals in 

intergroup situations. The essential predictions are: 

1) incompatible goals or competition between groups over scarce 

resources causes intergroup conflict, and 

2) superordinate goals or co-operative activities betwe.en ,groups in-

duces social harmony. 

Therefore, the social relations between groups are accounted for by 

their functional goal relations. Sherif also explains the formation 

of soc i a I groups in terms of the ach i evement of goa Is: cohes i ve group 

structure emerges from co-operat i ve interdependence of the atta i nment 

of goals and sharp ingroup-outgroup boundaries result from competitive 

goal-related activity. 

Setting aside the theoretical details for the moment, the importance 

of Sherif's contributions needs to be discussed from the point of view 

of its approach to the problem of intergroup behaviour. Both the 

theoretical framework and methodological structure are in agreement in 

as much as they represent a departure from individualistic approaches 

(Billig, 1976). As Tajfel (1978a) pOints out, the subjects in Sherif's 

studies were healthy, 'normal' American boys who behaved as they did 

as a direct result of the intergroup setting in which they found 

themse I ves . As opposed to ear Ii er approaches, the i r behav i our was not 

conceptualized in terms of any coinCidence of emotional or motivational 
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problems. Rather, the behavioural observations cannot be fully under­

stood unless they are seen in relation to the surrounding intergroup 

setting (Tajfel, 1978a). The summer camp environment enabled the 

researchers to skillfully create a context within which phenomena 

uniquely linked to the group setting could be examined. Billig (1976) 

has described the methodological contribution of the camp studies as 

an important landmark in social psychological research into intergroup 

relations. The basiC design of the studies permitted the investigation 

of the psychological factors involved in the development and reduction 

of intergroup conflict. 

Equally significant is Sherif's formulation of the concepts of competi­

tive and superordinate goals in terms of groups. These goals are 

present as complex social phenomena which exist within a context of 

group membership. As Billig (1976) notes the goals refer to the shared 

perceptions among group members. Behaviour between groups is held to 

be consequent upon group membership. Hence, Sherif's orientation is 

more holistic in the sense that it avoids the limitations of the 

earlier reductionist approaches. 

Having considered the wider implications of Sherif's contribution to 

the study of intergroup processes, the next focus for discussion is 

the validity of the theoretical statements. Can the psychological 

correlates of group behaviour be fully accounted for by the functional 

goal relations between groups? 

The results of studies designed to test Sherif's ideas tend to support 

the ba sis hypotheses of Rea list i c Group Confl i ct theory. I n a rev i ew 

of research on the topic Turner (1982) quotes the following studies: 

Blake and Mouton (1961, 1962); Bass and Dunteman (1963), Fiedler 

(1967), Diab (1970). Generally the results of these studies confirm 
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the functional hypothesis that competitive interaction produces a 

social orientation which enhances cohesive intragroup relations but 

disrupts intergroup relations. With the introduction of a competitive 

orientation into a group situation, there follows ingroup bias in the 

perception of outgroup members, discriminatory behaviour and a refusal 

to openly negotiate over probable solutions (Turner, 1982). Hence it 

appears that Sherif (1966) was correct in his interpretation of the 

consequences of cpmpetitive interaction. 

A common feature through both Sherif's camp studies and the replica­

tions which have been conducted (for example Blake & Mouton, 1962) is 

the existence of an explicit conflict of interest between groups. As 

Tajfel (1978a) pOints out, the conflict in Sherif's studies was clearly 

explicit to the subjects. Indeed, the camp authorities instituted 

organised competition between the groups during the third stage. 

Similarly, the studies of Blake and Mouton (1962); Bass and Ounteman 

(1962) and Oiab (1970) investigated ingroup bias after the introduction 

of actual competition. This raises the question of whether competition 

is in fact a necessary condition fGr the manifestation of group-based 

behaviours. 

Many researchers have indeed, investigated the possibility that similar 

forms of intergroup behaviour may exist in the absence of an explicit 

competitive orientation. As early as 1964 the results of research by 

Fergusson and Kelley suggested that Sherif and his colleagues might be 

misguided in their emphasis on functional independence per se in the 

el iCitation of intergroup discrimination. In Ferg.usson and Kelley's 

(1964) experiment, groups of subjects, after having completed various 

tasks, were asked to judge the products of thei r own group and of 

specific outgroups. It is noteworthy that ingroup bias occurred even 

though any kind of competitive behaviour was avoided in the design. 
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Doise et al (1971, 1972) studied the effects of co-operation, competi­

tion and coaction on intergroup attitudes. The ingroup was evaluated 

more favourably, irrespective of the type of interaction. Similarly, 

Rabbie and Wilkens (1971) found that both intergroup coaction and 

competition produced ingroup bias both before and after interaction. 

The results of studies such as these which manipulate or control type 

of intergroup interaction under various conditions of intergroup compe­

tition and co-operation. Hence, it is evident that an intergroup 

confl ict of interests is not a necessary condition for the appearance 

of intergroup discrimination and as such behaviour can also occur in 

co-operative intergroup situations. 

During the 1970's there accummulated a substantial amount of experi­

mental evidence which demonstrate that the mere division of indivi­

duals into groups without interaction is sufficient to generate 

intergroup behaviour (Doise et ai, 1971, 1972; Tajfel et ai, 1971; 

Billig, 1972; Billig and Tajfel, 1973). Hence, Sherif's theoretical 

fonnulations are 'incorrect insofar as it stresses the importance of 

functional interdependence as a detenninant of intergroup attitudes. 

Nevertheless, Realistic Group Conflict theory has been productive in 

investigating the effects of competi ti ve ' and co-operative interaction. 

By contrast, recent research on intergroup relations is by and large 

supportive of the Social Identification model, as developed by Tajfel 

(1978b, 1981) and Tajfel and Turner (1979). This explanatory model 

fonns the subject of the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY OF INTERGROUP RELATIONS 

Tajfel (1978b, 1981) and Tajfel and Turner (1979) have been largely 

responsible for presenting a new perspective on the social psychology 

of intergroup relations. As an explanatory model of intergroup 

behaviour, Social Identity Theory as it is currently known, avoids 

many of the pitfalls of the earlier approaches. 

\ Firstly, it represents a SOCial psychological account of intergroup 

behaviour which is firmly based in the social context .i The behaviour 

of different groups in relation to one another is seen as a joint 

function of certain social psychological processes and of the socio­

economic relations between groups. Tajfel (1978b) stresses that the 

processes in question are IInot conceivable outside of the social 

settings in which they function ll (p4). Social Identity Theory goes a 

long way in taking account of the dialectical nature of the relation 

between the subjective psychological and socio-structural determinants 

of intergroup relations. This aspect is exemplified in the way in 

which perceptions of the social organisation are incorporated as 

important antecedants of intergroup behaviour (discussed later). 

Secondly, it is an approach which provides a theoretical integration 

of several characters of inter-individual, intra- and inter-group 

behaviour in terms of both cognitive and motivational processes. In 

its explanation of the psychological determinants of different types 

of social behaviour, the social group is conceived of as more than 

just a collection of individuals. Different levels of behavioural 

phenomena are accepted as such, so that neither the individual is 

obscured in _ a purely group psychology nor is the group reduced to the 

problems of individual psychology. 
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2.1 The Behavioural Continuum: Interpersonal and Intergroup Behaviour 

Tajfel (1978b, 1981) describes all instances of social interaction in 

terms of a continuum of behaviour ranging from the purely interpersonal 

to the pure ly intergroup. On the i nterperson-a 1 po 1 e of the cont i nuum 

any social interaction between individuals is determined only by their 

individual characteristics and the nature of the personal relationships 

between them. On the intergroup extreme, interactions are fully 

determined by the participants ' memberships in various social groups. 

Tajfel (1981) acknowledges that these extremes are hypothetical 

constructs in the sense that instances of purely interpersonal or 

purely intergroup behaviour are seldom achieved in reality. But, as 

Brown and Turner (1981) demonstrates, there are a number of examples 

which bear cl0se similarities. For example, the intimate conversations 

between two lovers are largely determined by interpersonal factors. 

An instance of purely intergroup behaviour may be found in a war 

situation where soldiers of opposing armies are completely out of 

sight of each other. I n such a case the groups to wh i ch the i nd i­

viduals belong are likely to be of utmost significance. Most social 

behaviour, however, falls somewhere between these two extremes. 

A shift from the interpersonal to the intergroup end of the continuum 

has several implications of intergroup relations. 

1981) identifies two important trends: 

Tajfel (1978b, 

i) the nearer the social situation to the intergroup extreme of the 

behavioural continuum, the more uniformity will the individual 

members of groups concerned show in thei r behaviour towards 

members of outgroups, and 

ii) there will be a stronger tendency for members of the ingroup to 

treat outgroup members as undifferentiated items in a social 
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Therefore, the transition from the interpersonal to the intergroup 

poles of the continuum is paralleled by a transition towards uniformity 

in the treatment of outgroup members. Expressed differently, it can 

be said that a shift towards intergroup behaviour is accompanied by 

a decrease in vari ab iIi ty in the percept i on of members of outgroups 

(Tajfel, 1982). Ingroup favouritism is correlated with the position 

that intergroup relations take on this continuum. The closer so<;.ial 

interactions are to the ingroup extreme, the stronger the intergroup 

discrimination. 

Empirical evidence for the existence of an interpersonal - intergroup 

distinction comes from the consistent finding that there is some 

characteristic ' difference between relations between social groups and 

relations between individuals (Turner, 1981). Doise and Sinclair 

(1973) observed that groups are more competitive than individuals 

under the same conditions. Turner (1978a) compared strategies of 

reward allocation between conditions of explicit categorization of 

subjects into groups versus a non-categorization condition. 'As predic­

ted, the former subjects showed discriminatory responses in favour of 

the ingroup and outgroup members. These results, then, support a 

distinction between interpersonal and intergroup behaviour. A similar 

experiment by Brown and Deschamps (1980) verified Turnerls (1978a) 

findings. In conditions where group membership was de-emphaSized, 

self-favouritism was the dominant strategy. By contract, explicit 

categorisation decreased self-favouritism such that ingroup favouritism 

became the overwhelming choice , clearly supporting Tajfel IS behavioural 

continuum. 

Tajfel (1978b) described his theoretical framework as a "conceptual 
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tripod" which involves three interrelated social psychological pro­

cesses: social categorization, social identity and social comparison. 

These linked concepts will be discussed in the following sections. 

2.2 Social Categorization 

An important aspect of the social environment is the existence of 

collections of individuals who differ from one another along a number 

of dimensions. Wilder (1981) notes that in most social situations we 

are bombarded with an infinite amount of stimulation. Because we 

cannot possibly process such a complex array of information , people 

develop short-cuts by categorizing selected stimuli. 

Tajfel (1978b, 1981) describes social categorization as a cognitive 

tool that ' enables us to categorize, segment and simplify the social 

environment in terms of discontinuous groupings of persons on the 

basis of criteria that have relevance for the classifier. Common 

criteria in our society are race, sex, class, religion and national­

ity. Other criteria are hair colour, body structure and temperament. 

The distinction between these two types of criteria is that the former 

categories are characterized by an evaluative (positive and negative) 

and an emotional component (love, hate). Thus, a value dimension is 

added to social categorization. This latter feature constitutes the 

essential difference between categorizations in the social world and 

those applying to physical stimuli. 

In order to fully understand the behavioural effects of social cate­

gorization, the consequences of categorization as a cognitive process 

need to be cons i dered first. Wilder (1981) has summarized three 

important functions of categorization: 

i) it enables us to simplify and reduce the complexity present in 
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our environment, 

ii) categorization makes it possible for us to generate expectations 

about the properties of objects, and 

iii) it permits us to consider a greater amount of information at any 

one time. 

These functions are collectively achieved thro~gh the principle of 

accentuation. Several early studies on perception (eg. Campbell, 

1956: Bruner, 1958 and Taj fe I and Wi I kes, 1963) observed the phenome­

non whereby similarities within, and differences between items 

classified as belonging to the same or different categories respec­

tively, were accentuated. Social Identity Theory applies this 

principle in the conceptualization of the process of social categori­

zation. Tajfel (1978b, 1981) maintains that the introduction of value 

differentials in social categorization results in a more emphatic 

accentuation of the percei ved intragroup s imil ari ties and the per­

ceived intergroup differences. This has certain consequences for 

intergroup relations: (i) differe,nces within a group or category will 

be minimized and (ii) differences between groups or categories will 

be exaggerated, over and above the reality of the situation. Tajfel 

(1978b, 1981) argues that the interaction between socially derived 

value differentials and the cognitive mechanics of categorization is 

particularly important in all social di visions, in that the moti va­

tional components act to determine the structure of intergroup 

relations. 

Recent evidence has verified the operation of social accentuation in 

intergroup perception. Wilder (1978) found that subjects in a 

situation of random group assignment , perceived themselves to be 

similar to other ingroup members and different from members of another 
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group. Tay I or, et a I (1978) had subj ects observe a group of i nter­

acting persons who differed in tenns of either race or sex. There­

after, subjects were presented with a list of suggestions that had 

been made and a set of pictures of the observed participants. The 

task was to match the faces and suggestions. The results showed that 

people were able to accurately discriminate between categories, but 

tend to confuse individuals within a category. Taylor et al (1978) 

concluded that "categorization is much more than a static mode of 

identifying others: it is an active mode of representing and recon­

structing their behaviour." (p88) 

Social Identity theory proposes an explanation of intergroup bias 

which rests on the role played by social categorization in the fonna-

tion of group behaviour. As early as 1969, Tajfel proposed that 

intergroup bias may be a direct product of the perception by indi­

viduals that they are joined within a common category membership. 

This hypothesis emerged as a direct challenge to the theoretical 

formulations of functional theory (Turner, 1982). A methodology known 

as the 'minimal group paradigm ' was developed which manipulated social 

categorization as an independent variable with intergroup discrimina­

tion as the dependent variable. 

2.2.1 The Minimal Group Studies 

The initial paradigmatic studies were executed by Tajfel, Flament, 

Billig and Bundy (1971) and explored whether the mere classification 

of individuals into distinct groups is a suffiCient condition for the 

appearance of intergroup di scrimi nation. In order to create mi n ima I 

conditions, subjects were randomly divided into groups on the basis of 

some trivial criterion (eg. the toss of a coin ) . Group membership 

was anonymous and all attributes usually associated with real-life 
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groups were eliminated. There was no face-to-face interaction, 

conflict of interests, any previous history of interaction or any 

ulti 1 itarian value to be gained from ingroup identi fication. Subjects 

worked individually in separate cubicles. The task was to divide 

monetary rewards between ingroup and outgroup members by choosing 

from a variety of possible strategies. Significant intergroup 

discrimination was found. Subjects consistently discriminated in 

favour of the ingroup and against outgroup members. Moreover, it was 

often the case that subjects made decisions which maximised the 

difference in rewards between the groups, even though this meant a 

smaller absolute sum for the ingroup. 

Subsequent research programmes have consistently confirmed the initial 

findings. Possible confounding variables were investigated in several 

experiments. Billig and Tajfel (1973) controlled for the influence of 

perceived similarity among ingroup members. Even in the conditions 

where there was no reason for subj ects to like members of the group, 

discrimination 'fiefS demonstrated. Further investigation ruled out the 

possibility that subjects were responding to demand characteristics or 

in terms of social norms (Billig, 1973; Tajfel and Billig, 1974; 

Doise and Sinclair, 1973; Doise, et aI, 1972). 

The above experiments conf i rm the in i t i a I hypothes i s that the mere 

act of categori zing persons into i ngroups and outgroups is a suff i­

cient condition for the manifestation of a differentiation of attitudes 

and behaviour which favours the ingroup against the outgroup. 

2.3 Social Identity 

Social categorizations do not merely divide the social world into 

distinct categories in which others can be located , they also serve to 

define the individual's place in society by providing a system of 



23 

orientation for self-reference. A~cording to Tajfel (1978b) social 

groups provide their members with an identification of themselves in 

social terms. Social identity is described as that "part of an I 
individual ' s self-concept which derives from his knowledge of his f 

membership of a social group (or groups) together with the value and 

emotional significance attached to that membership." (Tajfel, 1978b, 

p63) . 

Turner (1982) hypothesized that group membership becomes internalized 

as one of two maj or subsystems of the se 1 f -concept: persona 1 i dent i ty 

and social identity. The former refers to definitions of self in 

terms of personal and idiosyncratic attributes such as personality 

traits, whereas the latter denotes definitions of self in terms of 

memberships of various groups. Therefore, group membership is con­

ceived of as an aspect of the self-concept. Social identification can 

also be understood as the process which binds an individual to his/her 

social group and 'by which the social self is realised (Billig, 1976). 

Two aspects of social identity are incorporated in the theory; namely, 

social identity as an active process and as a cognitive structure. 

Most people are members of a variety of different groups such as sex, 

race, religion, nationality, sports group etc., but these group member­

ships vary in their importance and salience to an individual. Turner 

(1982) proposed that the self-concept is a relatively enduring, multi­

faceted system which is structurally and functionally highly differ­

entiated so that its parts are able to operate relatively independent­

ly of each other. In any given social situation a different part or 

combination of parts of the self-concept may be at work. Different 

situations tend to ' switch on ' different identifications of self so 

that at certain times an individual's behaviour may be influenced 
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O . f' . I I primarily by his/her group membership. nce some speC! IC SOCIa 

identification becomes salient, the self and others will be perceived I 
of in terms of the relevant group membership. t 

According to Turner (1982), the transition in self-concept functioning 

from personal to social identity, corresponds to and is responsible 

for a shift from interpersonal to intergroup behaviour. Whenever 

group memberships become salient, there will be a transition from 

interpersonal to ' intergroup behaviour. Thus , Turner (1982) extends 

the conception of the behavioural continuum by hypothesizing that 

interpersonal and intergroup behaviour are controlled by differing 

psychological processes located in the self-concept. However, Turner 

(1984) is careful to point out that the personal and social identity 

are not mutually exclusive. Rather, they can operate simultaneously 

so that most of the time the individual perceives him/herself as 

moderately different from other ingroup members and moderately differ­

ent from outgroup members. 

Tajfel (1978b) suggested that the number and variety of social situa­

tions which an individual will perceive as being relevant in some way 

to his/her group membership will increase as a function of: 

i) the clarity of his/her awareness that he/she is a member of a 

certain group 

ii) the extent of the positive or negative evaluations associated 

with this membership, and 

iii) the extent of the emotional investment in the awareness and the 

evaluations. 
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2.4 Social Comparison 

The notion that social groups or categories are associated with 

positive or negative value connotations forms one of the basic 

assumptions of Tajfel's theory. It is through the process of - social 

comparison that the evaluative dimension of group membership is 

determined. This process invel ves an evaluation of one's own group 

with reference to specific other groups in terms of value-laden 

characteristics such as skin colour, sex, language , wealth etc. In 

other words, the characteristics of one's group achieve their signifi­

cance in relation to perceived differences from other groups (out­

groups) and the value connotations of these differences (Tajfel, 

1978b). Tajfel and Turner (1979) delineate three necessary conditions 

for social comparison to occur: 

i) group membership must have been internalized as part of the 

self-concept, 

i i) the outgroup must be perceived as a relevant comparison group, 

and 

iii) the attributes on which the comparison is made must have import­

ance for both groups. 

The following quotation serves to integrate the theoretical concepts 

explicated thus far: 

"A comparative aspect ... (social comparison) ... 
links social categorization with social identity." 
(Tajfel, 1978b, p64). 

2.4.1 Status Hierarchies 

The outcome of the social comparison process is a graduation which is 

termed a status hierarchy. The basic assumption is that social 

differentiation is aSSOCiated with status differences between groups. 

In this context, status reflects a group ' s position on some evaluative 
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dimension of_ comparison. If a group is perceived to be superior to 

another on some relative dimension, it has high status; if it is 

perceived as inferior, low status. In other words, the more positive 

characteristics attributed to the group, the higher that group's 

status. Turner and Brown (1978) have made the following observation 

concerning the perceived status of groups: 

"The bas i s of a group's status seems to be, more 
or less, its position in the political and socio­
economic structure of society; dominant groups 
tend to have higher status than subordinate 
groups." 
(in Tajfel, 1978b, p201) 

Perceived status, being the outcome of social comparison, will 

determine -whether the group membership contributes positively or 

negatively to the individual's social identity. If the result of 

comparisons between ingroups and outgroups reveals high status for the 

ingroup, its members will h-ave a positive social identity. If, on the 

other hand, social comparison leads to low status for the ingroup, the 

individual will have a negative identity. 

2.4.2 ,Positive Distinctiveness 

A central tenet of Social Identity Theory is that individuals have a 

need for, and are thus motivated to strive for a positive self-concept . 

. Because social identity refers to aspects of the concept of self, 

self-concept needs also inform the need to establish or maintain a 

positive social identity. Thus, the need for positive social identity 

motivates a tendency to seek positive distinctiveness for one's own 

group in comparison with other groups. 

There has been wide support for the belief that group members seek to 

evaluate their own group positively relative to specific other groups 

(Hewstone and Giles, 1984). Turner (1980) maintains that the tendency 
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to favour the ingroup in relative outcomes for ingroup and outgroup 

members seems the single most important motive in the minimal group 

paradigm. In a discussion on social identity and social comparison, 

Turner (1975) gives a fu 11 account of the re 1 at i on between soc i a 1 

comparison and the minimal group results. He argues that ingroup 

favouritism, measured by awarding more money to the ingroup relative 

to the outgroup, was the on ly means whereby pos it i ve ly va I ued group 

distinctiveness could be achieved. Thus, a positive social identity 

was created by discriminating against the outgroup. Recently, Oakes 

'and Turner (1980) confirmed that the opportunity for intergroup 

discrimination is associated with increased self-esteem in comparison 

to a control condition where subjects are not permitted to discrimin­

ate. 

Tajfel (1978b) hypothesizes that lithe need for differentiation (or the 

establishment of psychological distinctiveness between groups) seems 

to prov i de, under some cond it ions the maj or outcome of the sequence 

social categorization - social identity - social comparison. 1i (p83) 

2.5 The Social Mobility - Social Change Continuum 

The major consequence following the recognition of identity in 

socially defined terms is the assumption that an individual will 

remain a member of a group as long as that membership contributes 

positively to his/her social identity. Therefore, if the outcome of 

the social comparison process affords a negative social identity on 

ingroup members, these individuals will engage in strategies to 

achieve positive distinctivenss, Since their need for a positive 

self-concept has been denied. 

The individual IS response to a negative social identity will be 

reflected somewhere along a continuum of structures of beliefs which 



28 

moves from the extreme of social mobil ity to the extreme of social 

change. This continuum is inextricably linked with the interpersonal -

intergroup continuum of social behaviour. Social mobility refers to an 

attempt by individuals to move as individuals from a low status 

group to a higher status group. A social mobil'ity response is an 

individualistic one, since it does not attempt to alter the existing 

intergroup relations. On the other hand, a social change response is 

an attempt to change the nature of the intergroup situation. Indivi­

duals adopting the latter type of response wi 11 work together with the 

group as a whole to change the intergroup relations. 

The way in which social categorization and comparison processes work is 

a complex matter. Tajfel and Turner (1979) recognised that ingroup 

favouritism as it exists between real-life groups is not simply a 

result of the desire to achieve positive distinctiveness. Different 

fonns of social behaviour are in fact, detennined by categorization 

and comparative processes in interaction with a number of other 

variables in the intergroup context. 

Tajfel (1978b, 1981) postulates a number of factors which may detennine 

whether a social mobility or social change response will occur: 

i) Penneability of group boundaries: The basic assumption behind 

the social mobility response is that the social divisions between 

group are flexible and penneable such that individuals are 

pennitted to move from one group to another. Individual upward 

-mobility may be prevented by both external and internal con­

straints. External constraints are factors such as authoritative 

legislation (for example the race laws in South Africa) or a 

rigid caste system. Loyalty ties and moral commitments to the 

group are examples of internal constraints. 
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ii) Perceived stability/instability of the social stratification: A 

crucial condition in any intergroup situation is whether a 

change in the existing pattern of status relations is conceivable 

or not from a social psychological perspective. Perceived 

stab iii ty refers to an intergroup s i tuat i on where there is a 

complete absence of cognitive alternatives of any kind that 

would invoke a change in the existing system of social stratifi­

cation. Perceived instability refers to an awareness of 

alternati ves in the status quo, that is the current system of 

intergroup relations is seen as changeable. 

iii) Legitimacy/Illegitimacy of status relations: Perceived legitimacy 

implies the acceptance of the existing system of stratification 

as just and fair. Perceived illegitimacy calls into question 

the principles along which stratification between groups is 

based. If the dimension along which status differentiation is 

based, is believed to be in conflict with values of justice and 

equity, the social stratification will be perceived as illegiti­

mate. 

Tajfel (1978b, 1981) hypothesizes that the pO,sition of an individual 

(or collections of individuals) on the social mobility - social change 

continuum of structures of belief, is a powerful determinant of the 

structure of intergroup behaviour. 

2.6 Strategies of Intergroup Differentiation 

The concept of soc i a I i dent i ty as def i ned by Taj fe I ( 1978b, 1981 ) 

refers to a dynamic and fluid entity. It is a mechanism which plays 

a causal role in determining the structure of intergroup relations. 

The social relationships between groups are also neither fixed nor 

unchanging. Social identity, being based in the social context, will 
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change in relation to any alterations in the social comparison process. 

Conversely, changes in social identity will have consequences for the 

structure of intergroup relations. Brown and Ross (1982) point out 

that changes in identity are described within the theory by the notion 

of security of social identity. 

2.6.1 Security of Social Identity 

A secure social identity is defined as: 

"A relationship between tow (or more groups) in 
which a change in the texture of psychological 
distinctiveness between them is not conceivable 
... there would have to exist a complete psycho­
logical objecti fication of the status quo with no 
cognitive alternatives of any kind available to 
challenge the existing social reality." 
(Tajfel, 1978b, p87). 

By contrast, an insecure social identity is one in which cognitive 

alternatives to the existing status relations are available to the 

extent that a complete reversal of the status relations is conceivable. 

Both the variables stability and legitimacy are incorporated in 

Tajfel's (1978b, 1981) distinction between secure and insecure social 

identi ty. Perceived stabi I i ty is inextricably related to the concept 

of cognitive alternatives. Tajfel (1981) proposes that "the building 

up of cognitive alternatives to what appears as unshakeable social 

reality must depend upon the conviction ..• that some cracks are 

visible in the edifice of impenetrable social layers" (p319). 

The variable, perceived legitimacy is invoked in the explanation of 

the creation of cognitive alternatives. Tajfel (1978b) argues that 

the awareness of cognitive alternatives, to a large extent, depends 

upon the degree to wh i ch the groups perce i ve the status hi era rchy to 

be in conflict with principles of justice and equality. Perceived 

illegitimacy purportedly increases the comparability of different 
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status groups, and thereby implies some underlying dimension of 

similarity. The propensity of perceived illegitimacy to bring 

previously dissimilar groups into similarity motivates Tajfel's 

assertation that the perceived illegitimacy of an intergroup relation­

ship is socially and psychologically the acceptable lever for social 

action and social change (Tajfel, 1978b). 
I 

Thus, the interacti"on between the perceived stability and legitimacy 
.. 

of a system of differentials is important in detennining security of 

social identity. Tajfel (1981) notes that an unstable system of social 

divisions is more likely to be perceived as illegitimate than a stable 

one, and conversely , a system perceived as illegitimate will contain 

the beginnings of instability. Consequently , insecure social identity 

is more likely to be linked with perceived illegitimacy and instability 

of social divisions. On the other hand, stability and legitimacy 

bears closer association with a secure social identity. 

2.6.2 Intergroup Behaviour 

Using the above theoretical framework, Tajfel (1978b) fonnulates a 

number of predictions regarding intergroup behaviour. These may be 

presented in the following 2x2 cell typology: 

HIGH STATUS LOW STATUS 

SECURE SOCIAL IDENTITY A B 

INSECURE SOCIAL IDENTITY C D 

A: includes consensually superior groups in an intergroup situation 

where the status relations are perceived to be unchangeable. Tajfel 

(1981) claims that instances of a completely secure social identity 

for a high status group is a near "empirical impossibility", since 
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this form of unchallenged superiority is extremely difficult to 

maintain. (p278) Consequently , Tajfel does not predict the intergroup 

behaviour of this group. However, Moscovici and Paicheler (1978) 

delineate the case of a nomic majority which may be argued to fit this 

category. They hypothesize that such a group, being sure of its 

position and having had experience of success, can afford to tolerate 

the exi stence of a di fferent group. Turner (1975) has shown that 

ingroup bias in high status groups decreases when that status is 

perceived as unalterable. Therefore, it may be predicted that groups 

in category A will exhibit little ingroup bias. 

B: groups in this category have a low status, and this status is 

viewed as unalterable. Tajfel ' s predictions concerning the intergroup 

behaviour of these ingroups vary, depending on whether or nor condi­

tions are conducive to individuals leaving the group. 

i) Conditions conducive to leaving: The typical response is SOCial 

, 

mobil i ty. There is enough social flexibility to allow the 

individual to move to a more positively-valued group without 

there being social sanctions from either the high status group 

or the low status group. Soc i a I mobiIi ty i nvo I ves no seri ous 

conflict of moral values. These members tend to hold positive 

evaluations of the high status group and negative evaluations of 

thei r own low status group. In a study of the status relations 

within nursing, Skevington (1981) found that the leaving low 

group members attributed more advantages to the outgroup than to 

the ingroup. 

ii) Conditions not conducive to leaving: In social situations where 

actual social mobility is not possible, psychological dissocia­

tion (mobility) may occur (Tajfel and Turner , 1979). This is 
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frequently expressed as mental alignment with or preference for 

the outgroup. Intragroup comparisons with individual members of 

the group may also be employed as a strategy to enhance self-

esteem. 

c: Tajfel (1978b; 1981) describes two sets of conditions that can 

give rise to an insecure social identity in a high status group: 

i) the group's superior status is threatened by a lower status 

group 

ii) the superior status is based upon principles which embody a 

contradiction of moral values eg injustice, exploitation or use 

of military force. 

Ex~t from a high status group is not a common occurrence. However, in 

situations where the superior status is perceived to be based on 

'unjust advantages, the conflict of values may become so · intense that 

group membership no longer contributes positively to social identity. 

In other words, group membership may lead to a negative ' social 

identity. Where conditions are conducive to leaving, a few members 

may decide to do so; examples are the hippy movement and bourgeois 

revolutionaries. The more characteristic response is an intensifica­

tion of actions aiming to preserve the group's superior position. New 

ideologies may be created and old ones enhanced in an effort to 

increase psychological distinctiveness. This defensive distinctiveness 

is usually accompanied by an increase of intergroup distinctiveness. 

This has been illustrated in a number of studies (van Knippenberg 

(1978): Moscovici and Paicheler (1978); Skevington (1981)). 

0: The assumption made here is that once low status groups perceive 

the status hierarchy to be changeable, the problems associated with a 

negative social identity can be solved in one of several ways or a 
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combination of more than one: 

i) Social creativity: group members seek positive distinctiveness 

for the ingroup by redefining some existing group characteris­

tics. Strategies utilized include: 

a) re-evaluation of the values assigned to the attributes. of 

the ingroup such that comparisons which are negative are 

now perceived as positive. As an example, Tajfel (1978b) 

refers to the psychological changes that occurred among 

American blacks as a result of the lBlack is Beautiful' 

movement. 

b) revival of past traditions and events such that they are 

given a new positive significance. Tajfel (1981) quotes 

some examples in the domain of language, two of which are 

the attempt to rev i ta Ii ze the use of We I sh and the rap i d 

spread of Hebrew among Jews. 

c) the creation of new group characteristiCs which have a 

positively-valued distinctiveness from the superior group. 

Examples of this strategy are often found in the development 

of new nationalisms (Tajfel, 1981). 

ii) Social Action: includes various tactics which may be used in an 

attempt to change the social order ego political protest, strikes 

and revolution. 

These groups characteristically display strong ingroup bias, emerging 

from assertive distinctiveness (Branthwaite and Jones, 1975; Lemaine, 

Kasterztein and Personnaz, 1978). 

Tajfel's predictions of intergroup behaviour under various conditions 

of status and securi ty of soc i a I i dent i ty may be represented graph i­

cally as follows: 
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Two brief pOints can be made about the theoretical outlines presented 

by Tajfel (1978b) and Tajfel and Turner (1979) in a general description 

of intergroup processes. The first point is best expressed by Caddick 

( 1982) : 

"it is an approach which breaks free of the extra­
polations from interpersonal to intergroup behaviour 
characteristic of much of the earlier work, and 
which takes greater cognizance of the social setting 
out of which intergroup behaviour 'develops." 
(in Tajfel, 1982, p137) 

The second is that it combines both cognitive and motivational 

principles in its explanation of the social psychological correlates of 

intergroup relations. These features of the theory have contributed to 

its pervasive capacity to explain and predict intergroup phenomena (van 

Knippenberg, 1984). 

Nevertheless, there are a number of criticisms which may be levelled 

at Soc i a 1 I dent i ty theory. Finch i I escu (1981) suggests that most of 
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them pertain to Tajfells formulation of the social categorization, 

social identity and social comparison processes. 

Tajfells (1978b) definition of social categorization does not fully 

account for the influence of ideological and societal forces in the 

genesis of social categories. Categories are the products of social 

activity in specific historical contexts, rather than an expression of 

individual perception (Billig, 1976). "Social categories are in 

themselves linguistic structures II which are used as cognitive tools to 

structure the env ironment (B ill i g, 1976, p326) . Evidence from 

anthropological studies cited in Billig (.1976), has suggested that 

the use and acceptance of a ~ocial label is in itself a subject worthy 

of investigation (example Moermanls 1965 and 1968 studies on ethnic 

identification). Category labels are not always logical outgrowths 

of reality, but are also expressions of the ideological consciousness 

of a social order. Consequently, Billig (1976) emphasizes the need 

to focus on the role of ideology and the way in which it is effected 

through the medium of language, in order to explain the significance 

of social categories and their relationships with subjective identifi­

cation. 

The factors determining subjective identification with a group remain 

largely unspecified within the theory. Tajfel IS formulation of 

subjective group identity does not give full significance to the 

complex dialectical nature of social group identification. Within 

social identity theory, the process of social identification is 

largely subsumed under the concept of social categorization. Again, 

Billig (1976) is the most discursive on this issue. He indicates 

that: 

lithe . 1 . soc 1 a group ... 1 S an act i ve agent ensuri ng 
that identification takes place and transforms 



the individual. It is not just a matter of the 
individual passively receiving the object of his 
identi fication into his subjecti ve consciousness." 
(p323) 
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Zavalloni ' s (1975) research demonstrated that it is possible for a 

person to identify him/herself with a group, as'sociate certain traits 

with the group and yet not see him/herself as possessing these traits. 

Breakwell (1978) distinguishes between the external and internal 

criteria of group membership. External criteria are the objective 

standards of membership which need to be fulfilled in order to become 

part of a group. The individual ' s perceptions, beliefs and knowledge 

about group membership are seen as the internal criteria. Breakwell 

(1978) postulates that social identity is a process of resolution 

between these two types of criteria. In a similar vein, Condor 

(unpublished) pOints out that Tajfel and Turner's (1979) conceptualiza­

tion of social identity does not consider the part played by the 

individual's perception ~' of a social category. "Naturally," she ' says, 

"one's perception and evaluation of the group will shape one's self­

concept" and "it may even detennine whether one chooses to identify 

with the particular group." (Condor, unpublished; p12). 

Important too, are the points made by . Rosenberg and Kaplan (1982) 

concerning the relationship among the elements of social identity. 

Based on the recognition that the self-concept contains multiple group 

memberships, they raise the possibility that the effects of some 

elements may be counteracted by the effects of others. This suggestion 

is not without empirical roots. Earlier on, Deschamps and DOise (1978) 

found that the introduction of crossed category memberships can have a 

diminishing effect on intergroup discrimination. 

Notwithstanding the specifics of the above fonnulations, it is clear 

that the relationship between group members and self-identity is 
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complex. A recent study of lesbian identities attests the complex 

nature of social group identification (Kitzinger and Stainton Rogers, 

1985). The results of semi-structured interviews with a sample of 

forty-one self-defined lesbian women yielded seven differentiable 

accounts of lesbian identity. Thus, although people may define 

themselves as belonging to the same category, the sets of meanings they 

ascribe to this identification may differ substantially. The social 

identity component of Tajfel·s theoretical framework is therefore, in 

need of greater clarification 'and development. 

The way in which the social comparison process operates is not clearly 

formulated by Tajfel. The theory states that if comparison is to 

occur, the outgroup must be perceived of as a relevant comparison group 

and, also, the dimension of comparison must be recognised and shared by 

both comparison groups. Tajfel and Turner (1979) suggest that the 

relevance of the comparison group is determined by similarity, 

proximity and Situational salience. Experimental findings have 

indicated that these variables are important (Turner, 1978b; Doise and 

Sinclair, 1973). However, no attempt has been made to integrate these 

variables with ideological factors as they relate to the objective 

positions of groups in the real world. As Walker and Pettigrew (1984) 

pOint out the value of Social Identity theory is restrained by the 

problems of predicting the referent ,people will use for comparison. 

Most applications of the theory have relied on post hoc, accounts of 

the comparison process (an example is Cairns· (1982) explanation of 

intergroup conflict in Northern Ireland). It is clear that this aspect 

of the theory requires further development for as Walker and Pettigrew 

(1984) emphasize lIa theory must predict ll (p308). 

One of the reasons being the increasing popularity of Social Identity 
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theory in the study of intergroup proces ses (see Brown, 1984), is its 

capacity to account far the dynamics of social change. Intergroup 

relations is seen as a dynamic process motivated by the need to 

achieve positive distinctiveness for the ingroup. Other important 

determinants of changes in intergroup attitudes and behaviour are the 

perceived legitimacy and stability of the relations between groups. 

Whenever there is some dimension of inequality, there will be pressure 

to change the value of that dimension or to alter the particular dimen­

sion of comparison. Billig (1976), however, raises the possibility 

that under certain conditions the processes of "dimension of comparison 

change" and "va lue of compari son change" may operate as measures of 

social control rather than as general processes of social change. He 

cautions against the overemphasis of this aspect of change as it might 

lead to the conc I us i on that any subord i nate group may be kept happy 

by a mere manipulation in ideology. Hence, the desire to achieve a 

positive social identity must not be seen in isolation from the social 

context and ideology. 

Tajfel (1978b) has also been criticised for the assumption that ingroup 

favouritism is inevitable in any intergroup situation. In a recent 

journal article, Billig (1985) labelled this trend "theoretical fatal­

ism". This fatalistic attitude to prejudice is .epitomized in Tajfel's 

(1981) comment that "there is no easy way to dea I with prej ud i ce in its 

manifold varieties, and all one can hope for is that its more vicious 

and inhuman forms can be made less acute sooner or later" (p141). As 

early as 1976, Billig cautioned against a theoretical backsliding into 

a "generic room~ of ingroup favouritism. He stressed that the desire to 

achieve positive distinctiveness must be seen in relation to the super­

structure of a society, rather than as a product of individual psycho­

logical processes . To some extent Tajfel aVOids this pitfall by taking 
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into account the importance of social comparison processes. More 

recently, Billig (1985) tried to counteract the assumption of the 

inevitability of prejudice by calling attention to the process of 

particularization. The latter refers to the process whereby a particu­

lar stimulus is distinguished from a general category. Thus, for every 

process of categorization, there is an opposing process of particulariz­

ation which focusses on stimuli that are different from the category. 

Billig (1985) is optimistic that this process can be exploited in the 

opposition to prejudice. He proposes that any occurrence of prejudice 

is potentially contestable by an argument based on particularization. 

This criterion, although hopeful, remains to be tested empirically. 

The label IItheoretical fatalism ll may not be entirely accurate in its 

description of Social Identity theory in that the hypothesis of positive 

distinctiveness does not inevitably result in intergroup discrimination. 

An experiment by Mummendy and Schreiber (1984) showed that in a situa­

tion where subjects are given a choice of dimensions, the ingroup 

favoured on dimensions relevant for the ingroup while the outgroup is 

simultaneously favoured on other dimensions. Thus, positive distinct­

iveness can be achieved by strategies other than discrimination. Van 

Knippenberg (1984) also indicated that intergroup behaviour is not 

simply a refl ection of a des i re to represent the i ngroup favourably 

vis-~-vis the outgroup. Often, far more complex strategies are used so 

that a positive ingroup identity does not always mean denigration of 

the outgroup. 

The foregoing discussion serves as an illustration of the complexity qf 

the relation between the processes of social categorization, social 

identity and social comparison. Social Identity Theory has not emerged 

entirely unscathed from the various theoretical and empihcal attacks 

levelled against it (Brown, 1984). Many of the concepts central to the 



41 

theory are in need of refinement and clarification. This can only be 

aChieved by ongoing research efforts. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RATIONALE 

Questions concerning the characteristics and antecedants of the way 

groups view and respond to one another, are of both theoretical and 

practical significance. It is important in terms of theoretical 

vitality that Social Identity theory is able to offer powerful 

conceptual tools in the understanding and prediction of intergroup 

perceptions and behaviour, as the value of any social psychological 

theory lies in its power of explanation and prediction. On a social 

level, it is important that insights from social psychology prove 

fruitful in the understanding of such problems as intergroup conflict 
, 

and discrimination. Identifying the .important variables in the 

development and perpetuation of such behaviour, may have implications 

for social policies which attempt to improve relations between various 

groups. 

3.1 The Importance of Status, Stability and Legitimacy in Intergroup 

Behaviour 

At the centre of Social Identity theory is a focus on the importance of 

social group differentials in the definition and change of intergroup 

relations. Two trends of research have developed out of the importance 

attributed to differences in status. They concern the effects of 

status on intergroup attitudes and behaviour, and the role played in 

intergroup behaviour by the perceived legitimacy and/or stability of 

the social stratification. 

Tajfel (1978b) originally proposed that the effects of status 

differences on ingroupo bias differ according to whether cognitive 

alternatives to the existing social order are available or not. In the 
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previous chapter, an attempt was made to show how both the variables, 

perceived stability and legitimacy, contribute to the creation of 

cognitive alternatives. In predicting the intergroup behaviour for 

high and low status groups, Tajfel (1978b) incorporates these variables 

in the notion of security of social identity. Briefly restated, 

stability and legitimacy are linked to a secure social identity, while 

illegitimacy and instability are associated with insecure social 

identity. Generally, the predicted direction of ingroup bias shows an 

increase where social comparisons are insecure. 

3.1.1 Explicit experimental manipulations 

It has been acknowledged that an experimental study undertaken by 

Turner and Brown (1978) stands as the major test of Tajfel's 

predictions for intergroup behaviour. The variables status (high 

versus low), legitimacy (legitimate versus illegitimate) and stability 

(stable versus unstable) were manipulated in a three factor design 

which provided the opportunity to monitor the effects of each of these 

variables, interactively and individually. Turner and Brown (1978) 

made use of an existing social category by recruiting an equal number 

of Arts and Science students. The experiment was conducted in separate 

sessions of three subjects each. They were ostensibly participating in 

an investigation into reasoning skills. 

The status variable was introduced by giving subjects prior information 

that one category (Arts or Science) generally performed better on the 

task. This status difference ' was either presented as fair and 

reasonable or unfair and unreasonable. Finally, subjects were informed 

that these differences were either certain or open to change. 

Various dependent measures were included to trace the effects of the 
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manipulations. After the discussion task, subjects were required to 

evaluate the relative performance of their own and another group on 

rating scales and matrices. They also described the ingroup and 

outgroup on a series of personality traits. Another measure consisted 

of subjects· suggestions of alternative ways to assess reasoning 

skills and additional factors which might influence overall 

intellectual ability. 

-. 
The manipulations produced complex findings which have generally been 

interpreted as support for Tajfel·s predictions. High status groups 

displayed more ingroup bias than low status groups, supporting Turner 

and Brown·s (1978) contention that low status per se is not sufficient 

to enhance the need for positive differentiation. Secondly, 

illegitimate groups discriminated more than legitimate groups, 

irrespective of the group status. This effect was carried through in 

the group creativity measures. Illegitimate high and low status 

subjects both displayed a heightened tendency to suggest other 

dimensions of comparison. The fi.ndings concerning the effects of 

s.tability/instability were less clear-cut. Perceived instability was 

found to increase ingroup bias for legitimate high status groups and 

illegitimate low status groups, but had the reverse effect for 

illegitimate high status groups. Again, this pattern was repeated on 

the creativity measures. Amongst both legitimate high status and 

illegitimate low status groups more suggestions were made. 

Caddick (1982) pursued the issue of perceived legitimacy by trying to 

discern its effect in isolation from stability variables. A careful 

examination of Social Identity theory enabled him to distinguish four 

possible roles of perceived legitimacy in intergroup relations: 

i) an ·awareness· role:- Tajfel (1978b) proposed that it is via 
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perceptions of illegitimacy that groups become salient to one 

another for comparison purposes, 

ii) an 'insight' role:- perceived illegitimacy is instrumental in 

the realization that the group's position on the status 

hierarchy is not the only one possible, 

iii) a 'motivational' role:- the perception that the status relations 

are illegitimate motivates activity toward social change, and 

iv) an 'ideological' role:- this refers to the potential of 

perceived illegitimacy to become a crucial element in the 

struggle for 'justice' and 'equity' . 

Thus, it is clear that illegitimacy is not a simple term. An 

experiment, basically similar to that of Turner and Brown (1978), was 

devised to further elucidate the impact of perceived illegitimacy. In 

this case, however, Caddick (1982) sharpened the manipulation by 

attributing the illegitimate disadvantage of one group to the actions 

of the advantaged group. Subjects were also given the opportunity to 

rate the groups on two sets of scales which were either relevant or 

irrelevant to task performance. 

Overall, the reported trends are in line with Tajfel's predictions 

concerning illegitimate status differentiations. Illegitimate groups 

showed greater ingroup bias than legitimate groups. However, there is 

one important difference between Caddick's findings and the results of 

the Turner and Brown (1978) experiment. The illegitimate superiors in 

the former experiment displayed strategies which seemingly maintained 

their status position, while comparable groups in Turner and Brown ' s 

(1978) study showed an oppOSite trend. Caddick (1982) maintains that 

this difference in results stems from the difference in the 

manipula~ion whereby the illegitimate superiors were made responsible 

for the disadvantaged position of the other group. These subjects 
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then defended their actions be reaffirming their superiority. 

In trying to understand the source of the differences in the results 

of these studies. Caddick (1982) suggests that the responses of 

illegitimate groups in Turner and Brown' .s (1978) experiment, may best 

be explained by principles derived from equity theory (Walster et aI, 

1973). In contrast to Social Identity theory which maintains that 

social comparison motivates the need for positive distinctiveness, 

equity theory assumes that groups will compare themselves to ensure 

equity between groups. The basic hypothesis is that the perception of 

injustice or unfairness creates feelings of distress. This, in turn, 

motivates the individual to restore equity either psychologically or 

behaviourally. Applied to Turner and Brown's (1978) findings, this 

would imply that illegitimate groups, feeling distressed by the 

perception of unfairness, attempted to restore equity by suggesting 

alternatives to the comparison dimension. 

This interpretation, while seemingly plausible, should not be accepted 

without some reserve. As Caddick (1982) acknowledges, equity theory 

is essentially concerned with the interactions between individuals and 

small groups. Thus, a direct transposition of equity theory concepts 

to the relations between social groups, would be to ignore the 

problems associated with extrapolations from interpersonal to 

intergroup modes of explanation. Consequently, if elements of equity 

theory are o~ potential use in the explanation of intergroup 

processes, then they need to be redefined in the context of the social 

structure and ideology to ensure that there is no backsliding into 

reductionism. 

Caddick (1982) does, however, accept that Tajfel 's theory could be 

expanded so as to become more comprehensive in its predictions for 
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illegitimately placed groups. The question he addresses is how can 

Social Identity theory be altered to include the possibility of pro­

outgroup action by an illegitimately high status group. To some 

extent, Tajfel (1978b) does account for this pattern of intergroup 

behaviour. He describes an intergroup situation where the superior 

status of a group may be iintensely related to a conflict of values, 

such that any positive contribution to social identity is destroyed. 

Consequently, no discrimination or hostility against the outgroup will 

be displayed. However, Tajfel (1978b) does not develop this 

prediction any further, since he maintains that "this is hardly an 

interesting intergroup prediction" (p 90). Caddick (1982) suggests 

that a sideways glance at theories like equity theory, may be helpful 

in extending our understanding of such problems of group behaviour. 

More specifically, it is proposed that concepts like psychological 

equity restoration are open to being conceptualized in social identity 

terms. 

Commins and Lockwood (1979) investigated the hypothesis that under 

conditions of differential favour, groups will seek to maintain 

positive distinctiveness rather than attempt to restore equity. Using 

the minimal group paradigm (Tajfel et aI, 1971), relative position on 

the dimension of comparison was manipulated by either awarding a 

bonus of 25 pOints or subtracting 25 pOints at the outset of the 

experiment. The researchers indicate that the arbitrary nature of the 

favoured position renders it illegitimate. Three conditions were 

analysed: ingroup favour, outgroup favour and a control condition of 

equality. The results supported the social identity hypothesis. 

Instead of acting in terms of equity norms, subjects in the control 

condition displayed significant ingroup bias. In the outgroup favour 

condition the degree of bias was in excess of that needed to restore 



48 

equity. The principles of equity would predict outgroup bias in the 

ingroup favour condition. Contrarily, ingroup bias was found, 

although the degree was less than for the other two conditions. 

Commins and Lockwood (1979) report that the latter trend confirms 

Tajfel IS (1978b) hypotheSiS that an illegitimate advantage will reduce 

ingroup bias to the extent that there is a concommitant reduction in 

the positive value of group membership. Consequently, it would seem 

that Social Identity theory is capable of explaining the variations in 

ingroup bias to a greater extent than equity theory. Hence, the 

observation by van Knippenberg (1984) that social identity theory has 

a pervasive capacity to predict intergroup behaviour, is .not 

unjustified. No doubt, further development of the theory will expand 

its predictive capacity. 

Brown and Ross (1982) stress that the dynamic and reciprocal aspects 

of intergroup relations should be accommodated for in the design of 

group experiments. These researchers criticize the experiments by 

Turner and Brown (1978) and Caddick (1982) for their exclusive focus 

on the static features of group behaviour (that is, variables are 

measured at a fixed point in time) and their neglect of the 

reciprocity of intergroup behaviour. In .an attempt to redress this 

empirical shortcoming, Brown and Ross (1982) manipulated the variables 

status and threat to identity to investigate the changes in identity 

over a period of intergroup interaction. 

A status differential was introduced in the relations between two 

minimal anonymous groups of schoolchildren. This was achieved by 

assigning them two versions of a reasoning ability task which differed 

in the relative degree of difficulty. The reciprocal nature of the 

intergroup Situation was ensured by giving the groups information as 

to how they were perceived by the outgroup. The feedback was not a 
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reflection of the actual opinions of the outgroup; each opinion was 

allocated by the experimenters so as to form three levels of threat to 

identity; high threat, moderate threat and low threat. Various 

measures of ingroup bias and affective orientation towards own and 

other group were administered both before and after communication from 

the outgroup. 

The message conveyed by the results confirms the hypothesis that 

people are motivated to seek a means of defining themselves 

positively. In the conditions of high threat where the communication 

from the outgroup deprived ingroup members with such a means to a 

positive SOCial identity, both the high status and low status groups 

displayed a shift in intergroup behaviour. On both the affective 

measures - liking for the outgroup and annoyance with them - there was 

a significant shift towards a negative orientation, irrespective of 

the status of the group. However, ingroup bias only changes 

significantly in the case of the low status group. The direction 

of bias changes such that the outgroup bias displayed before outgroup 

feedbac~ was transformed into a bias in favour of the ingroup. The 

experimenters explain the high status indifferences as measures of 

ingroup bias in terms of the presence of a sizeable minority in these 

groups who rejected the status differentiation. This interpretation 

coincides with the predictions of SOCial Identity theory. 

In a similar vein to the Turner and Brown (1978) experiment, the high 

status groups attached more importance to the possibility of 

alternative comparative dimensions. Brown and Ross (1982) concede 

that this pattern is not excluded by the theory, although Tajfel 

(1978b) predicts that this likelihood is remote. In conclusion they 

indicate that SOCial identity theory does have some problems in 

predicting which strategies are most probable in any particular 
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situation. 

The studies reviewed thus far, are representative of the experimental 

literature; the aim of which has been to monitor the effects of 

status, legitimacy and stability under controlled conditions. A basic 

similarity within these studies is that the concepts were all 

operationalized as ahistorical, static independent variables, which 

have a simple linear relationship to certain dependent variables 

(Brown and Ross, Variables such as status, perceived 

legitimacy and stability have typically been imposed on ad hoc, 

arbitrary groups by the use of instructions or contrived information. 

By contrast, the relations between social groups in realistic 

situations are submerged within particular historical, economic and 

other forces. As Hewstone and Giles (1984) point out theoretically 

relevant variables are rarely found in pure form. 

This is not to deny the valuable contribution made by controlled 

laboratory studies. Theoretical progress is difficult to accomplish 

in the absence of the precision afforded by the experimental method. 

As a whole, the studies reviewed have established the importance of 

perceived illegitimacy and instability in mediating the attitudes and 

behaviour of different status groups. Group behaviour is not simply a 

reflection of · the subject1s desire for a positive social identity. 

Variations in patterns of intergroup behaviour can be expected to the 

extent that the status differential between groups is perceived as 

stable/unstable or legitimate/illegitimate. 

The problem arises when making generalizations from research with ad 

hoc groups to real-life intergroup situations where group memberships 

form an existing part of social identity. While studies of the former 

type allow for confident interpretations about the effects of 
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manipulations, extrapolations to the wider social context tend to be 

simplistic and naive (Tajfel, 1972). The nature of social psychology 

demands that the relevance of theoretical concepts for real-life 

situations be tested. Hewstone and Giles (1984) have stated that 

success in naturalistic research is lithe litmus test of our 

discipline's achievements. 1I (p292). With regard to investigations on 

the issue of social differentials and perceptions thereof, there has 

been an imbalance of emphasis with a greater leaning towards more 

controlled experimental settings. Recently, many researchers have 

called attention to the need for more studies which use theoretical 

concepts to grapple with the problems of relations between realistic 

groups, and in doing so, take account of the complexity of the 

processes in which these relations arelembedded. (Brown and Ross, 
I 

1984; Hewstone and Giles, 1984). An inspection of past research 

reveals that there are some studies which incline towards a more 

naturalistic approach. A review of those pertaining to the importance 

of status, legitimacy and stability in intergroup behaviour, is the 

concern of the following section. 

3.1.2 Resear.ch on Realistic Social Differentiations 

Branthwaite and Jones (1975) tested the relevance of the minimal group 

findings in an intergroup situation involving real social differences. 

University students who unequivocally categorized themselvei as either 

English or Welsh were included as subjects. Following the method of 

Tajfel et al (1971), a matrix task was used as a measure of intergroup 

discrimination. Based on the belief that strategies of 

differentiation may depend on the status of in- and outgroups, the 

researchers hypothesized that in a realistic social situation the 

fairness strategy might operate to inhibit the expression of 

discrimination. 
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Looking at the results as a whole, about one-third of the subjects 

chose a fairness strategy when given the opportunity of allocating 

equal rewards to both groups. Compared with the 18 percent reported in 

the study by Tajfel et al (1971), the tendency to fair behaviour 

appears to be greater in this realistic group sample. Differences in 

discrimination were found for Welsh and English subjects. The Welsh 

displayed more discrimination against the outgroup, while 

discrimination in favour of the outgroup was more common among the 

English. Contrastingly, in situations where rewards were distributed 

between members of the same groups, no difference in discrimination 

between Welsh and English was found. Braithwaite and Jones (1975) 

interpreted the differences in patterns of discrimination in terms of 

the status differentiation between Welsh and English. A discussion of 

the experiment with subjects revealed that the awareness of the 

conflicting interests between the groups was strongest in the low 

status, Welsh subjects. The findings of this research suggest that 

this effect may be characteristic of groups of differential status. 

An extensive field study by van Knippenberg (1978) showed some support 

for the tendency among low status groups to attribute greater 

significance to the dimensions of differentiation. The sample for this 

study was drawn from two types of Dutch technical colleges between 

which there existed clear-cut and acknowledged status differences. 

Group descriptions and evaluations of characteristics constituted the 

dependent variable. It was found that intergroup characteristics such 

as status was evaluated more highly by the low status group. 

The applicability of Tajfel's social identity theory (1978) was tested 

more directly by Skevington (1980) in the context of changing social 

relations between high and low status trainee nursing groups. It was 

found that both groups attributed more advantages to the high status 
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group, thus confirming the existence of a consensual status 

differentiation. Substantive differences between high and low status 

groups were found in terms of the degree of identification with the 

ingroup. In the high status group self and ingroup ratings on nursing­

relevant characteristics, were almost identical indicating a highly 

positive social identification. Contrarily, in the low status group 

ingroup and self-ratings differed significantly from each other. These 

results indicate a less positive social identity in the low status 

group relative to the high status group thus confirming Tajfel's (1978) 

theoretical predictions. The extent of the dissatification with the 

low group status is expressed in the finding that more than fifty 

percent of this group seek change, either at the group or individual 

level. Of theoretical significance is the finding that potential low 

status leavers attributed many more disadvantages to the ingroup than 

non-Ieavers. The leavers also attributed more advantages to the 

outgroup they wished to join. 

Unlike the findings reported thus far, two other trends displayed in 

the nursing sample did not show absolute support for the assertions of 

social identity theory. No evidence emerged to indicate that perceived 

illegitimacy was greater in the low status group. Secondly, conditions 

of explicit comparison decreased rather than increased differentiation 

between the groups. Skevington (1980) points out that the experimental 

evidence for the claim that intergroup comparisons enhance 

differentiation were derived from artificial laboratory-type 

situations. An important difference between this and a realistic 

intergroup setting is the existence of regular contact and experience. 

For example, the findings of the minimal group studies and the study by 

Doise and Sinclair (1973) were specific to a situation where intergroup 

contact was largely absent. Therefore, the relevance of controlled 
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laboratory studies to situations of intergroup conflict is quite 

tenuous. The author suggests that the findings of the nursing study is 

more likely to be applicable to other naturalistic settings. With 

regard to the concept of legitimacy, it is suggested that investigation 

of the impact of illegitimacy in the development and course of social 

change, may reveal that the perception of unfairness is only necessary 

in triggering the process of change. 

Data from a study by Bourhis and Hill (1982) show trends similar to that 

obtained by Skevington (1980). Concepts derived from Tajfel's social 

identity theory (1978) were used to examine the intergroup relations 

between the lecturing staff of a British university and polytechnic. 

The status relationship between university lecturers (high status) and 

polytechnic lecturers (low status) as well as their perceptions 

concerning the legitimacy and stability of the Situation, were found to 

have an effect on patterns of intergroup differentiation and bias. In 

line with Skevington's (1980) findings, fewer low status lecturers 

identified themselves positively than high status lecturers. In 

addition, those polytechnic lecturers who indicated a desire to move 

into the university sector expressed greater dissatisfaction with 

conditions than polytechnic lecturers who had no deSire to move. 

Attitudes towards the system of stratification between the two types of 

institutions differed significantly according to the status of the 

subject. Ninety-six percent of the high status group as compared with 

only forty-eight percent of the low status group were satisfied with the 

status quo. University lecturers perceived their high-status position 

as legitimate and fair while ·numerous polytechnic lecturers saw the 

status relationship to be illegitimate and unfair. Both groups believed 

that the intergroup relationship was capable of change in the future. 
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Measures of intergroup bias produced interesting trends. When using 

sala~y measures to decide on appropriate pay awards to each group, the 

predominant strategy employed by both groups was that of fairness.· 

This finding seems to support the hypothesis by Braithwaite and Jones 

(1975) that in realistic social situations the norm of fairness might 

operate to inhibit the expression of discriminatory behaviour. 

However, when using a different measure, namely distribution of 

education cuts, each group preferred to cut the outgroup more than the 

ingroup. This effect was maintained in the intergroup patterns 

obtained from an intergroup bias Questionnaire. On each of the 

dimensions the university lecturers accentuated the inferiority of the 

polytechnic lecturers who, in turn, exaggerated the advantages of the 

university staff. 

Bourhis and Hill (1982) report that the results of this field study are 

encouraging, since they signify the applicability of Tajfel's 

theoretical concepts to complex intergroup situations. These 

researchers join Skevington (1984), Tajfel (1982) and Hewstone and 

Giles (1984) in calling for further testing of the propositions of 

social identity theory in a variety of social settings. Bourhis and 

Hill (1982) propose that such studies have a crucial role to play "in 

extending the range of 'natural' social processes to which social 

psychological theory can be applied" (p464). 

3.2 Race Relations in South Africa 

The race situation in South Africa constitutes a suitable field setting 

for further testing of the applicability of Tajfel's theoretical 

predictions to real life intergroup situations. 
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3.2.1 Group Differentiation and Identification in South Africa 

South Africa is a highly stratified society which is characterized by 

institutionalized separation between race groups. Race is the 

predominant criterion along which social categorization takes place. 

The Apartheid legislation system ensures that all persons living in 

South Africa are classified in terms of one of four racial categories : 

whites, coloureds, blacks and Indians. This system of stratification 

is entrenched within all aspects of life:- economically, socially, 

politically and constitutionally. Consequently, one's racial 

designation determines where one lives, works, socializes etc. 

Race is an example of an ascriptive social category in which external 

physical characteristics are of primary importance in conferring 

membership on individuals. On the basis of these physical 

characteristics, the individual is exposed to certain types of social 

experiences. In a society like South Africa where divisions are deep­

seated, the way in which people perceive one another is likely to be 

determined by their respective race groups. The latest Human Sciences 

Research Council (HSRC) report on Intergroup Relations (1985) has 

indicated that population group or racial categorization are first­

order interpretations in terms of which the actions and behaviour of 

self and others are perceived. Thus, although there are differences 

within racial categories along dimensions such as language, cultural 

heritage, tribal and religious affiliations , the racial division 

assumes a greater importance than any subgroup. The empirical research 

conducted under the auspices of the HSRC has shown that for white South 

Africans a white group consciousness is stronger than the affiliations 

to language or religious subgroups. Similarly, within the 'African' 

population the trend is towards active identification with an inclusive 

black group over and above tribal and language affiliations. The rise 



57 

of the Black Consciousness movement in the seventies, with its emphasis 

on a unified black identity, is evidence of the pattern of 

identification amongst blacks. 

3.2.2 Existing Status Relations 

Race group differentials constitute the cornerstone of the socio-

political and economic structure of South Africa. Whites are 

responsible for the institutionalization of a system of segregation in 

terms of which they are accorded numerous advantages in all spheres of 

life. Blacks are discriminated against in terms of being depraved of 

political rights, limitations on education, residential rights in 

certain areas and social segregation. Van den Berghe (1962) noted that 

skin colour is by far the most important determinant of status and 

rights. Whites are at the apex of the system of stratification, with 

all other groups having subordinate status (lever, 1978). 

The value differentials attached to race are clearly revealed by the 

stereotypes ascribed to blacks - interior inteligence, emotional and 

moral weakness, laziness, lack of cleanliness etc. Central to the 

existing socio-political structure is "an historical ethnocentrism that 

implies that white culture is superior and that blacks should try to 

imitate it" (Gilbert, 1980: p. 22). Ritchie (1973) distinguishes 

highly ethnocentriC SOCieties by the following criteria 

widespread occupation with social distance 

sharp definitions of group membership 

strongly delineated economic, religious or political ideologies. 

The intergroup situation in South Africa would appear to conform to the 

above criteria. The Apartheid legislation is based on strongly 

delineated economiC, religious and political ideologies; it is 

concerned with maintaining SOCial distance between the race groups and 
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it attempts to formulate sharp definitions of race group membership. 

3.2.3 Movements toward Social Change 

Since August 1985 all major South African black townships have 

experienced mass rioting, demonstrations and boycotts. The severity of 

the violence prompted defensive action by the state which climaxed in 

the declaration of a 'state of emergency' in all major centres around 

the country. A survey conducted by the Women for Peace organisation 

among a sample of blacks in the Rand townships showed that 44 percent 

of the sample perceived the discriminatory laws as the cause of 

rioting; a further 31 percent identified inferior education as the 

causal factor, another 20 percent believed that black exclusion from 

decision-makin~ motivated the riots and finally, 20 percent saw police 

harassment as having a causal role in the escalating violence. 

(Reported in The Sunday Times 13 October 1985). These results clearly 

indicate that blacks are dissatisfied with the present system of social 

stratification. This dissatisfaction is perceived to be the cause of 

the violence in the townships. In their latest publication (1985)~ the 

working committee of the HSRC acknowledged that the existing system of 

race classification is the root cause of conflict between groups in 

South Africa. The escalating violence is a manifestation of blacks' 

rejection of the status quo accompanied by a firm desire for social 

change. 

An increasing percentage of the white racial group, are expressing 

attitudes aimed at a rejection of the statutory division of people into 

categories for which there is hardly any social justification. 

Evidence of this is the proliferation of white groups established out 

of concern for the interracial conflict. Examples are Women for Peace, 

Let's Talk Now and the National Convention Movement. A survey 
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conducted by the London Times in August 1985 revealed that 36 percent 

of the whites interviewed are unhappy with the Apartheid system. The 

finding that a majority of whites expect Apartheid to end within the 

next ten years indicates a generalized perception of instability with 

regard to the status relations (Reported in The Sunday Tribune , 

September 1985). A subsequent survey by Mark en Meningopnames 

supported these findings. Two-thirds of the whites interviewed 

believed that power-sharing is inevitable and as many as 37 percent 

believed that change is not proceeding fast enough (Reported in The 

Natal Mercury, 25 November 1985). 

However, the trend among whites to reject Apartheid is accompanied by 

another, less optimistic tendency for groups of whites to adopt 

strategies of defensive distinctiveness. This is manifested in the 

rapid increase in membership reported by the leaders of political 

parties such as Die Herstigte Nasionale Party, The Conservative Party, 

and Die Afrikaner Weerstandsbeweging. Thus, it can be seen that the 

social action on the part of blacks has increasingly threatened the 

superior status of whites resulting in one of two strategies; defensive 

distinctiveness or a rejection of the system of stratification by 

members of the white group. 

The changing context of the relations between groups in South Africa 

represents a crucial area for further social psychological 

investigation. The studies reviewed thus far indicate that 

psychological variables may explain many areas of intergroup behaviour, 

although these must be seen against the wider contexts of the social 

structure. To quote Tajfel (1982) lithe psychological study of 

(intergroup) problems is one of our most important tasks for the 

future. 



60 

3.3 Aims of the Present Study 

The present study represents an attempt to investigate the impact of 

status, perceived legitimacy/illegitimacy and perceived 

stability/instability on intergroup bias in a real-life intergroup 

situation between blacks* and whites in South Africa. 

Status, legitimacy and stability are concepts derived from Tajfel's 

social identity theory of intergroup relations (1978). Applied to the 

South African intergroup setting, they may be defined as follows: 

i) status:- refers to the relative position of the race group on 

some evaluative dimension of comparison as perceived by the 

members of that group. A country-wide investigation into 

perceived quality of life demonstrated that comparison of one's 

own group with other racial groups is a vital ~ontributory factor 

in the evaluation of the quality of life (HSRC Report on 

Intergroup Relations 1985). The same study revealed that there is 

a wide gap between blacks and whites in terms of their perceived 

satisfaction with life. A majority of blacks described themselves 

as dissatisfied with the quality of their lives. This would 

suggest that blacks occupy a position of low status relative to 

whites. 

ii) legitimacy/illegitimacy:- is the perception by one or other race 

group that the principles along which stratification is based, are 

either fair and just (legitimate) or unfair and unjust 

(illegitimate). 

* 
all 

Although the author accepts the use of the term blacks to describe 

racial groups oppressed under the Apartheid legislation, for the 

purposes of this study blacks are those persons commonly designated as 

'Africans'. 
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iii) stability/instability:- of importance here is the absence or 

presence of n awareness that in a number of years' time the 

relative status position of the race groups may be changed or 

altered. ~ 

Intergroup bias constituted the dependent measure. For the purposes of 

this study intergroup bias included (1) ingroup bias - the tendency to 

favour one's own race group over members of the other race group on 

rating and allocation tasks; (2) outgroup bias - the tendency to favour 

the race group to which one is a member and (3) fairness - an absence 

of either of the above strategies. 

Considerations of both the theory and intergroup context generated the 

following hypotheses: 

a) the variation in intergroup bias will be significantly explained 

by an interaction between the three factors status, legitimacy and 

stability. 

b) status and legitimacy will have an interactive effect on 

intergroup bias, with perceived illegitimacy producing stronger 

ingroup bias than perceived legitimacy in both high and low status 

conditions. However, in the high status group perceived 

illegitimacy may also produce an opposite effect where the 

direction of bias may be reversed in favour of the outgroup. 

c) stability and legitimacy will interactively influence the pattern 

of intergroup bias such that conditions of perceived stability and 

legitimacy (high and low status) will be associated with less 

ingroup bias than perceived instability and illegitimacy. 

d) stability and status: perceived instability as compared with 

perceived stability will enhance the direction of bias in both 

high and low status groups. 
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A total of 369 University of Natal, Durban students participated in 

this study. Of the total, 208 subjects were exclusively involved in 

preliminary testing necessary for scale construction. One hundred and 

sixty-one students participated in the principle stage of the study. 

Each of these 161 students had responded to bulletin board 

advertisements (Appendix A) offering R2.00 for taking part in a 

research project on attitude measurements. No mention of race or 

intergroup relations was made. The subjects were therefore unaware 

that race (blacks and whites) was a subject of interest. The data from 

Indian and 'coloured ' volunteer subjects were excluded from the 

analysis. The remaining sample comprised 70 blacks and 70 whites. The 

sex of the subject was not taken into account as race constituted the 

social categorization under investigation. 

4.2 Measures 

4.2.1 Preliminary Testing 

Two preliminary tests were conducted in the development of (i) an 

attitude scale designed to assess perceptions of status, stability and 

legitimacy, and (ii) a trait evaluation scale. 

4.2.1.1 Construction of an Attitude Scale for Black-White Relations 

The method of scale construction employed was based on the procedure 

devised by Likert (1932). A pool of thirty race-relevant items were 

selected from various attitude scales designed to measure racial 

prejudice. Examples of the attitude scales from which items were 

selected are The Anti-Negro Scale, The Anti-Semitism Scale and The 
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Ethnocentrism Scale (in Shaw and Wright, 1972). The thirty items 

were compiled into questionnare form (Appendix B) and then administer­

ed to a group of 124 students who were not involved in the main study. 

Respondents were asked to indicate thei r reaction to the items by 

means of ao seven-point rating scale ranging from 1 - completely dis­

agree to 7 - completely agree. As a check against the operation of a 

response set, the mean i ngs of severa 1 statements were a I tered so that 

agreement with these items meant a rejection of the status differential 

between blacks and whites: whereas agreement with the other items 

meant the opposite i.e. support for a status disinction between the 

race groups. 

A factor analysis was perfonned on the data using the method of 

principal factoring with iteration (Statistical Package for the SOCial 

Sciences Factor programme, 1975). Oblique rotation with the default 

value set at zero was used as the method of simplifying the factor 

structure. The oblique solution was employed since it was believed 

that the three antiCipated factors status, stability and legitimacy 

wou Id be correl ated to some extent. Three factors with eigen val ues 

greater than 1 emerged. The significant loadings on two of the 

factors, eigen values and percent of variance accounted for °are shown 

in Table 4-1. The third factor was excluded from further analyses 

and interpretation, Since only two items had significant loadings on 

this factor with all othoer items having loadings of .28 and less. 

Because many items loaded highly on the other factors, a relati vely 

high cut-off pOint of all loadings above .50 was set. 
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Table 4-1: Factors with Significant Loadings 

Questionnaire Item Factor 1 Factor 2 

Number (Stability x Legitimacy) (Status x Legitimacy) 

5 .57 

6 .63 

7 . 69 - .42 

8 .78 

9 .54 .83 

11 .56 

14 .60 

15 .66 

16 .62 . 52 

20 . 75 

23 .82 

25 . 50 - .64 

26 .58 

28 .56 

30 .55 .54 
Eigen values 9.714 1.688 

Percent of Variance 62 .9 10 .9 

Detailed examination of the pattern of significant loadings, content 

of the items and theoretical insights contributed to the naming of 

the factors . All items with significant loadings on factor 1 made 

reference to the stability of the status quo, while items loading on 

factor 2 di rectly related· to . . the status di fferentiation between 
. 

blacks and whites. Joint · loadings on factors 1 and 2 were explained 

in tenns of a common dimension of legitimacy. All the items which 

loaded significantly on both factors had, in addition to a reference 

to either stability or status differences, a suggestion of fairness, 

equality and justice . Hence, the factor names, stability with legit­

imacy (factor 1) and status with legitimacy (factor 2). All fifteen 

items with significant loadings as shown in Table 4-1, were included 

ina quest i onna i re for use in the ma i n study . The response fonnat 
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was the same as that used in the preliminary questionnaire i.e. a 

seven-point Likert scale. 

4.2.1.2 Construction of a Trait Evaluation Scale 

Subjective ratings of individual group members on a series of evaluative 
~ trait scales is widely used as a measure of ingroup bias (cg. Brewer, 

1979). For the present study suitable traits were selected from a study 

by Turner and Brown (1978): mature/immature; responsible/irresponsible; 

flexible/inflexible; tolerant/intolerant; open-minded/closed-minded; 

warm/cold and co-operative/unco-operative. 

unemotional and arrogant/unassuming were added. 

To these emotional/ 

Pretesting was carried out to establish whether these pairs of traits 

were in fact bipolar. Eighty-four students not participating in the 

main study, completed a questionnaire (Appendix C) designed to measure 

the perceived favourability of each adjective on a five-point Likert­

type sca Ie anchored by 1 - very unfavourable and 5 - very favourable. 

Dependent Students t-tests were used to ana lyse the responses. The 

means, standard deviations and t-statistics are presented in Table 4-2. 

A significant difference was found in the degree of perceived favour­

ability of each of the adjectives constitutlng a bipolar pair. 
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Table 4-2: Favourability Ratin2s of Bipolar Traits 

Source Mean S Dev T Score 

Responsible - Irresponsible 
Responsible 4.301 .866 14.562 P < .01 
Irresponsible 1.88 1.029 

Open-minded - Closed-minded 
Open -m i nded 4.169 .824 15. 129 p < .01 
Closed-minded 1.867 .972 

Flexible - Inflexible 
Flexible 3.747 .947 13. 188 p < .01 
Inflexible 1.904 .709 

Emotional - Unemptional 
Emotional 3.193 .818 5.56 p < .01 
Unemotional 2.518 .902 

Warm - Cold 
Warm 4.05 .84 15.511 P < .01 
Cold 1.843 .862 

Mature - Immature 
Mature 3.93 .762 12.92 P < .01 
Immature 2 .911 

Unassumin2 - Arro2ant 
Unassuming 3.084 .940 5.65 p < .01 
Arrogant 2.048 1. 136 

Tolerant - Intolerant 
Tolerant 3.867 .729 12.039 ' P < .01 
Intolerant 1.928 1.033 

Co-operative - Unco-operative 
Co-operative 4. 157 .634 13.928 P < .01 
Unco-operative 2.024 1.059 

OF = 82 (one-tailed ) 
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Several other measures were adapted from similar studies within the 

field of social psychology. 

4.2.2 Group - Perception Ladder 

A ladder rating scale adapted from Cantril IS (1965) Self-Anchoring 

Striving Scale constituted the primary measure of perceptions of the 

status relations between blacks and whites. The ,intention behind the 

inclusion of this measure of status, stability and legitimacy in 

addition to the attitude scale for black-white relations is that a 

measure of validity for the ladder scale would be obtained by correlat­

ing the attitude scale scores with the data derived from the ladder. 

A ladder rating scale was originally used by Cantril (1965) to measure 

and compare aspirations among different societies. In its original 

application the top and bottom of the ladder rating were established by 

asking the subject to define his/her personal aspirations and fears. 

Thereafter, a number of evaluative questions were asked in relation to 

the self-defined scale. The ladder is typically used to probe 

aspirations of past, present and future events. The so-called Self­

Anchoring Striving Scale is an instrument which can be used for a 

variety of problems and across different situations. Jaspars and 

Finchilescu (personal communication, 1985) initially suggested that it 

may be suitably adapted to assess intergroup perceptions. 

In the present study subjects were presented with a picture of a 

ladder consisting of rungs labelled from 0 to 10. They were instruct­

ed to imagine that the top represents the best possible life they could 

hope for in South Africa, while the bottom represents the worst 

possible life imaginable. A series of questions followed which 

required the subjects to indicate the position of the ingroup and 

outgroup on the ladder as at the present time, five years ago and five 
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years hence, relative to their perceptions of the best and worst 

possible life circumstances in South Africa. Finally , they were asked 

to imagine an ideal situation in this country where everything is lias 

it should be", and then to indicate where in such a situation each of 

the two race groups should be. Order of presentation for blacks and 

whites was .counterbalanced so that half the subjects were required to 

give i ngroup rat i ngs first, wh i I e the other ha I f rated the outgroup 

position first. 

4.2.3 Voting Preferences 

An adapted version of Festinger's (1947) mock elections for college 

club presidents were used as a measure of intergroup discrimination. 

In the original study Catholic and Jewish women voted for candidates 

who were either members of the same or other religious groups. In the 

present study subjects were asked to assume that faculty council 

elections were about to take place. The manifestos of four fictitious 

candidates were presented. The candidates were all males with two 

being white and two , black. Race and sex of the candidate was conveyed 

in the choice of names - Bongani Ntul i, Charles Labuschagne, Roger 

Dork i n and Peter Ngcobo. Each man i festo conta i ned about five state­

ments. A detailed examination of the Student Representative Council 

election manifestos (University of Natal, Durban) for 1985, revealed 

that all candidates typically included promises concerned with accurate 

representation, hard work, course reform and communication. Therefore, 

the manifestos used in the study were designed on the basis of the 

genera Ii ty and simi I arity of the statements. As a control for any 

sequence effects or effects from slight variations in the manifestos, 

both the order of presentation of candidates and the allocation of 

manifestos were randomized, resulting in four different presentation 

formats. Subjects were instructed to read each manifesto and then 
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indicate their voting choices in order of preference where 1 represent­

ed the first choice, 2 - second choice, 3 - third choice and 4 -

fourth choice. 

The same candidates were to be rated on the series of bipolar traits 

described in subsection 4.2.2. The name of each candidate appeared 

above ali st of tra i ts. A number of steps were taken to counteract 

possible response set tendencies. Two lists were drawn up which 

differed in tenns of the sequence of traits. Then, the dimension of 

favourability was randomized so that some scales ran from favourable 

to unfavourable while others were reversed. These steps created four 

different lists of traits. Names of candidates were randomly assigned 

to trait lists. 

4.2.4 Allocation Task 

Participants in the study were presented with sketch plans of the room 

I ayout on two floors of a student res i dence block. These rooms were 

a I so graded accord i ng to the i r des i rab iIi ty . Three categories of 

desirability were included ranging from least desirable (1) through 

more desirable (2) to most desirable (3). The accompanying instruc­

tions were: 

"Suppose that this residence is made available to 
students of a 11 race groups. At the beg i nn i ng of 
the academic year an equal number of white and 
black students apply for residence. Imagine that 
you are given the task of assigning students to 
rooms. In the case of each room please mark off 
either W (white) or B (black) on the diagram 
accord i ng to the race of the student to whom you 
would allocate the room." 

This gave the subjects the opportunity to display intergroup bias on 

a number of dimensions: (1) the relative number of rooms they allocated 

to each race group, (2) the re 1 at i ve des i rab iii ty of the rooms they 

allocated to each race group and (3) the degree of integration tolera : 
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Similar behavioural measures involving resource distribution decisions 

have been commonly used in intergroup " studies. Examples are the 

allocation matrices used in the minimal group studies, Prisoner's 

Dilemma Game choices and other Zero-Sum Games (cf. Brewer, 1979). 

4.3 The Questionnaire (Appendix D) 

Four subsections constituted the questionnaire: 

i) Attitude scale for Black-White relations 

ii) Group-Perception Ladder x 2 ingroup-outgroup variations 

iii) Voting Manifestos and Trait Scales x 4 sequence variations 

iv) Room Allocation task. 

The sequence of the above subsections was varied by using a Latin­

square arrangement (Appendix E). This resulted in 32 sequence varia-

tions. Each sequence was used five times giving a total of 160 

questionnaires for blacks and whites. An additional forty question­

naires were compiled for distribution to Indian and 'coloured' 

volunteer subjects. In each case the race of the subject could be 

identified by the colour of the covering page of the questionnaire. A 

pink or blue cover denoted a black subj ect ; pink or green, a wh i te 

subject and a plain white cover was used for both Indians and 

'coloureds'. This system of colour coding obviated the need for a 

biographical details section; a factor which ensured that the subjects 

would remain completely anonymous. 

The cover page was titled "General Attitude Survey". The following 

general instructions "appeared immediately after the title: 

"Th i s quest i onna i re invest i gates percept ions and 
attitudes regarding a number of social matters. 
Please answer all questions as truthfully as 
possible. There are no right or wrong answers. 
Your opinion will make a valuable contribution 



towards this study , so let your personal views and 
experience determine your response. Your name 
will not appear anywhere on this questionnaire , 
therefore you wi 11 rema i n anonymous. All answers 
are treated as confidential; the information will 
be processed by a computer and wi 11 come out as 
genera 1 stat i st i cs. I f you requ ire further 
information about the questions, please ask. 

Thank you for your participation in this study. II 

4.4 Procedure 

/1 

On arrival at the advertised venue subjects were seated at individual 

desks. The study was presented as a general attitude survey consisting 

of various types of items. Subjects were informed that all the 

instructions were contained in the questionnaire. These were to be 

read carefully and all items were to be answered. No communication 

between subjects was permitted. However , questions could be directed 

at the experimenter, if there were any ambiguities in the instructions. 

The quest ionna i res were then handed out. Each subj ect was given a 

colour-coded questionnaire in accordance with his or her race group as 

identified by the experimenter. This system worked smoothly since 

blacks and whites can easily be identified by their physical appear­

ance. In the case of uncertainty, the subject was treated as either 

'coloured' or Indian and was therefore e~cluded from the analysis. 

The task of distributing certain colour codes to specific race groups 

was conducted as unobtrusively as possible. The allocation of one of 

two possible colours for each race group, with the addition of a 

separate colour for both 'coloureds ' and Indians, ensured that the 

subjects remained unaware of the method used to identify their race 

group. 

As each sub) ect comp 1 eted the quest i onna i re they handed it to the 

experimenter who, after checking that it was in fact f i lled in , paid 
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and thanked the subject. The average time taken to complete the 

questionnaire was twenty minutes. The data from 161 subjects was 

collected over a period of two weeks. 

4.5 Design and Analysis 

The present study is an example of ex post facto research. The 

independent variables status, stability and legitimacy were studied in 

retrospect for their effects on the dependent variable. The dependent 

measure was the degree of ingroup favouritism displayed in (i) voting 

choices, (ii) trait evaluations, (iii) number of rooms allocated to 

each group, (iv) relative desirability of the allocated rooms and (v) 

the degree of integration. Multiple linear regression analysis was the 

primary statistical method used to investigate the effects of the 

independent variables on the dependent variables. 

4.6 Scoring 

4.6.1 Independent Variables 

The scores for perceived status, stability and legitimacy were derived 

from two sources: 

i) The Group-Perception Ladder 

Status: A status score was computed from the subject's ratings of 

the ingroup and outgroup on the ladder as they were perceived at 

the present time. The outgroup present rating was subtracted from 

the ingroup present rating to produce two conditions of perceived 

status: low status for the ingroup indicated by a negative score 

or high status indicated by a positive score. 

Stability: The score for stability was computed ' as the quotient 

obtained by dividing the difference between the future rating of 

the ingroup and outgroup by the difference between the present 
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rating of the ingroup and outgroup. The formula is represented 

below: 

Perceived Stability = Future (Ingroup Rating - Outgroup Rating) 

Present (Ingroup Rating - Outgroup Rating) 

Perceived instability (a negative or zero quotient) was defined as 

the perception that in five years the relative status position of 

the race groups may be reversed or made equivalent. A five year 

interval was chosen based on the finding by Cantril (1965) that 

most subjects find a greater time lapse too far away to be 

predictable. 

Legitimacy: The ratings of the position of blacks and whites in an 

ideal situation produced a legitimacy score. A positive differ­

ence between the position of the ingroup and outgroup denoted a 

perception of legitimacy, while a negative or zero difference 

score i~dicated the perceived illegitimacy of the status 

relations. 

ii) Attitude Scale for Black-White Relations 

For each subject two mean scores were calculated across the 

aggregate of items constituting each of the factors stability with 

legitimacy and status with legitimacy. The response scale ranged 

from 1 to 7, where the higher the score the greater the support 

for a status differential between blacks and whites. Where the 

meanings of statements differed with this trend, scoring was 

reversed. 

4.6.2 Dependent Measures 

There were several dependent measures. In each case ingroup bias was 

calculated as a difference score: ingroup rating minus outgroup rating. 
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i) Voting Preferences 

Following the instructions the subject gave a rating of relative 

preference for each candidate ranging from 1 (first choice) to 4 

(fourth/last choice). The mean voting preference for the two 

i ngroup and two outgroup members were computed. I ngroup bias 

was then calculated as the difference in mean voting preference 

between the ingroup and outgroup. 

ii) Trait Evaluations 

Perceptions of ingroup and outgroup candidates were scored from 

1 to 7 in terms of their favourability with higher scores indica­

ting a more favourable rating. Where the dimension of favour­

ability had been reversed, scoring was reversed accordingly. 

Ingroup bias in trait evaluations comprised a difference score 

obtained by subtracting the mean rating for outgroup candidates 

from the mean rating for ingroup candidates. 

iii) Room Allocation 

A total of 20 rooms were to be allocated to either black or 

white students. Ingroup bias was measured as the difference 

between the number of rooms allocated to the ingroup and the 

number of rooms allocated to the outgroup. 

iv) Relative Desirability of Rooms 

The degree of desirability ranging from 1 - least desirable to 3 

- most des i rab 1 e , was summed over the rooms allocated to the 

ingroup and the rooms allocated to the outgroup resulting in two 

weighted scores. A maximum score of 41 was possible in which 

case all rooms had to be assigned to one group. An equal score 

for both ingroup and outgroup was not possible, since a maximum 
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score of 41 meant that one group gained at the expense of the other. 

The weighted score for the ingroup minus the weighted score for the 

outgroup yielded the measure of ingroup bias. 

v) Degree of Integration 

A measure of integration was derived from the distribution of 

blacks and whites over the two 'floors' of the residence block. A 

system of scoring was devised (Appendix F) based on the respective 

race group memberships of the students assigned to neighbouring 

rooms. Each of the floor plans was divided into 6 pairs of 

neighbouring rooms. Working a clock-wise direction a score of 

either 0 (same race) or 1 (different race) was assigned for each 

pair of neighbours. The sum of these scores over the two floors 

represented the degree of integration with a higher score 

representing greater integration. 
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

5.1 Validity Check 

Pearson product moment correlations were computed between the ladder 

scores and the attitude scale measures. A system of dichotomous coding 

was used to recode the scores obtained from the group-perception 

ladder. Using the dichotomous ladder scores, the products for 

stability x legitimacy and status x legitimacy were computed. These 

products fonned the variables to be correlated with the mean factor 

scores. Both correlations were statistically significant : stability 

with legitimacy r = .2773 (p < .001) and status with legitimacy r= .5444 

(p < .000), thus providing a measure of validity for the ladder data. 

In all further analyses the ladder data was used as the primary measure 

of status, stability and legitimacy. 

5.2 Descriptive Statistics for Independent Variables 

The raw data together with the accompanying computed scores obtained 

from the group-perception" ladder are presented in Appendix G. The 

means and ?tandard deviations for status, stability and legitimacy 

conditions are presented in Table 5-1. 
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Table 5-1: Means and Standard Deviations for Status, Stabi I ity and 

Legitimacy 

Variable Mean Std Dev N 

Status of Ingroup (A) 135 
High Status (A 1) 3.04 2.51 69 
Low Status (A2) - 6.04 2.59 66 

Stability (B) 134 
Stable (B 1) 0.61 1.08 78 
Unstable (B2) - 0.51 1.60 56 

Legitimacy (C) 134 
Legitimate (C1) 2.8 2.27 23 
Illegitimate (C2) - 0.15 0.98 111 

Overall, black subjects attributed a . low status position to the 

ingroup (n = 66), while whites perceived their groups in a high status 

position relative to blacks (n = 69). Cases where no difference in 

the present position of blacks and whites was perceived were treated 

as anomalies (4 black subjects and 1 white subject), because the 

ratings given did not reflect the objective reality of the relative 

position of blacks and whites in South Africa . It is possible that 

these five subjects were using a different set of criteria such as 

religion . Therefore, the data obtained from these subjects were 

excluded from all further analyses. A total of 56 subjects perceived 

the status differential between the race groups as changeable within 

the next five years, while 78 subjects believed that the status 

differential is stable. The distribution of perceived legitimacy and 

illegitimacy was greatly unequal. A majority of 83 percent of the 

subjects believed that the status differences are un j ust , compared 

with only 17 percent who believed that the status hierarchy is legiti­
mate. 
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The computed scores for status, stab iii ty and leg it imacy were subse­

quently recoded using the method of effect coding (Kerlinger and 

Pedhauzer, 1973). Each score was either assigned a value of 1 or -1 

according to the following conditions: low status = -1, high status = 1; 

perceived instability = -1; perceived stability = 1; perceived legiti­

macy = 1 and perceived illegitimacy = -1. In all subsequent analyses 

the independent variables were treated as dichotomous categories. 

5.3 The Effects of Status, Stability and Legitimacy on the Dependent 

Measures 

The independent and interactive effects of status, stability and 

legitimacy on each of the dependent measures was investigated using 

multiple regression analyses. The lar9.e discrepancies in the number 

of subjects within each condition of the independent variable necessi­

tated the use of multiple regression analyses. However, an analysis 

of variance interpretation of the regression was used. The stepwise 

programme for multiple regression as specified in the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (1975) was followed. Status, stabil­

ity and legitimacy variables were entered as dichotomous scores. The 

method of effect coding was used to enable the results to directly 

reflect an analysis of variance model. 

To check for the absence of high multicollinearity that is, none of 

the independent variables were perfectly correlated with any other 

independent variable or linear combination of other independent vari­

ables, each independent variable was regressed on all the other inde-

pendent variables (Lewis-Beck, 1980). This multicollinearity test 

produced the following R2 , in order of magnitude: R2 . = 16-
x LegIt ., 

R 2 st b' I = .50: R 2 I = 50 - R 2 - 50 - R 2 - 51-a 1 . Status Legit . , Stabil/Legit -. , Status -. , 
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R2Status/Stabii = .51; R2Status/Stabil/Legit = .51. 

Because none of these independent variables were highly intercorre­

lated, it was concluded that multicollinearity did not present a 

problem. 

The results of the regression analysis are presented separately for 

each dependent measure. In each case the following statistics are 

included (1) intercept, entering as an A-constant into the equation, 

(2) semipartial regression coefficients (B-s) for those predictors 

which entered the equation, (3) the overall F-test and its signifi­

cance, (4) the squared multiple correlation R2 indicating the percent­

age of explained variance and (5) standard error of prediction. 

5.3.1 Voting Preferences 

The raw scores together with the means for the ingroup and outgroup 

candidates are shown for each subject in Appendix H. In Table 5-2 the 

mean ingroup bias and standard deviation within each condition of the 

independent variables are presented. 

Table 5-2: Ingroup Bias in Voting Preferences: Means and Standard 

Deviations 

Perceptions of Hi9h Status Low Status 
Status Relations Legit Illegi t Legit Illeg~t 

- .667 .997 - .750 - .294 
Stable (1.118) ( 1.106) ( .957) (1.031 ) 

9 31 4 34 

- .286 0.000 1.667 - .480 
Unstable (1.496 ) (1.000 ) ( .577) (1.159) 

7 21 3 25 
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The results of the regression analysis are presented in Table 5-3, with 

the variables entered in order of importance as established by the 

step-wise programme. The squared mul tiple correlation R2 are 

cumulative in the given order. 

TABLE 5-3: Regression Analysis Results: The Effects of Status, Stabil­
ity and Legitima-cy on Ingroup Blas in Voting Preferences 

Variable R Square B Std Error F 

Status x Legit .047 - .348 · 134 6.760 p < .05 

Stabil x legit .063 - .381 .135 8.081 p < .01 

Stabil .083 - .311 • 135 5.360 p < .05 

Status x Stabi 1 x Legit .090 .265 · 135 2.866 

Status x Stabil . 110 .242 · 135 3.244 

Status . 115 - . 132 · 134 .972 

Legit .117 .729 • 134 .292 

(Constant) - . 111 

Mean S.quare = 1.147; df = 126 

R2 = .117 indicating that 11.7% of the variation in ingroup bias in 

voting preferences is explained by the linear regression. The results 

indicate that stability alone, and the interactions between status and 

legitimacy, and stability and legitimacy explains a significant amount 

of the variation of ingroup bias in voting preferences. Each of the 

two-way interactions, status and legitimacy and stability and 

legitimacy, was investigated more closely using an analysis of simple 

main effects. This statistical technique pinpointed the specific 

combinations of each pair of independent variables responsible for the 

significant interactions. 
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a) Status x Legitimacy Interaction 

Table 5-4: The Interaction Effects of Status x Legitimacy on Ingroup 

Bias in Voting Preferences: Analysis of Simple Main Effects 

Source SS df MS F Ratio 

Status at Legitimacy 12. 177 12. 177 10.373 P < .01 
Status at III egi t imacy 1 .517 1 1 .517 1.292 
Error 47.919 126 1.174 
Legitimacy at H.S. 4.695 4.696 3.4 p < .05 
Legitimacy at L.S. 47.446 1 47.446 40.416 p < .01 
Error 147.919 126 1.174 

The analysis of simple main effects indicated that when the status 

relations were perceived to be legitimate, the low status group 

displayed significantly more ingroup bias in voting preferences than 

the high status group. No similar trend was revealed when the status 

relations were seen as illegitimate. The relevant cell means are 

displayed in Table 5-5. 

Table 5-5: Mean Ingroup Bias in Voting Preferences for Status x 

Legitimacy 

Perceptions of 
Status Relations Status 

H.S. L.S. 

Legitimate . 137 1.362 
(n = 17) (n = 7) 

Illegitimate - .624 -1.056 
(n = 52) (n = 59) 
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In the high status group there was a significant difference in the 

direction of bias between the perception of the status differential as 

legitimate or illegitimate. Subjects who perceived the status differ­

ential as legitimate showed significant bias against the outgroup in 

their voting preferences, whereas the perception of illegitimacy re­

sulted in a bias in favour of the outgroup (that is, a negative ingroup 

bias). A similar trend was found in the low status group where sub­

jects who perceived the status relations as legitimate show signifi­

cantly more ingroup bias in th.ei r voting choices than subjects who 

perceived the status relations as illegitimate. In a similar vein to 

the high status group, the perception of illegitimacy in the low status 

group produced a negative ingroup bias . The direction of the status x 

legitimacy interaction effect is illustrated graphically in figure 5-1 . 
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Figure 5-1: Status x Legitimacy Interaction Effects on Ingroup Bias in 

Voting Preferences 
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b) Stability x Legitimacy Interaction 

Table 5-6: The Inter action Effects of Stabil ity x Legitimacy on In­

group Bias in Voting Preferences: Analysis of Simple Main 

Effects 

Source SS OF MS F Ratio ' 

Stability at Legitimacy 10 . 181 10.181 8.672 p < .01 
Stability at 
Illegitimacy . 157 1 .157 .134 
Error 147.919 126 1.174 
Legitimacy at Stability 7.476 7.476 6.368 p < .05 
Legitimacy at 

Instability 39 .953 1 39 .953 34.033 p < .01 
Error 147.919 126 1.174 

The ' analysis of simple main effects for the stability x legitimacy 

revealed several interesting trends. Firstly, subjects who perceived 

the status relations as legitimate and stable displayed significantly 

less ingroup bias in voting preferences than those who saw the status 

relations as legitimate but unstable. However, for those who believed 

that the status differential between blacks and whites is illegiti­

mate, the perception of stability or instability did not have a 

statistically significant effect on bias in voting chOices . 

Of the subjects who perceived the status relations as stable, those 

who believed that the stratification is legitimate showed a signifi­

cantly higher ingroup bias in their voting choices than subjects who 

believed that the system was illegitimate . In the latter group of 

subjects negative ingroup bias was displayed, thus favouring the 

outgroup. Similarly, the perception of legitimacy and instability 

produced significantly higher ingroup bias in voting choices than an 
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illegitimacy and instability system of beliefs . Again, the latter 

group displayed a strong negative ingroup bias . The relative means 

are presented in Table 5-7. 

Table 5-7: Mean Ingroup Bias in Voting Preferences for Stability x 

Legitimacy Conditions 

Perception of 

Status Relations Stable Unstable 

Legitimate . 189 - .771 
(n = 13) (n = 10) 

Illegitimate 1.310 - .910 
(n = 65) (n = 46) 

In figure 5-2 the interaction effects of stability x legitimacy on 

ingroup bias in votrng preferences are represented graphically. 
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Figure 5-2: Stability x Legitimacy Interaction Effects on Ingroup Bias 

in Voting Preferences 

5.3.2 Trait Evaluation 

The raw data and the mean ratings for ingroup and outgroup candidates 

are included in Appendix I. The mean °ingroup bias and standard 

deviat ions over the various conditions of the independent variables 

are displayed in Table 5-8. 



Table 5-8: Ingroup Bias in Trait Evaluations: Means and Standard 

Deviations 

Perception of Hi2h Status Low Status 

Status Relations Legit Illegi t Legit Illegi t 

- .432 - .409 .375 .443 

Stable ( .881) (1.04 ) (.858) ( 1. 125) 

9 31 4 34 

- .341 - .209 - .778 .475 

Unstable ( .802) (.939) (1.171) ( .871 ) 

7 21 3 25 

The step-wise programme for multiple regression analysis produced the 

following results: 

Table 5-9: Regression Analysis Results: The Effects of Status, Stabil­

ity and Legitimacy on Ingroup Bias in Trait Evaluations 

Variable R Square B Std Error F 

Status · 115 -.2072 .1229 2.843 
Status x Legit · 12 .1722 . . 1229 1.963 
Legit .128 -. 1550 .1229 1.590 
Status x Stabil · 132 -.1787 .1234 2.097 
Stabil x Legit .137 .1570 .1234 1.619 
Status x Stabil x Legit .147 . 1017 .1234 .679 
(Constant) -.7097 

Mean Square = .987; df = 126 

The results of the regression analysis indicate that none of the 

independent variables either independently or interactively, contribute 

significantly to the variation of ingroup b{as in trait evaluation. 



5.3.3 Room Allocation 

The raw scores are listed in Appendix J. The means and standard 

deviations for ingroup bias displayed in the allocation of rooms are 

shown in the table below. 

Table 5-10: Ingroup Bias in Room Allocation: Means and Standard Devia-

tions 

Perception of High Status Low Status 
Status Relations Legit Illegi t Legit Illegi t 

.222 .387 .500 .412 
Stable ( .667) (2.092) (1.000 ) (1. 689) 

9 31 4 34 

0.000 .095 -1.333 .480 
Unstable (0.000= (1.480 ) (1. 155) ( 1.327) 

7 21 3 25 

Testing the effects of the independent variables was carried out by 

means of a step-wise regression analysis. No significant effects were 

revealed. 
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Table 5-11: Regression Analysis Results: The Effects of Status, Sta­

bility and Legitimacy on Ingroup Bias in Room Allocation 

Variable R Square B Std Error F 

Legit .008 -.2483 .1948 1.524 

Status x Legit .012 .1798 .1948 .852 

Status x Stabil x Legit .016 -.2431 . 1955 1.546 

Stab i 1 .022 .2817 . 1956 2.075 

Stabil x Legit .029 .2270 .1956 1.347 

Status x Stabil .033 -.1542 .1956 .622 

Status .034 .7822 .1948 .162 

(Constant) . 1132 
Mean Square = 2.481; df = 126 

5.3.4 Relative Desirability of Rooms 

A list of the weighted scores are contained in Appendix J. The 

descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) for ingroup 

bias in the relative desirability of rooms allocated to the ingroup 

and outgroup are presented in Table 5-12. 

Table 5-12: Ingroup Bias in the Relative Desirability of Rooms Alloca­

ted: Means and Standard Deviations 

Perception of Hi2h Status Low Status 
Status Relations Legit I11egi t Legit Illegit 

2.556 .581 3.50 1.00 
Stable (5.897) (6.313) (3.786) (5.985) 

9 31 4 34 

.429 .095 -2.667 2.640 
Unstable ( 1. 902) (3.492) (2.517) (4.864) 

7 21 3 25 
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The results of the regression analysis are presented in Table 5-

13, with the variables entered in order of importance in the step-wise 

programme. 

Table 5-13: Regression Analysis Results: The Effects of Status, ·Sta­

bility and Legitimacy on Ingroup Bias in Relative Desira­

bility of Rooms Allocated 

Variable R Square B Std Error F 

Status x Legit .015 .7142 .4581 2.431 

Stabi I x Legi t 0.26 1. 1559 .6369 3.293 

Stabi I 0.34 .8768 .6408 1.872 

Status x Stabil x Legit .047 - .7702 .6408 1.444 

Status x Stabil .048 - .2488 .6369 . 153 

(Constant) 1.086 

Mean Square = 26.867; df = 128 

None of the F values reached the .05 level of significance, thus 

indicating that the independent variables do not contribute 

significantly to the variation in ingroup bias as measured by the 

relative desirability of rooms allocated to the ingroup and outgroup. 

5.3.5 Degree of Integration 

The computed integration scores for each subject are listed in Appendix 

J. The descriptive statistiCs over the different conditions of the 

independent variables are shown in the following table. 



Table 5-14: Degree of Integration: Means and Standard Deviations 

Perception of Hi~h Status Low Status 

Status RElations Legit Illegi t Legit 111egi t 

6.222 8.677 8.750 8.515 

Stable (4.207) (2.926) (2.217) (1.805 ) 

9 31 4 33 

2.857 5.55 8.00 8.870 

Unstable (2.035) (3.236) (3.606) (2.16) 

7 20 3 23 

The integration scores were entered into a step-wise multiple regress­

ion analysis. The results with the variables in the given order of 

importance and the R2 being cumulative, are presented in Table 5-15. 

Table 5-15: Regression Analysis Results: The Effects of Status, Sta- -­

bility and Legitimacy on Degree of Integration 

Variable R Square B Std Error F 

Status .094 -1.448 .3359 18.580 P < .01 
Status x Stabil .173 .7836 .3372 5.401 p < .05 
Stabi I .234 .9070 .3372 7.235 p < .01 
Legit .292 - .7962 .3359 5.618 p < .05 
Status x Legit .318 - .6876 .3358 4. 192 P < .05 
Stabil X Legit .319 .1893 .3372 .315 
Status x Stabil x Legit .319 - .8369 .3371 .062 
(Constant) 7. 1 

Mean Square = 7.153; df = 122 

The results show that status , stability and legitimacy main effects 

and the interaction between status and legitimacy and status and 
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stability significantly explain 32 percent of the variation in the 

degree of integration. These effects were investigated further through 

the interactions of status and stability and status and legitimacy. 

This was carried out by means of simple main effects. 

a) Status x Stability 

The results of the analysis of simple main effects are shown in Table 

5-16. 

Table 5-16: The Interaction Effects of Status x Stability on Degree of 

Integration: Analysis of Simple Main Effects 

Source SS OS MS F Ratio 

Status at Stability 14.306 14.306 2.000 

Status at Instability 161.496 161.496 22.579 p < .01 

Error 872.609 122 7. 153 

Stabi li ty at H.S. 92.713 92.713 12.962 P < .01 

Stability at L. S. .495 .495 .069 

Error 872.609 122 7.153 



92 

10 

.... Low Status .. 
8 

c: 
0 .-+-> 
It) 

s.. 6 0'1 
Q) 

+-> c: -
c: 
It) 4 High Status Q) 
~ 

2 

o ~--------~----------------~-----------Stable Unstable 

Figure 5-3: Status x St ability Interaction Effects on Degree of Inte­

Integration 

This trend of the results is clearly illustrated in Figure 5-3. The 

difference in degree of integration between high and low status groups 

who perceived the status relations as stable did not reach statistical 

significance ('XHS = 7.343 as compared with XLS = 8.671) . Where the 

status relations were perceived as unstable, status had a statistically 

significant effect. High status subjects displayed a significantly 

lower degree of integration (X = 3.961) than low status subjects 

ex = 8.424). Wi th i n the high status group those who perce i ved the 

status differential as stable (X = 7.343) displayed a degree of 

integration that was significantly greater than that of subjects who 

saw the differential as unstable (X = 3.961). The perception of 

stability or instability did not have any significant effect on degree 

of integration in the low status group. 
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b) Status x Legitimacy 

An analysis of simple main effects produced the following statistics: 

Table 5-17: The Interaction Effects Produced x Legitimacy Degree of 

Integration: Analysis of Simple Main Effects 

Source SS df MS F Ratio 

Status at Legitimacy 147.897 147.897 20.678 p < .01 
Status a t III eg i t i rna c y 18.741 1 18.741 2.620 
Error 872.609 122 7.153 
Legitimacy at H.S. 71.414 71.414 9.985 p < .01 
Legitimacy at L.S. .383 1 .383 .054 
Error 872.609 122 7.153 

A graphfcal representation of the results of the analysis of Simple 

main effects appears in Figure 5-4. 
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Figure 5-4: Status x Legitimacy Interaction Effects of Degree of 

Integration 



Of the subjects who perceived the status relations as legitimate, low 

status group members displayed a significantly higher degree of 

integration (X = 8.439) than high status group members (X = 4.168). 

This trend was not replicated in the perceived illegitimacy condition. 

The difference in degree of integrati?n between high status (X = 7.136) 

and low status (X = 8.656) group members who perceived the status 

hierarchy as illegitimate did not reach statistical significance. 

Looking at perceived legitimacy/illegitimacy effects within each status 

condition, it can be seen that high status subjects who perceived the 

status relations as legitimate (X = 4.168) showed a significantly lower 

degree of integration than those subscribing to a perceived 

illegitimacy system of beliefs (X = 7.136). However, within the low 

status group the perceived legitimacy/illegitimacy of the status 

'relations did not have a signific3nt effect on the degree of 

integration. Both legitimate and illegitimate belief systems produced 

a similar degree of integration in the low status group. The 

respective means are 8.439 and 8.656, almost identical. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

6.1 Interpretation of the Findings 

A statistically significant pattern of results was found on two of the 

fi ve dependent measures; namely, ingroup bias in voting preferences 

and degree of integration displayed in the allocation of rooms to the 

i ngroup and outgroup. The pred i cted three-way interact i on between 

status, stability and legitimacy was not verified. Instead, it was 

found that the variation in intergroup bias on the two measures could 

be significantly explained by several two-way interactions between the 

independent variables. 

The hypothesized interactive effect between status and legitimacy on 

intergroup bias received only partia I support. Although the status 

and legitimacy interaction was found to be statistically significant 

on both the dependent measures , the direction of bias did not complete-

ly reflect the predicted pattern. In the high status group the 

perception of illegitimacy produced a significant decrease in ingroup 

bias relative to the perception of legitimacy, to the extent that a 

negative ingroup bias (or outgroup favouritism) was displayed. 

Simi larly, on the measure of integration, members of the high status 

group who perceived the status stratification as illegitimate showed a 

higher degree of i ntegrat i on than those who adhered to the present 

status differentiation. These results support the prediction derived 

from Social Identity theory that in Situations where the status 

hierarchy is believed to be unjust, membership in a high status group 

may no longer contribute positively to the social identity, resulting 

ina reduct i on in i ngroup bias in favour of the outgroup. I n the 

experiment by Turner and Brown (1978) the illegitimate high status 
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subjects showed a similar trend by suggesting numerous alternative 

comparison dimensiol1'S which favoured the outgroup, rather than 

strengthening their own superior position. Commins and Lockwood 

(1979) also observed a reduction in ingroup bias in groups having an 

illegitimately advantaged position. 

The unexpected finding emerged in the pattern of bias displayed by 

members of the low status group who perceived the status differential 

as illegitimate. In comparison with low status subjects in the legiti­

many condition, these subjects showed a significantly lower degree of 

ingroup bias. In fact, the di.rection of bias in the low status 

illegitimacy condition replicated that displayed by the comparable 

high status group, that is, a negative ingroup bias. This finding 

contradicts the prediction derived from Social Identity theory that 

perceived illegitimacy in low status groups will be associated with 

strong ingroup bias, emerging from an assertive distinctiveness. 

Before indulging in any speculations concerning the reasons for this 

unexpected finding, it is important to restate that the variables 

status, legitimacy and stability and their interactions were found to 

explain only 11.7 percent of the variation in ingroup biaS in voting 

choices. This implies that a greater proportion of the variation is 

explainable in terms of factors other than those under investigation. 

The validity of the results is also impaired by several methodological 

problems and limitations. One of the most pertinent among these 

concerns the large inequality in the number of subjects within each 

condition of the independent variables. For example, the comparison 

between the legitimate and illegitimate low status conditions is based 

on the responses of seven subjects in the former condition, while a 

total of fifty-nine subjects constituted the illegitimacy condition. 

Furthermore, on the measure of integration no similar difference was 
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found between the perceived legitimacy and illegitimacy low status 

conditions. These factors suggest that it is possible that the finding 

concerning the low status illegitimacy condition is artifactual. 

The results for the effects of stability/instability show greater 

agreement with the predicted trends. High status group members who 

believed that the status relations are unstable displayed a lower 

degree of integration in allocating rooms to those who believed the 

situation to be stable. In the low status group there was no signifi­

cant difference between the perceived stability and instability 

conditions. The relevant findings for ingroup bias in voting prefer­

ences reveal that the variable stability, only had a significant 

effect in groups who perceived the status relations as legitimate, in 

which case the perception of instability produced greater ingroup bias 

than perceived stability. On the whole, under conditions where 

'stabilitY/instability did have a significant effect, the perception of 

instability of the status relations resulted in an enhancement of the 

direction of intergroup bias, confinning the hypothesized trend for 

stability and status and stability and legitimacy interactive effects. 

In tenns of Social Identity theory, in situations where the status 

relations are seen as unstable, there is an attempt to increase 

psychological distinctiveness manifested in greater ingroup bias. The 

reported results provide some evidence for this proposition. 

A statistically significant difference between the intergroup behaviour 

of high and low status groups was found only in groups who bel ieved 

that the present status differential is legitimate. In their decisions 

concerning voting choices, subjects in the low status group showed 

greater ingroup bias than the comparable high status group. On the 
. 

other hand, where the status differences were seen as legitimate, low 
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status group members displayed a higher degr.ee of integration than 

high status group members. Hence , it appears that the perception. of 

legitimacy is more salient in the low status group , eliciting a 

stronger reaction from its members. 

The results for status and stabi lity revealed that where the status 

relations were seen as unstable, high status group members displayed a 

lesser degree of integration than low status group members. This 

effect was not replicated under conditions of perceived stability. 

This finding is in accord with the assertion by Turner and Brown 

(1978) that the influence of perceived instability is more pronounced 

in high than low status groups. 

To sum up it can be said that the findings of the present study provide 

partial support for the predictions of Social Identity theory. The 

few findings that are not in accord with the theory need to be seen in 

the context of the methodological inadequacies and limitations of the 

design. 

6.2 Evaluation of the Results 

An issue begging discussion concerns the failure of three of the 

dependent measures to show any significant pattern of results; whereas 

the two other measures showed significant differences in patterns of 

intergroup bias across the vari'ous conditions of status, stability and 

legitimacy. 

Brewer (1979) noted that the bias associated with any particular 

social categorization may not be constant across all response dimen-

sions. In an extensive review on patterns of ingroup bias, this 

author drew attention to the phenomenon of ' selective bias ' or 

specificity of effects. The results of several studies have confirmed 
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that bias is not consistent along all types of measures. Studies by 

Wilson et al (1965, 1968) indicated that following intergroup compe­

tition evaluative bias is most pronounced on task-relevant motive 

traits, less pronounced on ability traits and least evident on 

personal 'ity dimensions. Gerard and Hoyt (1974) found that small 

groups in a non-competitive setting, evaluated ingroup members more 

positively, but not ingroup products. More, recently, in the study of 

Bourh(s and Hill (1982), no significant pattern of ingroup bias was 
r 

found when university and polytechnic lectur~ used salary matrices to 

distribute pay awards to each group. However, when using a different 

measure, namely, distribution of educational cuts, a significant bias 

in favour of the ingroup was found. 

Thus, the occurrence of 'sel~ctive bias' has been frequently observed 

in social psychological research. The inclusion of several response 

dimensions is a means by which the specificity of effect may be 

counteracted. 

Milner (1981) has emphasized the importance of the need for more 

covert measures of prejudice, if researchers are to successfully tap 

real responses in SOCieties like South Africa~ where interracial 

conflict is a sensitive issue. Certainly, 1'n a situation like that of 

an English-speaking university campus, namely, the University of 

Natal, Durban, the expression of overt racial prejudice is disdained. 

Milner (1981) pOinted out that in a social context where there are 

pressures towards antidiscriminatory attitudes, the content and 

expression of racism may become more implicit. Bearing this in mind, 

it may be argued that statistically significant results were obtained 

on the measures of integration and voting preferences because these 

dimensions were more subtle and less acces'sible in terms of their 

intention. Contrastingly, in the allocation task subjects were openly 
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asked to distribute rooms of relative desirability between black and 

white students. Measur i ng the degree of integration is far greater in · 

its subtlety than scoring the relative number and desirability of 

rooms. Therefore , greater care needs to be taken in the choice of 

psychological measures when conducting research of this nature (Hewstone 

and Giles, 1984). 

The need for measures of intergroup discrimination which are more 

implicit and less accessible to scrutiny , assumes even greater import­

ance when the role of social desirability bias is considered as an 

additional confounding factor. 

In a review on the topic, Nederhof (1985) stressed that social desir­

ability is one of the most common sources of extraneous factors affect­

ing the validity of social science research data. An instrument such 

as a questionnaire used for data collection on interracial attitudes 

is particularly susceptible to the operation of social desirability. 

Th i s type of bias refers to the tendency on beha I f of subj ects to 

present socially desirable traits, while at the same time denying any 

soc i a II y undes i rab 1 e ones. Aga i nst the backdrop of severa 1 attempts 

to improve intergroup relations between blacks and whites , subjects 

participating in this study may have reckoned that any expressions of 

discriminatory behaviour would not place them in a favourable light. 

The use of the anonymous self-administered questionnaires was an attempt 

to reduce social desirability bias. There are empirical indications 

that this method of administration does give rise to less distortion 

than other methods (cf. Baume ister, 1982; Paulhus, 1984). Since 

there is no single method to completely counteract social desirability 

bias , it is suggested that future research takes note of Nederhof I s 

(1985) recommendat i on that supp 1 ementary measures to assess i ts impact 

are included. 
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A limitation of the measures used in this study is that they focus 

largely on ratings and judgements which tend to reveal very little 

about the behaviour between groups. Hewstone and Giles (1984) 

commented that tasks such as reward allocation and the evaluation of 

persons on trait scales are very unusual in terms of everyday life 

events. Therefore, responses on these tasks may not be related 

to behavioural patterns in realistic situations. Similarly, new 

forms of racism may be more racist in their behavioural 

manifestations rather than in verbalized attitudes 

Consequently, the need to explore the impact 

perceptions on behaviour by means of new 

(Milner, 1981). 

of intergroup 

techniques is 

reiterated. As noted by Hewstone and Giles (1984) such behavioural 

measures are often time consuming and fraught with practical problems. 

Nevertheless, these measures are of crucial importance in social 

research and they may be used as an adjunct to questionnaires. 

At this point it is worth noting that the informative value of the data 

of this study may have been enhanced if the ratings for the ingroup and 

outgroup had been reported separately. In most of the studies 

reviewed, the results for patterns of ingroup bias are similarly 

reported in the form of net ratings or differences scores (e.g. Doise 

and Sinclair, 1973; Gerard and Hoyt, 1974; Turner and Brown, 1978). 

Although this method of analysis does treat bias as the ingroup score 

relative to the outgroup score, information is lost as to whether 

variations in bias were due to increases in ingroup ratings or 

decreases in outgroup ratings. As a result, the location of bias, 

ingroup or outgroup, is not made clear (Brewer, 1979). 

The treatment of the variables status, stability and legitimacy 

in this study differed somewhat from earlier experiments in which these 
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variables were typically imposed on groups of subjects. Rather, an 

attempt was made to assess perceptions of the status relations as they 

exist in the relevant populations. Although the numerous objective 

differences between blacks and whites indicated the relative status 

position of these groups, this was confirmed by investigating the 

i nd i v i dua I I S percept i on of these d iff erences . The use of the group 

percept i on 1 adder was, however, not without prob I ems. The emergence 

of a small number of anomalies indicated that the subjective nature 

of this type of scales permits the use of various comparison dimensions, 

which may not concur with the dimensions the researcher believes is 
, 

being used. Further testing of the ladder rating scale is required 

before its effectiveness in assessing intergroup perceptions may be 

fully evaluated. 

6.3 Limitations of this Study 

The extent to which the findings of this research can be generalized is 

limited by the specificity of the sample to a small area within the 

larger South African context. The subjects were all students registered 

at the University of Natal, Durban. Historically, this is an area of 

South Africa which is known for its more tolerant racial attitudes 

relative to the rest of the country. Consequently, a different pattern 

of results may be expected in other national regions. 

A further limitation of this study is that it is stranded in time. 

Sherif and Sherif (1965) argued for the usefulness of longitudinal 

research within the domain of intergroup processes. Similarly, Brown 

and Ros s (1982) exhorted the need for emp i ri ca I accounts wh i ch take 

into account the changing nature of social identity elements. To the 

extent that this study was conducted within a dynamic real-life inter­

group setting, some of the problems associated with a static perspec-
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tive of intergroup phenomena were avoided. However, follow-up research 

is necessary if the nature of the changes that occur are to be empiri­

cally documented. Such a task would not be easy, since the measurement 

of change is always complex, particularly when major economic and 

social upheavals occur alongside the research (Hewstone and Giles, 

1984) . 

The methodological problems associated with the measures used also 

detract from the generalizability of the findings. The extent of the 

problems that emerged during the course of the study, made it clear 

that deta i l·ed pre-test i ng is es sent i a I when rea 1 i st i c groups a re used. 

Attempts should also be made to elucidate any variables other than 

those under investigation, which may affect the results. 

6.4 Conclusion 

This research endeavoured to test the applicability of certain theore­

tical constructs, derived from Tajfel 's (1978b) Social Identity theory, 

to the complex intergroup situation between blacks and whites in South 

Africa. The findings provide some support for the importance of 

perceived status, stability and legitimacy in mediating the attitudes 

and perceptions of real-life groups. How~ver, the numerous methodo­

logical and practical problems which emerged during the course of the 

research render any extrapolations Trom the data to other intergroup 

situations purely speculative until further research is completed. 

Similarly, the limited nature of this study does not permit any 

profound theoretical implications of the results. Perhaps, at this 

point it is apt to refer to the observation by Hewstone and Giles 

(1984) that "theoretically relevant variables are rarely found in any 

pure form in realistic settings and there may be unavoidable confounds 

or impractical controls " (p288). The present study has illuminated 
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several of these confounding variables that are encountered when 

conducting research of this nature. 
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A: BULLETIN BOARD ADVERTISEMENT FOR SUBJECTS 



Department of Psychology 

University of Natal , Durban 

STUDENT PARTICIPANTS REQUIRED FOR ATTITUDE RESEARCH 

We nee~ students of all types to participate in a study investigating 

the use of various · techniques in the measurement of attitudes toward 

social issues and practices. All you have to do ·is answer a question-

naire and you will be paid R2.00. Your participation will be 

invaluable. If you are interested please report to the Psychology 

Seminar Room at 1.10 pm from Monday 23 September to Friday ~ October 

1985. 
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B: PRELIMINARY ATTITUDE SCALE 



Here are some statements on social issues about which we all 
have beliefs, opinions and attitudes. We all think differently 
about such matters, and this scale is an attempt to let you 
express your beliefs and opinions. There are no right or wrong 
answers. The best answer to each statement below is your 
personal opinion. Do not spend much time on any statement; 
let your personal experience determine your answer. Please 
respond to each of the items as follows: 

1 - completely disagree 
2 - mostly disagree 
3 - slightly disagree 
4 - undecided or no definite feelings one way or another 
5 - slightly agree 
6 mostly agree 
7 - completely agree 

Answer by placing a cross (X) in the space which best shows your 
feelings. 

***************************** 

In their efforts to help blacks, people should net blind 
themselves to the definite differences which actually exist 
between the races. 

completely 
disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 completely 
agree 

The different social backgrounds of blacks and whites makes 
it difficult for them to mix SOCially. 

completely I 1 I 2 
disagree . ~--~--~~--~--~----~--~--~ 

3 4 5 6 7 completely 
agree 

Because all races are equal, blacks are entitled to the same 
privileges as whites. 

completely 
disagree 

In/ ••• 

~_l--l.._2--.!.._3----!_4_!....-5_,,--_6 --l._7--l.\ com ple t e ly 
agree 



In South Africa whites have clearly shown their superiority over 
other race groups, therefore power should remain in the hands of 

whites. 

com plet ely fL-_l--'-_2--1-_3--1-_4_·....;.1_5--""_6_1.-7---' 
·disagree -

completely 
agree 

It Will be many years before blacks reach the same level of 

civilisation as that of whites. 

completely 
disagree 

1 2 3 5 6 7 completely 
agree 

Blacks should be considered as equal to whites and be given 
the same advantages as whites. 

completely 
Ctisagree 

1 2 3 5 6 7 completely 
agree 

A large part of the problems facing blacks today are caused 
by blacks themselves. 

completely 
disagree 

3 5 6 completely 
agree 

Everybody would be happier, more secure and more prosperous if 
blacks were given more power and influence in the government. 

completely 
disagree 

5 6 7 completely 
c,gree 

It would be a mistake ever to have blacks for managers and 
leaders over whites. 

completely 
disagree 

South/ ••• 

1 completely 
agree 



South Africa is a land of opportunity and people get pretty 

much what is coming to them here. 

completely 1 I 2 I 3 4 5 6 7 completely 

disagree agree 

Most blacks would become overbearing and disagreeable if given 
the opportunity to hold positions of power. 

. completely 
disagree 

6 7 completely 
agree 

The people who raise all the talk about putting blacks on the 
same level as whites are mostly radical agitators trying to 
stir up conflicts. . 

completely 
disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 completely 
agree 

Because of great cUltural differences, it would be unWise for 
blacks and whites to live in the same neighbuorhood. 

completely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 completely 
disagree I.' agree 

Change and reform in South Africa has gone far enuogh, things 
should now be left as they are. 

I I 
completely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 completely 
disagree agree 

There is no reason to believe that blacks are less honest than 
anyone else. 

completely 
disagree 

Even/ ••• 

1 2 3 7 completely 
agree 



Even if blacks should reach the same level of deyelopment as 
whites, the races should still be separated socially. 

completely 1 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I completely 

disagree agree 

If other African states are examples of how a black government 

operates, we do ·not need one. 

completely I 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 completely 

disagree agree 

People of different races can get along very easily if given the 

chance. 

completely 1 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 completely 

disagree agree 

Inherited racial characteristics play more of a part in ' the 
a.chievement of individuals and groups than is generally 
accepted. 

completely 
disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 completely 
agree 

The end of white rule in South Africa would bring a continuing 
increase in social conflict and Violence. 

completely 
disagree 

6 7 completely 
agree 

Blacks should make sincere efforts to rid themselves of their 
conspicuous and irritating faults, if they want to achieve 
equality With whites. 

completely 
disagree 

Vle/ ••• 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 completely 
agree 



We should all work towards the unity of blacks and whites in 

South Africa. 

completely 
disagree 

1 2 3 I 4 5 6 7 completely 
agree 

Blacks should have the advantage of all the social benefits of 
the white person, but be limited to their own race in the practice 

thereof. 

completely 
disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 completely 
agree 

The dislike of many people for blacks is based on prejudice, 
but is nevertheless, not Without a certain justification. 

completely 
disagree 

[""l I 2 I 3 I 4 5 6 17 I . c0Dlplet:ely 
agree 

Since integration Will require some painful adjustments to be 
made in changing from segregated schools, neighbourhoods etc., 
tpe best solution is to leave the races segregated. 

completely 
disagree 

1 2 6 completely 
agree 

The best way to solve the problems between the races is to 
encourage intermarriage so that there will eventually be only 
one race. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 completely 'I 
disagree ~--~--~----~--~----~--~--~ 

completely 
agree 

The time has come to solve the racial problems of South Africa 
by giving equal opportunities for all in every sphere of life. 

completely 
disagree 

Becau.se/ ••• 

1 4 5 I ~J completely 
~--~----~--~--~ ____ -L- - agree 

2 3 



Because of their physical strength, bl~cks are inherently suited 
to do manual labour. 

completely 
disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 I 7 completely 
agree 

The policy of separate but equal is not as bad as some people think, 
since it permits each race to maintain and preserve their own cultural 
values. 

completely 
disagre"e 

1 

" ' . 

2 3 4 5 6 7 completely 
agree 

"" " What we need is firmer cacti"on aiaiii"st':""people" "who "publicly " 
'. '. : '. ' .... , " . : ... -

criticize the racial policies of the" present ~ system of 
" . ": , ,. 

. ,.. . .. : 

governmen~. 

completely 
disagree 

1 2 3 4 completely 
agree 



C: TRAIT FAVOURABILITY SCALE 



Look at the adjectives. Decide for each one whether it is 
favourable, unfavourable or neutral, as usually used to describe 
people. Indicate the degree of favourableness of each adjective 
as follows: 

1 - very unfavourable 
2 unfavourable 

3 neutral 

4 - favourable 

5 very favourable 
Although there mas be several usages to consider in determiIling 
the degree of favourableness implied by a given adjective, we 
only want a global or general rating, so give your immediate 
first impreSSions, and do not spend too much time on any single 
one. Answer by placing a cross (X) in the space which best 
indicates your feelings. 

responsible 

very 11 
unfavourable----~--~----~--~--~ 

3 4 5 

unemotional 

very 
unfavourable 

I 1 2 3 4 I 5 

intolerant 

I 1 
very 1 2 3 I 4 I 5 

I 

unfavourable 

open-minded 

I very 1 2 3 4 5 
unfavourable 

very 

favourable 

very 
favourable 

very 
favourable 

very 
favourable 



emotional 

I I I I 1 

I 
2 

I 
3 4 5 very very 

unf avourable favourable 

closed-minded 

I I I 
1 

I 
2 

I 
3 I 4 5 

very very 

unfavourable favourable 

warm 

I I I I 
1 2 

I 
3 

I 
4 5 

very very 

unfavourable favourable 

cooperative 

I I I 
1 

I 
2 3 

I 
4 5 

I very very 
unfavourable favourable 

i cmature 

I I 

I 

I 

I 

1 2 3 4 5 
very very 

unf avourable favourable 

fle:x:1.ble 

1 2 
I 3 ! 4 I 5 very I 

I very 
unfavourabl e favourable 

unassuming 

very I 1 2 3 4 5 
unfavourab~", 

very 
favourable 



uncooperati ve 

I ! I very I 1 2 3 4 5 very 
unfavourable favourabl e 

col d 

I I very I 1 2 3 4 5 very 

unfavourabl e favourabl e 

inflexibl e 

very I 1 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 very 
unfavourabl e favourable 

mature 

very I I I 1 .2 3 I 4 5 very 
unfavourabl e favourable 

irresponsi bl e 

I very I 1 2 I 3 4 I 5 very 
unravour abl: favourabl e 

arrogant 

very 1 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 very 
unfavourabl e favourabl e 

tol erant 

very , 1 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 very 
unfavourable favourab l e 



0: THE QUESTIONNAIRE 



General Attitude Survey 

This questionnaire investigates perceptions and attitudes regarding 

a number of social matters. Please answer all questions as 

truthfully as possible. There are no right or wrong answers. 

Your opinion will make a valuable contribution towards this study, 

so let your personal views and experience determine your response. 

Your name will not appear anywhere on this questionnaire, therefore 

you will remain anonymous'. All answers are treated as 

confidential; the information will be processed by a computer and 

will come out as general statistics. If you require further 

information about any of the questions, please ask. 

Thank you tor your participation in this study. 

Department of Psychology 

University of Natal 

Durban 

1985. 



~ecently there haa been ~uch talk about the integration of atudent 

residences on aome univeraity campusea. The following page 

consists of aketch plens of the room layout on two floors of a 

residence block. It is kno""n that certain rooms are more 

desirable than others in terms of their access to facilities, noise 
. 

level, li9htin9 etc. Hence, they have been graded as fol10""s: 

least desirable 

more desirable 

most desirable 

Sup po set. hat t. his res ide n c e i s' mad e a va i 1 a b 1 e to 6 t u den t s 0 fall 

race 9roups. At the beginnin9 of the academic . year, an equal ... 
numuer of ""hite and blaCK students apply for residence. Imagine 

that you are 9iven the tasK of assi9ning students to rooms. In 

the case of each room please marK off eit.her W (""hite) or B (blaCK) 

on the diagram according to the race of the student to ""hom YOl 

""ould allocate the room. 

Example : Indicate your decision (W or ~) in this space . 

. .. ... - - - -_ . . -- _. -- -

.W 

8 e 
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FACADE OF snm~'T RESIDENCE 
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PASSAGE 
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Here is a picture of a ladder. Let the ladder represent life 

circumstances in South Africa. Imagine that the top represents the 

best possible life that you could hope for in this country, ~hile 

the bottom represents your idea of the worst possible life in this 

country. 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

o 

If you consider the position of blacks as a whole, where would you 

say blacks stood on the ladder at the present time? 

Step number 



~lere do you think blacks stood five vears aao? 

Step number 

Just as your best guess, where do you think blacks will be five 

years from now? 

Step number 

Now, looking at the ladder again, we would like you to think of 

whites in South Afr ica. \{here do you think they stand at the 

present time? 

Step number 

~fuere do you think whites stood five years ago? 

Step number 

As your best guess, where' do you think whites will. be on the ladder 

five years from now? 

Step number 

Imagine an ideal situation in this country where everything is "as 

it should be". 

Where would blacks be on the ladder? 

Step number 

~~ere would whites be on the ladder? 

Step nU!llber 



Here are some statements on social issues about which we all have 

beliefs, opinions and attitudes. We all think differently about 

such matters, and this scale is an attempt to let you express your 

beliefs and opinions. There are no right or wrong answers. The 

best answer to each statement below is your personal opinion. Do 

not spend much time on any statement; let your personal experience 

determine your answer. Please respond to each of the items as 

tollows: 

1 completely disagree 

2 mostly disagree 

3 slightly disagree 

4 undecided or no definite feelings one way or another 

5 slightly agre.e 

6 mostly agree 

7 completely agree 

Answer by placing a cross (X) in the space which best shows your 

feelings. 

It will be many years betore blacks reach the same level of 

civilisation as that of whites. 

completely 
disagree ~ __ l __ ~_2 __ ~_3 __ ~_4 __ ~ __ 5 __ ~1 __ 6 ___ 1L-7 __ ~romple~~;~e 



Blacks should be considered as equal to whites and be given the 

same advantages as whites. 

completely 
disagree 

__ ----~--~----~----~--~--~~--_,completely 

~_1 __ ~_2 __ ~3 __ ~_4 __ ~1 __ 5 __ .1 __ 6~1 __ 7~1 agree 

A large part of the problems facing blacKs today are caused by 

blacks themselves. 

completely 
disagree 

~ ____ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ ____ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ ____ completely 

~_1 ___ ~2 ___ ~_3 ___ ~_4 ___ ~1_5 ___ ~1 ___ 6~1 ___ 7~1 agree 

Everybody would be happier, more secure and more prosperous if 

blacks were given more power and influence in the government. 

completely 
disagree 

1 2 

It would be a mistake ever to have blacks for managers and leaders 

over whites. 

completely 
disagree r----,-----,-----r----,-----~--~----~ completely 

\.0---1 01.--2 ...!.---I 3 "",,---I 4 "",,---I 5 .1...-1 6 1t---.J7 
I a9

r 

ee 



Most blacks would become overbearing and disagreeable if given the 

opportunity to hold positions of power. 

completely 
disagree 

__ --~----~----~--~----_T----~--~completely 

~_1~~2 __ ~_3 __ ~_4 __ ~S ___ 1~6 __ ~1 __ 7~1 agree 

Change and reform in South Africa has gone far enough, things 

should now be left as they are. 

completely 
disagree 

r
omPletelY 

~_1 __ 1~_2 __ ~3 __ ~_4 __ ~_s __ ~1 __ 6 __ '~1 __ 7~. agree 

There is no reason to believe that blacKs are less honest than 

anyone else. 

completely· 
disagree 

3 4 5 

Even if blacks should reach the same level of development as 

whites, the races should still be separated socially. 

completely 
disagree 

r-____ r-____ r-__ ~----_r----~----~--~completely 

~_1~ __ 2 __ ~1 __ 3~1~4 __ ~I __ s __ ~6--~-7~1 agree 



The end of white rule in South Africa would being a continuing 

increase in social conflict and violence. 

completely 
disagree 

completely 

~-1--~-2--~-3--~-4--~.s---1~6--~I--'~1 agree 

alacKs should have the advantage of all the social benefits of the 

white person, but be limited to their own race in the practice 

thereof. 

completely 
disagree 

~ __ ~~--~----~----~--~--__ ~--~completely 

1.0-..1- _1 ___ I _2 --,--3 ~4 ---a.1_s --""'1_6---..11_, ___ 1 agree 

Since integration will require some painful adjustments to be made 

in chan9iug from se9re9ated schools, neighbourhoods etc., the best 

solution is to leave the races se9re9ated. 

completely 
disa9ree 

____ ~-----r--__ ~ __ ~~---r----~--~completely 
___ 1 __ ~_2~~_3~1 __ 4~ .• 1 __ 5~1~6 __ ~1 __ 7~1 agree 

The best way to solve the problems between the races is to 

encourage intermarriage so that there will eventually be- only one 

race. 

completely 
disa9ree 



Because of their physical strength, blacKs are inherently suited to 

do manual labour. 

completely 
disagree 

~ __ ~ ____ ~ ____ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ ____ ~ __ ~completely 

___ 1 __ ~_2 __ ~_3 __ ~_4 __ ~_5 __ ~_6 __ ~_7~1 agree 

What we need is firmer action against people who publicly criticize 

the racial policies of the present system of government. 

completely 
disagree 

~ __ ~ ____ ~ __ ~~ __ ~ ____ -r ____ ~ ____ completely 

_ I 1 2 I 3 I 4 5 6 7 I agree 



Let us assume that student faculty council elections are about to 

take place. Four candidates are standing for election to your 

facul ty counc i 1. 
...~ 

Below are their names, together with their 

election manifestos: 

Candidate: ROGER DORlCIN 

Year: Third 

Manifesto 

A vote for ROGER DORKni means 

*Efficient and accurate representation for all students 

it • 
Enthus1asm, hard work and responsibility 

it • 
More student benef1ts 

it 
A step towards direct and sincere communication between staff and 

students 

* Increased spirit and involvement among students 

Candidate: PETER NGCOBO 

Year: "Third 

Manifesto 

If you believe in: 
it 

meaningful representation 

* hard work as a means to an end 
.. 
sharing ideas, plans and skills 

.. 
the priority of student interests 

.. 
the smooth organisation of the faculty 

Vote PETER NGCOBO 



Candidate: 

Year: 

t1anifesto 

I promise to 

CHARLES LABUSCHAGNE 

Third 

*Represent students in all spheres from "academic to social 

*Help students whenever they have problems with lecturers, courses 

etc. 

* Promote participation and involvement among students 

* Communicate effectively at all levels 

Remember CHARLES LABUSCHAGNE will work hard for you! 

Candidate: BONGALiI NTULI 

Year: Third 

Hanifesto 

Vote BOU'GANI NTULI 

* Communication, participation and organisation 

* Positive representation of student interests 

* Course reform 

* Better administration of student activities 

* Efficiency and Enthusiasm 

Remember to Vote 

It's your Faculty Council 



Which of these candidates would you vote for? 

Please indicate your voting preference by filling in either 

1 first choice, 2 - second choice, 3 - third choice or 

4 - fourth choice in the space next to the candidate's name. 

ROGER DORKIN 

PETER NCGOBO 

CHARLES LABUSCHAGNE 

BONGANI NTULI 

We would also like to find out what you think of the different 

candidates. On the following pages you will find the name of a 

candidate at the top of the page followed by a list of adjectives. 

The candidate is to be described using the pairs of adjectives that 

are printed below. Place a cross (X) in the space which best 

expresses your impression of the person. 

For example, if you feel that the candidate appears extremely 

arrogant, you would mark this as follows: 

arrogant 
.~ 

1 2 -3-~ -5- -r -7 unassuming 

If on the other hand you think that the person is moderately 

arrogant you would mark as follows: 

arr("\n~n+ 



ROGER DORKIN 

mature immature 

unemotional emotional ----------

intolerant tolerant 

unassuming arrogant 

open-minded closed-minded 

uncooperative cooperative 

responsible irresponsible 

cold warm 

flexible inflexible ----------



PETER NCGOBO 

-flexible inflexible 

arrogant unassuming 

-unemotional emotional 

-responsible irresponsable 

warm cold 

uncooperative cooperative 

mature immature 

closed-minded open-minded 

-tolerant intolerant -------



CH.AlU.ES LABOSCHAGNE 

immature ------- mature 

emotional unemotional 

intolerant tolerant 

arrogant unassuming 

open-minded closed-minded 

cooperative uncooperative 

responsible ------ irresponsible 

cold warm -------

inflexible ------- fl .exible 



• 

BONGAlU lITULI 

inflexible --------- flexible 

unassuming arrogant 

unemotional emotional 

irresponsible responsible 

warm cold 

cooperative uncooperative 

mature immature 

closed-minded ------- open-minded 

intolerant ----- tolerant 



E: LATIN-SQUARE ARRANGEMENT FOR THE COMPILATION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 



Di. C Bj. A 

C D~ A B'1 

B~ A D~ C 

A D~ B1. C 

B~ A C D~ 

C B~ D~ A 

D· CAB 'a. 

A C It B1. 

D3 rf' A C 

B1. A C D3 

C Dl B~ A 

A B? 

C D4-

B'l. C 

D+ A 

D4 0 C 

B'l.. A 

A D4 

C B~ 

A - Attitude Scale For Black-~lliite Relations 

os Group-Perception Ladder x 2 ingroup-outgroup variations 

C Room Allocation Task 

D - Voting Manifestos and Trait Evaluation Scales x 4 
sequence variations 

8 x 4 = 32 orders of presentation 



F: SCORING SYSTEM MEASURING THE DEGREE OF INTEGRATION 



1 
L 

CD 

-
P.A.SSAGE ® 

G 
l' l' 

.s , 4-

.' 

7 

J J 

,. 

t 
.10 

?:EY: 

1 to 12 - pairs of neighbour s s cored as either 0 - same race 
or 1 - different races 



G: GROUP-PERCEPTION LADDER: COMPUTER PROGRAMME, 

RAW DATA AND STATUS, STABILITY AND LEGITIMACY SCORES 
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[F (I 0 I F ( J , 4 ) • NE. 9 9 ) GOT 0 4 1 
LEGIT(1,1)=99 . 
LEGIT(I,2)=OQ 
GO TO 10 

IF(IOlf(I,4» ~2"3,44 

LEGIT(1,1) = 10If(I,4)~(-1) 
LEGIT(I,2)::1 
GO TO 4$ 

GO TO 44 
LEGITC!,1)=(f01F(C,4)*(-1» 
l(C.JT(I,l)=~ 

If(SlATUS(I) .fO. 17) LEGIT(I,2)=77 
(ONTINUf 
WR}TE(6,60) 

fOC.:MAT(1f-t1 ,2X, '10' ,lX, 'RACE" ,lX, 'PI\E.S' ,lX, 'PASt"' ,2,)(, 'fur' ,lX, 
!'IDtAL',lX,'~TATUS"1X,'STA8IL',lX"Lf6IT',5~, 
A.'ST,ATUS', lX, STA8IL',1 X, 'lEuJT' /) 

00 1 (I 0 I: 1 , 1 40 
w ~ I T £ ( 6 , 61.) ~A( E ( J ) , (0' 1 ) , R ACE ( I ) , ( r 0 { F ( J , J J , J;; " ,4) , 
&Sl~TUS(]),l~TAe(1)'LfGJT(),2),JOlf(J,1),SrAB{I), 
alE-GrT(],l) 

wklTE(13,6S) ~ACf(),lO(r),RACE(r),(lD[r(r,J)'J;1,4),STATUS(I), 
8, 1ST A 6 ( I ) , L f. G l T ( J , 2 ) , I 0 ) f ( J , 1 ) , S T A 8 ( ] ) , LEO 1: T ( I, 1 ) 
CO~TINU~ , 
fORM~T(1X,Jl,Il,3X,Jl,T10,4(2~,I~)~)(SX,12),T5~,4~,I3,lX,F7.3, a. 4X,I3> 
FORH~T(lX,Il ,I2,lX,11,T10,'13,TZO,!12,130'I3,F10.6,I3) 
STOP 
ENe 

?SYC-~J~LAR~·J ~ 5(?(1),l~ ~ (~LL) 



~ . ~ 
0 H 
H ~ Cf2 ~ 

Z ;il ::> H ~ . ~ c:: ~ 

~ 
Il=l H ..., C/) ~ ;:, H < 0 

a:l f:2 ~ 8 0 E-4 ~ ~ ::> ::> Cil 
t.~ Cf2 

Cf2 " p.. J:::.. ~ ..... 
r01 0309 62"lO 6 5'0 80'"to1 -6 .500.000 0 
1020309000806091010 -6 .500000 0 
1030506100302090309 -1 7.000000 6 
1040001000807000605 -1 -7.000000 -1 
1050504030607040707 1 3.000000 0 
1060210020903100808 -8 .875000 0 
1070308011005051010 -5 .000000 0 
1080407020906060505 -3 .000000 0 
1090010001001080505 10 .700000 0 
1100010001010101010 10 .000000 0 
1110505000908041010 0 .000000 0 
1120408020608090808 -4 .250000 0 
1130505030809041010 0 .000000 0 
1140309001001071010 -6 1.000000 0 
1150707030905060805 0 .000000 -3 
1160307010904060505 -4 .500000 0 
1170208001004050707 -6 .166667 0 
1180308010705090505 -5 .800000 0 
1190305030707070909 -2 .000000 0 
1200910000710001000 -1-10.000000-10 
1210209011003060605 -.7 .428571 -1 
1220110001005060707 -9 .111111 0 
1230410020806091010 -6 .500000 0 
1240006001001021010 -6 .166667 0 
1250308031004060909 -5 .400000 0 
12601070107~3000909 -6 -.500000 0 
1270006001010051008 -6 -.833333 -2 
1280608030509090910 -2 .000000 1 
1290308030702050505 -5 .600000 0 
1300209010805081010 -7 .428571 0 
1310110ns0609041010 -9 -.555556 0 
1320310011005100809 -7 .714286 1 
1330407021008051010 -3 -1.000000 0 
1340309000703100606 -6 1.166667 0 
1350010001005050505 10 .000000 0 
1360007020999990310 -7 .000000 7 
1370310081005070210 -7 .285714 8. 
1380409020709080605 -5 -.200000 -1 
1390010001010101010 10 .000000 0 
1400210011003101010 -8 .875000 0 
1410110011005050505 -9 .000000 0 
1420509040705070808 -4 .500000 0 KEY : 
1430007000900061010 -7 .857143 0 SUBJ. ID- 100·' s=Blacks 
1440308021008061010 -5 -.400000 0 200' s='.'!hi tes 
1450108001005060807 -7 .142857 -1 
1460010000500100505 ' 10 1.000000 0 
1470110000905100909 -9 .555556 0 
1480208090004050505 -6 .166667 0 
1490110011002101010 . -9 .888889 0 
1500110011001090508 -9 .888889 3 
1510509040808091010 -4 .250000 0 
1520110021006100707 -9 .444444 0 
1530509030907080808 -4 .250000 0 
1540110011010091010 -9 -.111111 0 
1550010001010101010 10 .000000 0 



. 
o 
1-4 i: ~ 

,<- p:; 8 
• til 8 ::> 1-4 

...., tIJ t.i') 8 c:;l 
~ j:il ~ ::> r.il ::> ,..,. ;l.. r_ '"I 

t.~ CC ~ ~ 

156 0'0"10 0010 6 20's 0505 
1570408030905071010 
1580409030805060909 
1590010001009091010 
1600010001001050505 
1610510011008081010 
1620110001010050505 
1630010001001100808 
1640008001008031010 
1650510041010101010 
1660009001005050505 
1670007000708080007 
1680006000907021010 
1690310031006080606 
17000020'40705030505 
2010704090205060807 
2020603070305050606 
2030703090105061010 
2040904100305050505 
2050804090207060808 
2060800080008040505 
2071002100004060908 
2080502040107051010 
2090803100207050606 
2100805100306060505 
2110801080108020606 
2120705080207060908 
2130802090107061010 
2141001100005051010 
2151002100008051010 
2160703100205050505 
2171000100005100505 
2180404060305051010 
2190703080204040605 
2201004100106080908 
2210703090105041007 
2220804100205050909 
2230804100105080505 
2240504060304051010 
2251001100305070505 
2260703070206040606 
2270804070409061010 
228080508~209060908 
2290701050003050505 
2300805090407070808 
2310503060204031010 
2320702070106041010 
2330601080107060808 
2340804090308050806 
2350603080204~41010 
2360702080106030606 
2370802070108050707 
2380906070209080808 
2390402050103031010 
2400903100105040806 

10 .600000 
-4 .500000 
-5 .200000 
10 .000000 
10 .400000 
-5 .000000 
-9 -.555556 
10 .900000 
-8 -.625000 
-5 .000000 
-9 .000000 
-7 .000000 
-6 -.833333 
-7 .285714 
-2 -1.000000 

3 -.333333 
3 .000000 
4 -.250000 
5 .000000 
4 .250000 
8 .500000 
8 -.250000 
3 .666667 
5 .400000 
3 .000000 
7 .857143 
2 .500000 
6 .166667 
9 .000000 
8 .375000 
4 .000000 

10 -.500000 
a .000000 
4 .000000 
6 -.333333 
4 .250000 
4 .000000 
4 -.750000 
1 -1.000000 
9 . -.222222 
4 .500000 
4 .750000 
3 1. 000000 
'6 -.333333 
3 .000000 
2 .500000 
5 .400000 
5 .200000 
4 .750000 
3 .000000 
5 .600000 
6 .500000 
3 .333333 
2 .000000 
6 .166667 

8 
1-4 
o 
~ 
,...:l 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
7 
o 
o 
a 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
a 
o 
o 
o 
1 
1 
3 
o 
O' 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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. ~ 

Q E-l 
1-4 t:! t.':) 

1-4 

"-
\::;:l E-c ::> 

...:; . j:::l ~ 1-4 E-l 1-4 E-l 
;;s V'J E-c ::> Co? -=: co H 

~ cJi E-c ~ E-l -=: Co? 
~ c:; c:: ::> ~ 8 r_"1 

t:.. cJi ..-:: 
t.'i 0... Q.. cJi ...... 

2716704 6803 6'6O's 6 7 0) 3 .333333 0 
2420804090308060808 4 .500000 0 
2430503080104000805 2 2.000000 3 
2440805090206060802 3 .000000 6 
2450704070307051010 3 .666667 0 
2460705070205051008 2 .000000 2 
2470702070001071010 5 -1.200000 0 
2480903080208040808 6 .666667 O· 
2490902090308041010 7 .571429 0 
2500704060107060304 3 .333333 -1 
2510804090307050808 4 .500000 0 
2521003100005040505 7 .142857 0 
2530603050206060808 3 .000000 0 
2549702060107040707 5 .600000 0 
2550706070207070707 1 .000000 0 
2560801090205041010 7 .142857 0 
2570602040108061010 4 .500000 0 
2580706080507071010 1 .000000 0 
2590802090207060808 6 .166667 0 
2600704080205060806 3 -.333333 2 
2610603060206050909 3 .333333 0 
2620704050206060606 3 .000000 0 
2631002100109031010 8 .750000 0 
2640902090208021010 7 .857143 0 
2650906100399081008 3 99.000000 2 
2661004100210071009 6 .500000 1 
26708040~0307050806 4 .500000 2 
2680503050205040807 2 .500000 1 
2690904090208090808 5 -.200000 0 
2701005100309080808 5 .200000 0 



H: VOTING PREFERENCES: RAW SCORES AND MEAN INGROUP AND 

OUTGROUP RATINGS 



-\JJ 0.. Q.) bD 
~ 

• s.. .;.J 

~ 0 s:: ::s 
.r-! 0 , 

.r-! 0 
• c.o 
.~ s:: § .0 :; CIS 
::s CIS 

Q.) Q.) 

c.o s.. E E 

1012314 2.500000 2.500000 
1022211 2.500000 2.500000 
1032211 2.000000 3.000000 
1042113 2.500000 2.500000 
1052211 2.500000 2.500000 
1062211 2.500000 2.500000 
1071423 2.S00000 2.S00000 
1082214 2.S00000 2.500000 
1092114 3.000000 2.000000 
1102112 2.S00000 2.S00000 
1112113 2.S00000 2.500000 
1121221 2.S00000 2.S00000 
1131124 1.S00000 3.S0000C 
1141422 2.S00000 2.S00000 
11S1122 2.000000 3.000000 
1162314 2.S00000 2.S00000 
1172411 2.COOOOO 3.000000 
1182211 2.000000 3.000000 
1192314 2.S00000 2.S00000 
1201124 1.S00000 3.S00000 
1212112 2.500000 2.S00000 
1222314 2.500000 2.S00000 
1231124 2.000000 3.000000 
1242112 2.S00000 2.500000 
1252213 2.000000 3.000000 
1261422 2.S00000 2.500000 
1271324 2.000000 3.00000,0 
1281321 3.S00000 1.S00000 
1291224 2.S00000 2.S00000 
1301224 2.500000 2.500000 
1311322 2.000000 3.000000 
1321422 2.500000 2.500000 
1331123 1.S00000 3.500000 
1341221 2.500000 2.500000 
1351123 1.500000 3.S00000 
1361221 3.000000 2.000000 
1371224 1.500000 3.500000 
1382113 3.500000 1. 500000 
1392312 3.000000 2.000000 
1402213 3.S00000 1. 500000 
1411223 1.500000 3.500000 
1421322 2.000000 3.000000 
1432213 2.000000 3.000000 
1441324 2.500000 2.S00000 
1451422 2.500000 2.500000 
1462412 1. 500000 3.500000 
1472213 3.500000 1.500000 
1481123 1.500000 3.500000 
1492412 2.500000 2.500000 
1501321 2.500000 2.500000 
1512113 3.500000 1.500000 
1521423 2.500000 2.500000 
1531122 2.000000 3.000000 
1542112 3.000000 2.000000 
1552413 2.500000 2.500000 



• (/) A 
'tS (l) A bO 
.r-! . S-! bO 

., 
0 s:: :3 

• (.) .r-! 0 .,.., CO s:: ,0 
~ 

s:: CIS :3 CIS 
(/) CIS (l) 

(l) 

S-! E E 

1561122 2.500000 2.500000 
1572211 2.000000 3.000000 
1581124 1. 500000 3.500000 
1591223 1.500000 3.500000 
1602412 1.500000 3.500000 
1611321 2.500000 2.500000 
1621123 2.500000 2.500000 
1632211 2.000000 3.000000 
1642412 1.500000 3.500000 
1651223 1.500000 3.500000 
1661423 2.500000 2.500000 
1671321 3.500000 1.500000 
1681929 1.000000 .000000 
1691123 2.500000 2.500000 
1701324 2.000000 3.000000 
2012114 1.500000 3.500000 
2021123 2.500000 2.500000 
2032411 3.000000 2.000000 
2042114 2.000000 3.000000 
2051421 2.000000 3.000000 
2062213 3.000000 2.000000 
2072113 2.500000 2.500000 
2082312 3.500000 1.500000 
2092312 2.000000 ' 3.000000 
2102213 1.500000 3.500000 
2112413 2.500000 2.500000 
2121122 2.500000 2.500000 
2131929 .000000 .000000 
2141123 3.500000 1.500000 
2151122 3.000000 2.000000 
2161124 3.000000 2.000000 
2171122 2.500000 2.500000 
2181123 2.500000 2.500000 
2191224 2.500000 2.500000 
2201223 3.500000 1.500000 
2211422 1.500000 3.500000 
2222214 2.500000 2.500000 
2232213 3.000000 2.000000 
2242114 2.000000 3.000000 
2252114 2.000000 3.000000 
2262113 1.500000 3.500000 
2272213 3.000000 2.000000 
2282314 2.500000 2.500000 
2292112 2.000000 3.000000 
2302113 2.500000 2.500000 
2311929 .000000 .000000 
2321124 3.000000 2.000000 
2332312 3.500000 1.500000 
2341123 2.500000 2.500000 
2352213 3.000009 2.000000 
2362113 2.500000 2.500000 
2371422 2.500000 2.500000 
2381223 2.000000 3.000000 
2391221 2.000000 3.000000 
2402113 1. 500000 3.500000 



'J P-• Q) P- I:!) 
'0 M bD ~ 
'r! 0 C ==' () .r! 0 • en .,.., c C .0 ;!: ~ ~ 
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2412114 2.000000 3.000000 
2421122 2.500000 2.500000 
2431122 3.000000 2.000000 
2441321 1.500000 3.500000 
2451321 2.500000 2.500000 
2461421 2.000000 3.000000 
2471221 2.000000 3.000000 
2481124 3.000000 2.000000 
2491422 2.500000 2.500000 
2501423 2.000000 3.000000 
2511224 2.500000 2.500000 
2521122 3.000000 2.000000 
2531124 3.000000 2.000000 
2541122 3.000000 2.000000 
25511.23 2.500000 2.500000 
2561224 3.500000 1.500000 
2571123 2.500000 2.500000 
2·581221 2.500000 2.500000 
2591123 2.500000 2.500000 
2601322 3.000000 2.000000 
2612114 1.500000 3.500000 
2622112 2.500000 2.500000 
2632113 1.500000 3.500000 
2642412 2.500000 2.500000 
2652114 2.000000 3.000000 
2662112 2.000000 3.000000 
2672113 1.500000 3.500000 
2682311 2.500000 2.500000 
2691122 3.000000 2.000000 
2.701122 3.000000 2.000000 



I: TRAIT EVALUATIONS: RAW SCORES AND MEAN RATINGS FOR 

INGROUP AND OUTGROUP CANDIDATES 



subj. 

id. 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
.116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
1.36 
137 
138 
139 

_140 
141 
142 
143 
144 
145 
146 
147 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
l54 
l55 

raw scores 

2211123633512567345465315455775736677776 
2314445746763335646363444657745356347654 
1324716667746443445464763745472444444444 
1224666266666636667766736666766766466666 
1423726377766356355526542656667263522431 
1423717777777711777777431777667777111171 
1122516677747433747537763377736676767766 
1123536447735747777777732757777417312524 
1223134224332665777676761766767567212265 
2413717774777726776777777777777777477746 
1224767377764145367513735767777244325646 
1324717135777731747737715175756651755737 
1223711717711337475477177174474331956747 
1123717477773141977677116113131761113711 
132424545565573476766S222614766531651446 
1122562954444767766677356436263666666666 
1322366667477745654566634622641621222632 
2413544437645645655466566457465364365666 
112255443333365266767664466665565336A456 
1223999979999999799999999979999999997999 
1324736667672653666665772777676444343554 
1122723276636774577677661757754564467556 
2213761177464471474116764476627761777476 
1324571751131617757537111577575444446722 
1124456273546626747643262354526261244462 
2 3 11 3 35 7 4 2 3 3 4 2 61 56 7 712 4 6'216 7 4 4 41 7 4 777 3 4 5 
2211531776547714277777445167755711767566 
2214777777777717717771717777711717777777 
2113999999799959999999999997999999999799 
2113663766677663145521354233323762777777 
2411343554543746577767645377766343553622 
2311777777777777777777777777777777777777 
2412755767775645156643617567777726545554 
2413732755556626466666646366656126443552 
2412566766667656567667545754633773777433 
2314J56E5653567541S65572747645~741767676 
11235365576765345455452533222226225~5536 
1422626566526222765666696553325766656221 
2114663666665767116616179114361222661221 

. . 2114274777773773777777 -:; 1 '477-77::; -; '71 -; 7 7 '732 'i 
1124742655674444777444253112222424434424 
1124766657764255646146245365246756567666 
1124715177567631775775435755756735344555 
1221766577777543777776777677777344177771 
1123717377767516646322471623432734767765 
2311663566666662766766617466654644456642 
2114425771767136565522747371'776665367766 
1224544555555554455555455354535445435455 
2113261767917742777777713527742716577777 
1224513417777312443511721142411771777474 
2214226535323936566666716667667625526666 
1122656666777432624632633636663224636622 
2413343656534545465645345455355362545455 
2314772666676554555566766677777456545555 
2112653756636745747766646445~34665475667 

mean 
ingp 

3.944444 
4.722222 
4.888889 
5.722222 
5.055556 
6.000000 
5.166667 
5.777778 
4.500000 
6.111111 
4.944444 
5.055556 
4.444444 
5.277778 
5.111111 
5.402778 
5.555556 
4.944444 
4.666667 
7.000000 
5.500000 
5.500000 
4.333333 
4.388889 
4.833333 
3.944444 
5.222222 
6.000000 
6.000000 
4.833333 
5.111111 
7.000000 
5.333333 
5.166667 
6.055556 
4 . -S-8 8 8'8 9 
5.000000 
4.777778 
5.055556 
6. ,111111 
5.055556 
5.166667 
5.222222 
6.222222 
4.833333 
5.666667 
4.500000 
4.777778 
5.368056 
3.666667 
4.472222 
4.888889 
4.611111 
5.500000 
5.555556 

mean 
outgp 

5.444444 
4.944444.-
4.500000 
5.888889 
4.166667 
4.500000 
5.944444 
4.500000 
4.944444 
6.611111 
5.111111 
5.000000 
4.583333 
2.555556 
3.944444 
5.111111 
3.333333 
5.166667 
5.000000 
7.000000 
5.111111 
5.333333 
5.6111.11 
4.222222 
3.666667 
4.611111 
5.000000 
5.666667 
7.0000.00 
4.722222 
4.666667 
7.000000 
5.333333 
4.444444 
5.000000 

- "5.555556 
3.444444 
4.465278 
2.833333 
5 • 5 5'5 5 5' 6-
2.833333 
5.055556 
4.888889 
5.722222 
4.666667 
4.777778 
5.944444 
4.333333 
5.111111 
4.111111 
5.333333 
4.166667 
4.333333 
5.777778 
5.166667 



scores mean mean 
subj. raw 
ide ingp outgp 

156 1423355345454276756776444563355535976665 5.055556 4.854167 

157 1324627777677526644332652666666345434635 5.055556 4.777778 

158 2312662666666656666666222222332266232252 5.722222 2.77777E 

159 1124737777777664677777456335566433444355 6.444444 4.333333 
160 1123574244344776676677437115114211114211 5.333333 2.27777E 

161 1224727676777424766362362123222762777777 5.333333 4.444444 
162 2214424747634342421412214224241614746647 3.555556 3.722222 
163 2413772777777666776767655677767622115263 6.444444 4.666667 
164 1123454455434774244643454354355344534453 4.388889 4.05555€ 
165 2411244624666643554666564244462544443224 4.722222 3.833333 
166 2211741746544743477775654147636753777667 5.166667 5.388889 
167 1422262222252244666666626666666771777777 3.944444 5.944444 
168 1129736477777735566756445425534734646524 5.833333 4.277778 
169 1~22697644617472752547774446416295964417 4.951389 4.460317 
170 1122776666256652776776676555665365526664 5.777778 5.222222 
201 1322654377546716556555525676666644366644 5.111111 5.111111 
202 2214253166756453443533456556645555355666 5.111111 4.166667 
203 1322757477667417465454242747622666366567 4.833333 5.333333 
204 1223747776756734455355663757777756666666 6.055556 5.388889 
205 2312456676555322225567664354742757477357 5.166667 4.611111 
206 2411334646354333636653356446355554456434 4.500000 4.222222 
207 2412443535555645667666555457465645645665 5.166667 5.055556 
208 2411117714712744724744474264511747477777 5.055556 4.111111 
209 142166646666651666653553666666566 : ~66656 5.444444 5.277778 
210 21144344444444451431344446444445443~J744 4.388889 3.555556 
211 1221523645643655466466452654455534655635 4.555556 4.777778 
212 1423526655455436666566533222622324323422 2.888889 5.055556 
213 291954565665&455455554535445544544555555 4.555556 5.000000 
214 1224656466666665666666532223532533634533 3.444444 5.777778 
215 2413776777777533234532721222633445356234 3.555556 5.111111 
216 1322323364651757767777666776667214434322 4.555556 5.166667 
217 1423366126442754747766272122342454244524 3.277778 4.833333 
218 2214445456543434545445444345444435544445 4.111111 4.333333 
219 1321566456554566666644634535535433524433 3.888889 5.277778 
220 1124646666666455666635555434453335544534 4.111111 5.444444 
221 1321465646555523667444726475725322527746 4.611111 4.~33333 
222 1123746676646634546644451546676564234644 4.555556 5.222222 
223 1124536446235555666665542663535264455555 4.444444 4.888889 
224 1223546555552665567656621522644255265345 3.833333 5.222222 
225 1223423454454555524456554656556433334533 4.333333 4.222222 
226 1422346236464427375236636466665656666632 5.222222 4.277778 
227 1124555476555546777675552667624413336433 4.055556 5.611111 
228 1122765227451737767777475746765511125511 4.055556 5.388889 
229 1423635577677417375156555767775635266435 5.222222 5.111111 
230 2412655453455555545555755434643464235334 4.166667 4.777778 
231 1929999999999999999999999999999999999999 .000000 .000000 232 2213666646666656464646446366446226466422 4.277778 5.500000 233 1124763245664754777777436546433473234542 4.000000 5.611111 234 2214446657665454344533624425523456566466 4.500000 4.666667 235 1124335655445434656655466446544343343333 4.000000 4.666667 236 1224636466656657777666633666666623345634 4.666667 5.833333 237 2311542635565734134533223355523766556364 4.333333 4.111111 238 1421766556364644345674656677757733667754 5.777778 5.055556 239 1423465457276554655444525345455652755566 4.722222 4.888889 240 1422356366366635555677554767766354444434 4.R88889 5.166667 



lb j. raw scores mean !!lean 
ide ingp outgp 

41 1223545445534544555544445556544544455544 4.555556 4.444444 
'42 1423666456556666666635111111122111332312 1. 555556 5.500000 
43 2413665555555523123525534435534333535534 3.888889 4.166667 
44 2214551614645524234524613545656534365277 4.611111 3.777778 
45 1224747666655225453633324255415357666656 4.500000 4.722222 
.46 1223445576545355655643534324642664675675 4.722222 4.833333 
47 2314436765644442225653647376667467756466 5.722222 4.333333 
48 1322647577645362766674717676766235332433 4.500000 5.444444 
49 1123555345534435545245354344443332425544 3.666667 4.222222 
50 1221315535236322314432636456636256533542 4.444444 3.166667 
51 2113544566653723253723231233321745667776 4.166667 4.333333 
52 2413551656666544544434515455566432445443 4.166667 4.611111 
53 2213645666666454434343345433343545666665 4.500000 4.722222 
.54 2413556657655645556555444344534555555545 4.388889 5.333333 
55 2214353747675323153421443324623573566666 4.500000 3.944444 
56 2311356656666766366666364345544315535443 3.944444 5.611111 
57 2214666666666655556656655555655635565665 5.222222 5.722222 
58 2413244735643564356663566477566557575666 5.777778 4.555556 
59 1422656467667644666677635455545634555665 4.833333 5.833333 
60 1124646567463243634554423323431645656566 4.111111 4.611111 
61 2213353656535536555655656567666666345654 5.444444 4.777778 
62 2413655656554535667665646357766555256564 5.166667 5.333333 
63 2214227627352661275564276414562642275446 4.27777R 4.333333 
64 2113345553545444543434332224532645545555 3.888889 4.111111 
65 2312322436443154624546756376755374546375 5.277778 3.777778 
66 2314666666766654646655766677677766677676 6.500000 5.666667 
67 2214554544555422545546626555563356346465 4.722222 4.388889 
68 1422545455535545545544435524553543444533 3.944444 4.555556 
69 2413665666775554655455546365543534474545 4.555556 5.444444 
70 2413554556545553566555646655667634344534 4.833333 4.944444 



J: ROOM ALLOCATION TASK (i) DATA FOR THE RELATIVE NUMBER OF ROOMS 

(ii) WEIGHTED SCORES FOR THE RELATIVE 

DESIRABILITY OF ROOMS 

(iii) INTEGRATION SCORES 



.::>ubj . 
Id . (i) (ii) (iii) 
101 1010 2120 08 
102 1109 2219 10 
103 1010 2516 10 
i04 1010 2219 06 
105 1010 9999 12 
106 1010 2120 05 
107 1~10 2120 12 
108 1010 2120 07 
109 1010 1823 09 
110 1109 2615 07 
III 1109 2120 07 
112 1109 2219 - 11 
113 1010 2021 06 
114 1010 9999 07 
115 1109 2417 10 
116 1010 2021 08 
117 1010 2021 08 
118 1010 2318 09 
119 1010 2021 08 
120 1010 2219 06 
121 1010 2120 07 
122 1010 2120 09 
123 1010 2120 10 
124 1406 3506 08 
125 1010 2120 11 
126 1010 0999 12 
127 1010 2120 09 
128 1010 9999 12 
129 1010 9999 99 
130 1010 2021 07 
131 1208 2615 08 
132 1010 2120 08 
133 0911 2021 10 
134 1010 2021 08 
135 1010 2516 12 
136 0911 1823 05 
137 1109 2219 08 
138 1208 ' 2615 08 
139 1010 2219 05 

, 140 0911 1823 04 
141 1010 2021 10 
142 1109 2413 12 
143 1010 2120 08 
144 1010 2219 10 
145 1010 2021 08 
146 1010 2219 08 
147 1010 2219 10 
148 1010 1625 12 
149 1010 2219 'i10 m: 
150 1010 2120 07 Subj. ld . - loU's=blacks 151 1010 2120 08 
152 1010 1823 09 2uO's=whites 
153 1010 2120 07 Raw Scores : 154 1010 1922 10 
155 1010 2021 12 (i) :Jo . of Rooms i ngp/Outgp 
156 1208 2417 08 (ii) Desirability of Rooms Ingp/Outgp 

tiii) Integration 



Sub i . (i) (ii) ,iii) 
rd. 
157 1010 2021 08 
158 1010 1922 12 
159 1010 2219 08 
160 0911 2021 12 
161 1010 9999 99 
162 1109 2318 08 
163 1010 1823 07 
164 1010 2516 07 
165 1010 2120 09 
166 9999 9999 99 
167 0911 1922 07 
168 1109 2417 07 
169 1010 2120 08 
170 1010 1625 12 
201 1010 2219 03 
202 1010 2021 04 
203 1010 1922 10 
204 1010 2120 06 
205 1010 1922 05 
206 1109 2219 10 
207 1010 1922 04 
208 0812 1724 09 
209 1010 1625 12 
210 1010 2120 00 
211 1109 2417 08 
212 1010 2417 07 
213 1010 1724 11 
214 1010 2120 04 
215 1010 2219 10 
216 1010 1922 04 
217 0911 1823 05 
218 1010 2120 03 
219 1010 2120 05 
220 1010 2021 04 
221 1010 2120 08 
222 1010 2120 04 
223 1307 2714 06 
224 1010 2120 04 
225 1010 2J.20 04 
226 1010 1823 10 
227 1109 2219 08 
22-8 1010 1823 09 
229 1010 2120 05 
230 1010 2021 08 
231 1010· 2219 12 
232 1010 9999 12 
233 1109 2219 05 
234 1010 2120 10 
235 1010 2120 04 
236 1010 2120 08 
237 1010 1724 08 
238 1010 252.6 12 
239 1010 2120 04 
240 1010 1922 f,O 
241 1010 1823 12 
242 1010 2021 08 
243 1010 2021 00 
244 1010 2120 00 
245 1010 2120 08 
246 1010 2120 0.8 



Subj. ( i ) 
Id. (ii) ( iii ) 

247 1010 2021 10 
248 1010 2219 06 
249 1010 2120 04 
250 1505 3209 03 
251 1010 2120 09 
252 1010 2120 07 
253 1010 2120 06 
254 1010 2219 08 
255 101C 1923 12 
256 1010 1625 12 
257 1010 2120 06 
258 1010 9999 99 
259 1010 1823 12 
260 1010 2120 (j)' 

~ .. :. 
261 1010 2120 08 
262 1010 2021 00 
263 1010 2120 03 
264 1010 2516 12 
265 1010 2318 00 
266 1010 2120 06 
267 1109 2714 04 
268 1010 2516 12 
269 0911 1922 11 
27 0 0911 2021 12 
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