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Abstract

This thesis reports an investigation of the phenomenon of intergroup
discrimination and its underlying psychological processes, using cognitive
distraction as a conceptual tool. It has been claimed theoretically that
cognitive and motivational elements are both involved in intergroup
discrimination. On the basis of social identity theory, it was pointed out that
discrimination is based on the category differentiation process as a cognitive
component and the social identity process as a motivational component. The
category differentiation process is an accentuation mechanism of inter-class
differences based on perceptual categorisation. The social identity process is a
goal-oriented process to maintain and enhance ingroup-esteem by favourable
intergroup comparison. It was further suggested that the category
differentiation process is less intentional and more automatic than the social
identity process.

By employing this qualitative difference, it was aimed to demonstrate
empirically the distinct functioning of the two hypothetical processes.
Namely, because distraction is thought to obstruct intentional processes in
general, it was hypothesised that the social identity process would be
hindered by distraction whereas the category differentiation process would
be unaffected. However, it was proposed that the above proposition holds
only when group membership is salient.

Three pilot studies and six “minimal group” experiments (involving
581, 12-14 year olds) were conducted to examine these general propositions,
using different operationalisations, measures, and procedures. In short, the
hypotheses were generally supported with some modifications. For the social
identity process, distraction was likely to reduce ingroup bias in point
allocation, a form of intergroup discrimination in a minimal group situation.
However, it was also found that the degree of distraction needs to be taken
into account. Thus, it was proposed and demonstrated that noise from other
intentions such as fairness and self-presentation, also interferes with the social
identity process under no or weak distraction. As a result, intergroup
discrimination in point allocation was strongest when moderate distraction
eliminated noise from these other intentions, and weakest when strong
distraction hindered the social identity process. For the category
differentiation process, distraction hardly affected evaluative ratings and
perceptual differentiation measured on new colour band scales. Theoretical

and empirical implications are discussed.
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Introduction

This thesis presents a series of studies on intergroup discrimination,
primarily using minimal groups in laboratory settings. The reasons of the use
of laboratory experiments are related to the multifold purpose of the thesis.
Because the author had had a theoretical concern about the intergroup
processes, and because these processes are easily confounded by various
theoretically uninteresting factors, it was firstly felt that a high degree of
control of independent variables was necessary. Secondly, since this
theoretical concern was felt to be satisfied by investigating a variable that
would reveal the nature of the hypothesised processes, it was necessary to
manipulate this variable experimentally. Thirdly, since there had been a fairly
large amount of accumulated experimental work, it was felt convenient to
start with utilising the experimental framework of the minimal group
paradigm (Tajfel, Flament, Billig & Bundy, 1971) to be based on.

There are three principal aspects of the thesis. The first is a theoretical
interest in intergroup phenomena and their hypothesised underlying
processes. To note just briefly, a prime focus of this interest in the thesis is on
the relative contributions and the characteristics of motivational and cognitive
processes in intergroup biases, especially in ingroup bias (ingroup
favouritism and its accentuation). Equally of theoretical importance, and
examined simultaneously in the thesis is the role of group membership
salience and its relationship to the motivational and cognitive aspects of
intergroup biases. These issues are set out mainly in the first and the second
chapters. A second aspect of the thesis is a methodological concern. The thesis
takes an empirical approach to the theoretical issues noted above. Therefore,
efforts are made to develop a methodology to examine hypotheses based on
the theoretical considerations. Distraction is conceptualised as the

operationalisation of attentional levels which should differentially affect the
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motivational and cognitive processes. At the same time, it is aimed to
improve the methodology through the series of studies. In this connection,
the conceptual relevance of several related areas of research is discussed,
including social cognition research. A third aspect of the thesis concerns the
empirical issue regarding the effect of distraction. Clarifying the role of
distraction in intergroup discrimination is thought to have an important
implication in real world problems. While this subject has recently been
studied in related areas in psychology and sociology, intergroup research has
scarcely devoted empirical efforts to this problem. In this sense, this thesis can
be seen as one of the few data sources on this subject although the studies
described in the thesis are all laboratory based. It is hoped that these
empirical studies will help facilitate the design of field, preferably action,
research in the near future.

To introduce the chapters briefly, Chapter 1 reviews previous research
that provides a basis and a background for the present studies. First, studies
of intergroup relations, particularly social identity research, is presented.
Cognitive and motivational aspects in the theoretical perspectives, and their
characteristics are then pointed out, followed by overviews of the related
areas of studies. In Chapter 2, research questions are raised concerning the
predicted effects of distraction on ingroup bias, examination of which is
assumed to disentangle the theoretical issues suggested in Chapter 1. A
model is put forward to integrate the contradictory predictions, utilising ideas
from other psychological studies including those on behavioural control
hierarchy. Chapters 3 to 9 report empirical studies according to the
development of the research. Chapter 3 reports the first set of the empirical
studies (Pilot study 1 and Experiment 1), which revealed opposing directions
of the distraction effects. A modification of the model with a concept of the
degree of distraction is set forth to accommodate the contradiction. Chapter 4

reports Experiment 2 which tests the modified model. Chapters 5 to 9 report
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studies which employ new measurement procedures, different

operationalisations of distraction, social categorisation and group
membership salience, and improved procedures to validate the model (Pilot
studies 2 and 3; Experiments 3, 4, 5 and 6). Finally in Chapter 10, the research
findings are summarised and discussed. Limitations of the studies and
directions for future research are suggested, together with theoretical and

empirical implications of the present research.
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Chapter 1

The scope of the present thesis

— Review of relevant areas of research —

Contents
1.1 Overview of social identity research
1.2 The two sources of intergroup biases
1.3 Related areas
1.4 Automaticity in social cognition research

1.5 Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter is to identify and limit the scope of the
present thesis. The first section introduces and reviews the underlying
framework for the research: the social identity approach, and particularly the
minimal group paradigm. The second part concentrates on a particular aspect
of the studies: the sources of intergroup biases and related psychological
processes. In the third section, topics from different lines of social
psychological research are presented, providing a basis for the development
of new hypotheses. Finally, some studies in current social cognition research
are discussed with reference to the basic assumption of the present thesis —
that it is necessary to distinguish between automatic and intentional

processes in intergroup behaviour.

1.1 Overview of social identity research

Introduction
According to Sherif, intergroup behaviour is a kind of human

behaviour which is conducted by members of a group, whether individually



or collectively, towards (members of) another group “in terms of their group
identification” (Sherif, 1966, p. 12). This behaviour constitutes a considerable
and important part of our social life, thus, its understanding is critical to the
understanding of human beings. If psychology is a study of human behaviour
which, in its explanation, assumes and uses some form of mental processes,
when approached through psychology, intergroup behaviour should also be
explained by mental processes.

The processes that are assumed by theorists to be responsible for
intergroup behaviour may differ depending on the traditions within
psychology. Those traditions include the social cognition approach and
psychodynamic approach. The former tries to explain social phenomena
entirely through the functioning of cognitive mechanisms represented as
information processing (as can be seen in reviews by Hogg & Abrams, 1988,
Messick & Mackie, 1989, and Stephan, 1985). The psychodynamic approach
includes as its subsets the authoritarian personality research and the research
regarding the frustration-aggression hypothesis (see Aronson, 1980, for
review). These two differ in that the authoritarian personality research
assumes intergroup hostility to be abnormal behaviour, whereas the
frustration-aggression hypothesis explains it as a normal phenomenon in
which anyone can be involved under certain circumstances. However, both of
them share a common psychodynamic feature: the notion that intergroup
hostility stems from some kind of tension which accumulates within the
individual, either chronically or temporarily, and which needs to be released.

There is also another type of explanation for intergroup behaviour
often quoted in social psychological literature: realistic conflict theory (Sherif,
1962). It emphasises the role of functional relationship between groups
concerning material or symbolic interests, rather than that of the elements at

an individual group-member level. While this type of explanation has a

theoretical advantage in potentially explaining phenomena at a societal level




of analysis, it is rather too sociological and thus, does not necessarily specify

the particular psychological processes involved. Roles of individuals tend to
be unclear in this type of approach.

A more recently developed approach to intergroup relations is the
direct concern of this thesis: the social identity approach. Starting from a
psychological framework, the social identity approach has been a theoretical
development that provides the kind of apparatus which essentially is still
psychological, yet can be applied to a social group level of analysis, by
incorporating into its framework the ideas of social identity, social
categorisation, and so on. The purpose of this section is, first, to give a brief
overview of social identity research, picking up theoretically important
issues, then to illuminate the nature of basic components of intergroup

relations that are incorporated in the theory.

Social identity

Social identity is defined as “those aspects of an individual’'s self-
concept based upon their social group or category memberships together with
their emotional, evaluative and other psychological correlates ...” (Turner,
Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell, 1987, p. 29). In other words, those group-
or category- memberships are incorporated into one’s identity as its social
part.! This concept is the basis on which intergroup behaviour is explained.
This concept, with some related assumptions, comprises the core of social
identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

Hogg & Abrams (1988) argue, however, that the term social identity
now refers also to “a perspective and an approach in that it is a particular type
of theory, a particular way of approaching social psychology” (p. 13; original
emphasis) because of the development of the research. According to them,

common features of this approach are: firstly, that people seek, by

1 See Deschamps (1982) for a brief review of other related concepts regarding “identity”.
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categorising the environment, meaningful order in the world; secondly, from
a general assumption that one tries to enhance or maintain one’s self-concept,
one is hypothesised to strive to achieve or maintain also one’s group- or
category-esteem. Positive social identity is assumed to be based largely on
favourable comparison between one’s ingroup and outgroups. So, it is
hypothesised that people try to make a favourable comparison between

ingroup and outgroups whenever it is possible.

Intergroup macro analysis: social identity theory

Social identity theory, as “a theory of intergroup conflict” (Tajfel &
Turner, 1979, p. 33) in its origin, deals with dynamic societal processes
between social groups and among the members of the groups on the basis of
these assumptions. Briefly, status difference among social groups, its
legitimacy and stability are additionally introduced as the framework of the
analysis. Within this framework, conditions of social mobility and varieties of
social change (conceptual “social creativity” and realistic “social
competition”) are deduced (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

The theory has provided a framework for social surveys, as well as for
laboratory experiments. For example, in industrial settings, Brown, Condor,
Mathews, Wade & Williams (1986) measured intergroup perceptions among
five different work groups in a paper factory, examining the relationship
between group identification and intergroup differentiation (see also Brown,
1978; Brown & Williams, 1984). For larger scale social groups, Hagendoorn &
Henke (1991), for instance, examined religious and social status
differentiation in Northern India, and Abrams (1989) surveyed political
attitudes in the context of Scottish nationalism.

Minimal group paradigm However, a considerable amount of
empirical data related to this theory has been provided from “minimal

group” experiments (see Tajfel, 1978; also Tajfel, Flament, Billig & Bundy,




1971). In this experimental paradigm, the effects of mere group membership
are measured typically by point or reward allocation tasks and/or evaluative
ratings on ingroup and outgroup members.2 Following Tajfel (1978), the
detail of the experimental paradigm and a brief account of the later
developments are described below.

The often cited first minimal group experiments were conducted by
Tajfel et al. (1971) (but see also Rabbie & Horwitz, 1969). Their aim was “to
eliminate from the experimental situations all the variables that normally lead
to ingroup favouritism or discrimination against the outgroup” (Tajfel, 1978,
p.- 77). These variables included: face-to-face interaction; previous hostility or
contemporary conflict of interests between the groups; instrumental utility of
the subjects’ response and their self-interest. To achieve this aim, they created
a situation where subjects were assigned to ad hoc groups on the basis of a
preceding trivial task, and engaged in allocation of points worth money to
two people, about whom they knew nothing other than their group affiliation
and personal code numbers. No interaction between or within groups was
allowed. This experimental paradigm was later called the “minimal group
paradigm” because even with this maximum possible elimination of the
related variables, it still produced results that showed intergroup
discriminatory behaviour. Specifically, subjects distributed points in such a
way that their ingroup members should receive more points than the
outgroup members, even at the cost of absolute ingroup profit. In other

words, the knowledge of subjects’ own and recipients’ group membership —

2 However, various kinds of experimental methods have also been used. For example,
Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam (1990) recently simulated, in a laboratory, intergroup
relations. Investigating responses to membership in a lower status group, they manipulated
the “openness” of the higher status group (interpreted here as a kind of legitimacy), and
personal expectation to upgrade to the higher status group. Every subject was assigned to the
lower status group. When the status difference was the most illegitimate (or a closed
membership), a disruptive collective protest was favoured, whereas an individual normative
action was favoured when the status difference was the most legitimate (or an open
membership). These results are congruent with the social identity analysis when the
experimental situation is considered as unstable. See also Hirose & Okuda (1992) for the use

of SIMSOC.




the minimal condition of an intergroup situation — was studied, and found to

lead to intergroup discrimination. Later, several conceptual problems in
interpreting the results in terms of intergroup behaviour (group membership)
were examined. Billig & Tajfel (1973), for example, explored similarity as a
confounding factor in a minimal group situation, and showed that it had only
a non-significant and unimportant effect. St Claire & Turner (1982) refuted the
long-standing demand characteristics criticism by showing that non-
categorised subjects predicted only the fairness allocation strategy among
categorised subjects, and that “demanded” subjects” ingroup bias did not
differ from that of ordinarily categorised subjects.?

This experimental paradigm and its findings have inspired many other
studies. Some of the studies concern theoretical issues, and have suggested
alternative or supplemental explanations [e.g. work by Rabbie and his
colleagues,* Branthwaite, Doyle and Lightbown (1979), and Ng (1981)].>
Others are related to methodological controversies (e.g. Aschenbrenner &

Schaefer, 1980; Bornstein, Crum, Wittenbraker, Harring, Insko & Thibaut,

3 If not the experimenter effect, the structure of the situation itself may induce subjects to
exhibit ingroup favouritism by, for example, evoking the norm of competition. Billig (1973) as
well as St Claire & Turner (1982), however, gave counter-evidence that subjects were not
aware of the norm. While evidence about norms may not be strong enough to refute the
criticism, this type of demand characteristic explanation shares the same problem with
normative explanations: it does not explain why that particular norm was adopted. See
Farsides (1993) for recent discussion regarding the issue of demand characteristics in a
minimal group situation.

4 They claim that sense of common fate (Horwitz & Rabbie, 1982), sense of entitativity
(Rabbie & Horwitz, 1969), and perceived interdependence structure (Rabbie, Schot & Visser,
1989) may respectively be the reasons for ingroup bias. The first two can be seen as the
subjective description of the knowledge of group membership, and these aspects are also
important in view of the definition of the concept of social identity. Thus, their claims are
valid to the extent that they describe the same concept at a different level. The third claim,
however, may not be so because it claims that ingroup favouritism is due to an expected
future interaction that serves their own economic self-interest. This is not congruent with the
typical results of the pull of MD (against MIPeM]P). See also Kakimoto (1989) and Gagnon &
Bourhis (1992) for evidence that ingroup favouritism is independent of perceived
interdependence.

° Branthwaite et al. (1979) emphasised the importance of fairness whereas Ng (1981)
introduced an equity theory viewpoint. See Hyland (1979) and Turner (1980) for rejoinders to
the former.



1983; Mummendey & Schreiber, 1983).6 These on the whole have formed the
central literature concerning experimental studies on intergroup relations.
The origin of this literature, the minimal group paradigm, is useful and
important for the present thesis for the following two reasons. First, this is the
original situation used to test and formulate much of social identity theory.
Therefore, it would be worthwhile to take another critical look at it, which
may allow further development of the research. Second, as it claims, this is
the situation where other factors which cause intergroup discrimination are
excluded. Thus, it makes it easier to consider the essential or basic elements at
work in intergroup relations, uncontaminated, and free from complex
interaction with other factors.” It is clear that this experimental paradigm and
results from it, greatly facilitated development of the theory. In fact, it

provided “data in search of a theory” (cited in Brown, Tajfel & Turner, 1980).

Turner et al.’s (1987) contribution to analysing group phenomena

Recently, self-categorisation theory (Turner, 1985; Turner et al., 1987)
has come to encompass intra-group behaviour by elaborating the idea of the
intergroup-interpersonal continuum which had been already depicted in
social identity theory. Self-categorisation theory consists of a series of
assumptions and hypotheses concerning the mechanism by which an
individual is integrated into a psychological group, together with hypotheses
regarding its antecedents and consequences. In brief, on the basis of
assumptions about the structure of self-concept and the general nature of the

categorisation process, depersonalization is maintained to be the basic process

6 See Brown, Tajfel & Turner (1980) and Turner (1983) for rejoinders to the first and the
second respectively.

7 One limitation of the experimental paradigm may be that for the very reason of the
minimality of groups, which does not allow interaction among subjects, it cannot deal with
sequential interaction in intra- and inter- group settings such as decision making, coalition
formation and so on.




underlying such group processes as group polarisation, conformity,
stereotyping, crowd behaviour, and so on.®

Self-categorisation theory is very much a cognitive theory in that it
regards the self-concept as a system of categories. One’s self-image, when
among other people, is considered to follow self-categorisation — the
cognitive process of categorising oneself as a group member. It claims that the
general rule for categorisation applies also to the self-concept (Turner et al.,
1987, p. 44). Thus, self-conceptualisation “depends upon the comparison of
stimuli and follows the principle of meta-contrast” (ibid., p. 46).° Additionally,
the theory incorporates the idea of category salience. Oakes (1987) posited
that salience is defined by our relative readiness to perceive a given category
and its fit to a psychological environment.!¥ This idea of salience is important
for the social identity approach in general because salient group membership
provides the basis of social identity analysis in that it determines the self-
image at a particular moment, thus regulating one’s behaviour at the
particular time; moreover, it accentuates the similarities to ingroup members
and the differences from outgroup members. Salience of group membership,
in other words, determines psychologically the intergroup situation (See also
Chapter 2). Applications of these ideas can be seen, for example, in the studies
of referent informational influence and of self-stereotyping. See Appendix 1.2

for a related discussion.

8 According to Turner, “depersonalization refers to the process of ‘self-stereotyping’
whereby people come to perceive themselves more as the interchangeable exemplars of a
social category than as unique personalities defined by their individual differences from
others.” (Turner et al., 1987, p. 50)

9 The principle of meta-contrast means that “within any given frame of reference ..., any
collection of stimuli is more likely to be categorized as an entity (i.e., grouped as identical) to
the degree that the differences between those stimuli on relevant dimensions of comparison
(intra-class differences) are perceived as less than the differences between that collection and
other stimuli (inter-class differences).” (Turner et al., 1987, pp. 46-47)

10 More precisely, salience is defined as a product of the relative accessibility of a given
category (compared with those of other categories), and fit between actual stimulus
characteristics and category specifications (Oakes, 1987, p. 128). Fit is also claimed to follow
the principle of meta-contrast. In other word, “it comprises the degree to which observed
similarities and differences between people (or their actions) are perceived to correlate in a
stereotype-consistent manner with a division into social categories.” (ibid., p. 131)
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Current issues in the social identity approach

Social identity theory and self-categorisation theory are thought to be
the two representative theoretical standpoints in the social identity approach.
The former gave a theoretical basis for the studies on intergroup relations and
mainly deals with intergroup phenomena while the latter extended it to intra-
group phenomena with a cognitive emphasis. While these theories have been
formulated for some time, there remain many issues where conceptual and
empirical investigations should be, and are in fact being directed. Described
below are some of these current issues or controversies in the approach, that
seem important to the present thesis.

Group membership salience It was argued briefly that the concept
of salience is important for the social identity approach in general. Whereas
this concept needs more theoretical and empirical clarification, there have
been many studies which adopted it as an independent variable with various
manipulations. For example, Gerald & Hoyt (1974) varied distinctiveness of
ingroup membership by changing the relative size of the ingroup. Assuming
that a relatively small ingroup size makes ingroup membership salient, they
hypothesised that ingroup bias increases as relative ingroup size decreases.
The results supported the hypothesis by and large. The smaller the relative
ingroup size was, the more subjects favoured ingroup members. This
experiment simply manipulated the relative ingroup size to operationalise
ingroup salience.

However, Oakes & Turner (1986) showed that if subjects were asked
to judge ingroup members as a whole, the effect of salience, measured by
stereotypic ratings, was most pronounced when the ingroup size was equal to
outgroup size. To make matters even more confusing, Abrams, Thomas &
Hogg (1990) recently demonstrated that salience, tapped by spontaneous
mention of the category, did not differ among the conditions with different

relative ingroup sizes, as long as at least one ingroup member was present.



Apparently, these studies show that no agreement has been reached so far
among researchers regarding what leads to category salience and what
indices can measure it best.

Nonetheless, the importance of group membership salience itself is
also acknowledged in another line of research. Using the Prisoner’s Dilemma
Game (PDG), Insko and his colleagues explore the conditions which create
individual-group discontinuity in competitiveness. In an intergroup
interaction setting, subjects were instructed either that members of their own
side should reach a consensus about the choices, or that they should simply
discuss any aspect of the PDG. Competitive choices were significantly more
likely in the former condition in spite of the fact that the intergroup
interaction was between individuals (Insko, Hoyle, Pinkley, Hong, Slim,
Dalton, Lin, Ruffin, Dardis & Bernthal, 1988). They interpreted the results to
mean that the consensus rule created entitativity; the aggregate of people had
become a real psychological group. In the present context, this is an
illustration of the importance of group membership salience, in that subjects’
awareness of membership, thus its salience, was reflected in their behaviour.
As pointed out earlier, however, it is clear that more empirical and theoretical
research is needed for the construct of (group membership) salience. The
concept of salience will be discussed again later in this chapter.

Self-esteem  As mentioned earlier, social identity theory posits that
“[since] individuals strive to maintain or enhance their self-esteem ...”, and
because self-esteem partly comes from affiliated groups and their
memberships, “individuals strive to achieve or to maintain positive social
identity [in intergroup situations]” (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, p. 40; words in
parentheses mine). This is assumed to be achieved largely through favourable

intergroup comparisons for the ingroup and against the outgroup.” In other

T Recently, it has been suggested that intergroup comparison as a way of achieving positive
self-esteem, may apply only to a certain type of groups (sce Hinkle & Brown, 1990; also
Brown, Hinkle, Ely, Fox-Cardamone, Maras & Taylor, 1992).
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words, self-esteem maintenance/enhancement is assumed to be an origin of

intergroup discrimination. One proposition derived from this assumption is
that (successful) intergroup discrimination will lead to enhanced self-esteem.
This proposition is important because the existence of social identity, the
central assumption of the social identity approach, can be tested by
examining this hypothesis, as it is a logical consequence of the alleged
motivational process of social identity.

To test this hypothesis, Oakes & Turner (1980) created a minimal
group situation where subjects did not engage in the usual point allocation
tasks. Self-esteem in this condition was lower than in a condition where
subjects discriminated, using the usual point allocation tasks. Lemyre &
Smith (1985) further investigated this hypothesis and found that simply
engaging in allocation tasks did not result in higher self-esteem unless
subjects could exert discrimination. From this, they ruled out possible other
interpretations: a) that engaging in the allocation task itself might strengthen
categorisation (rather than fulfilling the desire for positive self-esteem), and
hence salience of the group membership, thus leading to increased self-
esteem; and b) that the fact of having completed a significant experimental
task might give subjects high self-esteem. Judging from the results of these
studies, the proposition that intergroup discrimination leads to higher self-
esteem appears to be correct.

Meanwhile, Abrams & Hogg (1988) reviewed literature on
motivational sources of intergroup differentiation in the social identity
approach, and labelled the formerly stated notion that a need for positive self-
esteem is the motivational origin of intergroup discrimination, as “the self-
esteem hypothesis”. Apart from the above proposition that intergroup
discrimination will lead to enhanced self-esteem, they identified another
proposition as a corollary of the self-esteem hypothesis: “low or threatened

self-esteem will promote intergroup discrimination ...” (p. 320). However,
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they reported a number of studies that disconfirm mainly the latter

proposition (e.g. Crocker, Thomson, McGraw & Ingerman, 1987). Abrams and
Hogg concluded that: “taken together, ... It is people with high self-esteem,
particularly those whose status is under threat or at risk, who indulge in
discrimination” (Abrams & Hogg, 1988, p. 322). Abrams & Hogg (1988) also
claim that the self-esteem hypothesis suffers from a general shortcoming that
“it over-implicates self-esteem in intergroup behaviour; self-esteem can,
under some conditions, be incidental or even irrelevant. The posited ‘need for
positive self-esteem’ has no more logical link with manifest intergroup
behaviour ...” (p. 322).

This claim may be rather hasty since as they themselves argued, the
inconsistency of the results concerning the self-esteem hypothesis comes
partly from deficiency in its measurement, and partly from conceptual
ambiguity in the hypothesis (see also Messick & Mackie, 1989, p. 59). Because
of this very fact, however, these problems should be solved in order for self-
esteem to be a useful tool to explain intergroup relations as Abrams & Hogg
(1988) suggested. This issue is acknowledged also among some researchers
and improvements are being attempted. There seems to be a move in the
social identity research to articulate the concept of, and to refine the
methodology for measuring self-esteem: at the appropriate level of self-
esteem, and more specific to the situation (Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990; Sigger,
1992).

Focus of attention and salience Another related topic is the
distinction between focus of attention and salience. In the area of social
cognition, whereas “attention ... is the amount of selective cognitive work you
do”, salience is a “stimulus propert(y] that typically but not necessarily
attract[s] attention ... A stimulus is salient relative to its context” (Fiske &
Taylor, 1984, pp. 184-185; emphasis original, letters in parentheses mine).

However, the usage of salience in the social identity approach does not
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necessarily follow that in the research of social cognition. Self-categorisation

theory posits that salience is a combination of relative readiness of a given
category and its fit to a psychological environment. Thus, salience in self-
categorisation theory is not a stimulus property, but rather a temporal
property of a construct in one’s mind. In other words, it is a combination of
attention and salience in Fiske & Taylor’s (1984) sense. This view of salience
seems to be dominant in the social identity research. Abrams (1990), however,
pointed out that salience of group membership and attention to it should be
distinguished. By doing so, intergroup behaviour can be viewed from the
self-regulatory perspective (Carver & Scheier, 1981), independent of salience
of a particular social identity.

The earliest work pointing to this may be that of Abrams (1985). In a
minimal group situation, he manipulated subjects’ attention to social
categorisation at three levels: distracted, standard (control condition), and
enhanced attention. The results confirmed the hypotheses that enhanced
attention would increase intergroup discrimination (i.e. discriminatory
allocation strategies), and intra-individual consistency (i.e. lower intra-subject
variance in the response). Moreover, those who were dispositionally self-
attentive to private self-images, showed more ingroup pride and sense of
belongingness [see also Abrams & Brown (1989), for another use of
dispositional differences in self-consciousness]. This seems to illustrate that
attention regulates at least some aspects of intergroup behaviour.

In yet another line of research, unique predictions are drawn from this
self-regulatory viewpoint for crowd behaviour, different from those in
traditional theoretical perspectives. This issue will be discussed in a later
section under the rubric of de-individuation. To anticipate this just briefly,
however, it is argued that attention to idiosyncratic aspects of one’s self-
concept leads to behaviour regulation in terms of personal beliefs and other

personal correlates; attention to one’s group membership leads to regulating
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one’s behaviour in terms of group norms and other group related

characteristics given salience of the group membership. Therefore, some types
of crowd behaviour can be seen as being controlled in terms of a particular
social identity of the participants, rather than as uncontrolled primitive acts
(Reicher, 1984a, 1984b; Abrams, 1990).

These examples illustrate the importance of the theoretical distinction
between focus of attention and salience in the research on intergroup
relations. Attention supplements the function of group membership salience
by allowing one to regulate one’s behaviour on the basis of the group
membership. It should also be noted that these arguments are based on an
assumption explicit in the social identity approach: group memberships are
incorporated into one’s self-concept, and behaviour is regulated by self-

concept.

The basic elements in intergroup biases in the minimal group situationl2
The very first and the most intriguing finding in the social identity
approach, which emerged in minimal group experiments, was that when
categorised into two groups, people engage in discrimination against people
in the other category. Although there seems to be a certain agreement among
researchers, it is not in fact entirely clear how this is generated. In the
following exploration of its account, let us limit ourselves to the minimal
group situation and concentrate on the theoretical explanations accorded to

this phenomenon, rather than taking account of applied settings.]3

12 Intergroup biases are defined in the present study as any kind of phenomena caused by
intergroup distinctions, such as illusory correlations, homogeneity effect, and so on.
However, by intergroup biases, ingroup bias as opposed to outgroup bias is specially
denoted in most cases. Ingroup bias includes evaluative bias in favour of ingroup members
and its behavioural expression. This behavioural expression may be called intergroup
discrimination. Ingroup bias and ingroup favouritism refer to the same phenomena.
However, the former connotes unjustified deviation, whereas the latter implies more the
direction of the bias. In theory, intergroup biases include outgroup bias. However, the term
intergroup biases is used to signify ingroup bias unless it is specified otherwise.

13 As discussed carlier, group homogeneity effects can be conceived of as resultant
phenomena of intergroup relations. For simplicity, however, these phenomena will be
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For revision, we can recall that the minimal group situation is the

setting where the effects of mere category membership are measured typically
by means of behavioural indices (point allocations) and/or evaluative ratings.
The important findings can be divided into two. The first is that in point
allocation, subjects tend to adopt the strategy, among others, of maximising
the difference between the groups in favour of their own group. The other
finding is that subjects favour members of their own group both in point
allocation and in evaluation. These two consequences can be referred to
generally as ingroup bias. Two different components in these phenomena
have been pointed out: the accentuation effect, and its directionality (e.g.
Brewer & Kramer, 1985, p. 224; Brown, 1988, p. 238). First, the difference
between the groups is emphasised, by the choice of the maximum difference
strategy even at the cost of own group’s profit, and for evaluative ratings, by
the shift of rating to the extremes (category differentiation); second, direction
of the difference is somehow determined, before the accentuation, in favour
of the ingroup (ingroup favouritism). These two components can be seen as
the expression of underlying psychological mechanisms. We now turn to the
mechanisms which are assumed to have influence on intergroup biases,
especially on ingroup bias.

The mechanism for the accentuation effect =~ What seems to occur in
point allocations and evaluative ratings is the accentuation of the difference
between groups. This accentuation effect can be explained as a part of the
general effect of categorisation. This accentuation mechanism will be referred
to in this thesis as the category differentiation process, after Doise (1978).

Tajfel & Wilkes (1963; also Tajfel, 1959) hypothesised and found, in
their experiments on labelling and perception, that when the actual length of

lines and their labels were correlated, the difference in the length of the lines

mentioned only when necessary because it is thought that they are explained with the
framework of the thesis for ingroup bias.



was exaggerated between different sets of lines under different labels, and
reduced (though non-significantly) within the sets under the same label. The
effects of categorisation — accentuation of inter-class differences and intra-
class similarities — found with objective stimuli have also been studied using
social stimuli including social stereotypes (e.g. Tajfel, Sheikh & Gardner, 1964;
see Taylor, 1981, for review), and attitude statements (e.g. Eiser, 1971).

Doise & Sinclair (1973) extended this categorisation principle to

intergroup phenomena.

“... however, ... the categorization process has wider interpretative value. [First,
Tajfel et al. (1971)] shows that ingroup members, when asked to distribute points (...),
systematically adopt a strategy that results in a positive difference between them and
the outgroup members, even if, by doing so, they reduce gain. ... The group tries to
establish a difference in its favour. ... ... The second group of experiments (Rabbie &
Horwitz, 1969, [etc.]) shows that when ingroup members have to rate themselves as
well as outgroup members, they quasi-spontaneously rate themselves more
favourably than the outgroup members. ... ... Furthermore, [Doise et al. (1972)] seems
to show that the behavioural and cvaluative phenomena are related: although
discrimination on an evaluative level occurs very easily, it becomes significantly
stronger when ingroup members expect the possibility of discriminations at a
behavioural level.” (Doise & Sinclair, 1973, pp. 147-148; words in square brackets

modified)

In other words, they suggested that separate findings in behavioural
measures (point allocations) and evaluative ratings in intergroup relations
could be seen as consequences of the same categorisation effect. By doing so,
they maintained that category differentiation occurs not only at perceptual
and judgemental, but also behavioural levels. They proposed, moreover, that
differences on one level correspond (generalise to) differences on other levels,
and that these levels include perceptual (representational), judgemental
(evaluative), and also (social) behavioural levels. (For a complete discussion

of the category differentiation process, see Doise, 1978, pp. 122-159).
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In brief, on the basis of the (objective) categorisation effect (e.g. Tajfel &

Wilkes, 1963), the category differentiation process was proposed as an
underlying mechanism for the accentuation effect of social categorisation (e.g.
Doise, 1978). This category differentiation process is thought to be a most
thorough description of the accentuation effect of social categorisation.

The mechanisms for directionality The second component of
ingroup bias is the directionality of the bias: ingroup favouritism. Generally,
three types of explanations have been given for the directionality of the
intergroup discrimination in the minimal group situation: cognitive
consistency, social identity, and social norms. Below are brief accounts of
these explanations, partly based on Wilder’s (1986) review.

Cognitive consistency  Cognitive consistency could be defined as the
social psychological principle that a certain number of cognitive elements
tend to converge so that they do not contradict each other. According to
Wilder (1986), this principle would apply to ingroup favouritism in the
following way: “In general, persons should experience a sentiment toward
the ingroup as a result of their association with it (Heider, 1958).
Consequently, ... persons should favor the ingroup over the outgroup in order
to maintain cognitive consistency” (Wilder, 1986, p. 313; see also Horwitz &
Rabbie, 1982). Thus according to this explanation, the direction of intergroup
differentiation is determined to be consistent with their knowledge of their
belongingness.

A rather ambiguous notion of familiarity may be included as a
variation of the cognitive consistency explanation. That is, it is suggested that
one prefers ingroup members because they are familiar to oneself because
they share the same group membership. Two anecdotal sources of support
can be supplied. Firstly, it is a known fact in consumer behaviour research
that consumers choose a familiar item when there are no other obvious

criteria. Secondly, suppose you are given a choice between two cards to turn
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over or pick up — the same two but on one of which are the letters that
happen to be your initials. It seems likely that you would choose the latter
when you have no other criteria. This idea is quite vague, but probably
relevant to ingroup bias and is classified as a cognitive consistency
explanation.

Social identity theory: social comparison ~ As mentioned earlier, the
explanation given in social identity theory is related to social comparison
between ingroup and outgroup. Positive social identity is assumed to rely on
favourable comparison between one’s ingroup and outgroups. Therefore, it is
hypothesised that a person is motivated to make a favourable comparison
between ingroup and outgroups. As already pointed out, this hypothesis
involves the controversial issue of self-esteem.

Social norms  Finally, the direction of the differentiation between the
groups is also explained in terms of norms. That is, it is suggested that
because of a universal norm of ingroup favouritism, subjects follow the norm
of intergroup discrimination in the experimental situation. Tajfel and his
colleagues initially adopted this type of explanation (Tajfel, 1970; Tajfel et al.,
1971). It is “a script ... that advocates ingroup favouritism” (Wilder, 1986, p.
314), where the learning process of the script is regarded important. “Script”
means a well-learned, thus semi-automatic, sequence of actions in a typical
situation (e.g. Abelson, 1976). In reality, however, it is difficult to explain
intergroup discrimination with this idea alone. As Wilder (1986) pointed out,
one’s script in intergroup behaviour may also contain such norms as equality,
fairness, and so on. Therefore, Wilder (1986) was bound to say that
“Intergroup bias observed in minimal group experiments is a compromise of
two tendencies: to be superior and to be fair (p. 312). Meanwhile, Hogg &
Abrams (1988) are more suspicious. They commented that “a series of studies
has shown that minimal group discrimination is not produced by generic

norms, ..."” (p. 50). From the findings and arguments by Billig (1973) and St
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Claire & Turner (1982), it seems clear that the normative explanation cannot

give a complete account of the directionality of intergroup differentiation in a
minimal group situation.

Lastly, it may be beneficial to note the relationships among these three
explanations. Wilder (1986) commented that “none [of these explanations]
excludes the others. ... ... Each explanation addresses a different function —
organization of social cognitions (consistency), definition of self (social
identity), and presentation of self to others (social script)” (ibid., pp. 315-316;
words in square brackets modified). Thus, it may also be reasonable to
assume that each process should operate, whether dependently or

independently, at each level in a minimal group situation.

1.2 The two sources of intergroup biases

In the above overview of the social identity approach, we have seen the
basic concepts, two particular theories, some of the current issues, and
theoretical explanations accorded to the mechanisms of intergroup biases.
This section explores two broad theoretical perspectives concerning the
underlying psychological mechanisms of intergroup biases. It is suggested
that both perspectives are necessary in order to explain the existing data.
Finally, an attempt is made to clarify characteristics of the psychological

processes hypothesised in the perspectives.

Two sources: cognitive and motivational perspectives
“that part of the individuals” self-concept which derives from their knowledge of

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

emotional significance attached to that membership.” (Tajfel, 1981, p. 255).

In this definition of the concept of social identity, it is already evident

that the social identity approach to intergroup relations must entail two
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sources of intergroup phenomena. Namely, it is assumed that there are
cognitive and motivational aspects in social identity. In their review of
psychological studies on intergroup relations, Brewer & Kramer (1985) also
pointed out that “Social identity theory ... ... explicitly recognizes the need to
consider both basic motivational and cognitive processes in order to explain
intergroup perceptions and behaviour” (p. 224). Let us take another example
from Turner (1982). Although Turner later put forward a theory of group
processes with a highly cognitive emphasis, one of his earliest descriptions of

the theory was expressed in a somewhat more motivational tone:

“[For behavioural regulation by social identity], ... There are at least two general
principles at work. Firstly, there are the relatively automatic cognitive processes
associated with social categorizations and, secondly, there are the motivational
processes which seem to characterize self-description.” (Turner, 1982, p. 21, words in

square brackets supplemented)

Then he goes on to explain both the cognitive and the motivational

perspectives for behavioural regulation. For the cognitive perspective:

“... Under conditions where individuals” social category memberships are salient,
they tend to be assigned all the characteristics perceived to define their category. This
fact is the basis for what we can call Tajfel’s (categorization) law that, as category
memberships become salient, there will be a tendency to exaggerate the differences
on criterial dimensions between individuals falling into distinct categories, and to

minimize these differences within each of these categories. ...” (p. 28).

In other words, he regards the categorisation effect as the underlying
cognitive process which is responsible for (inter)group perception, hence

behaviour. For the motivational perspective:

“The other major way (so far researched) in which social identity regulates social

behaviour is through extending the sphere of operation of motivational processes




associated with sclf-conception. Perhaps the most important and obvious example is

provided by the effects of the need for positive self-esteem on group behaviour. ... the
need for positive self-esteem should motivate a desire to evaluate that category

positively.” (p. 33).

Namely, Turner (1982) viewed the need for positive self-esteem as the
motivational source of (inter)group behaviour. Taken together, it was clearly
recognised by Turner that both the cognitive and the motivational
perspectives — particularly the categorisation process and the need for
positive self-esteem respectively — do operate in regulating behaviour in
terms of social identity. Similarly, most of the theorists accept, to a varying
degree, that the two aspects are involved in the phenomena of intergroup
biases.14

It may be useful to note that the motivational source and the cognitive
source are, in general, related closely. For example, it would be thought from
everyday common sense that motivations in some cases encourage/ facilitate,
and in other cases discourage/hinder, particular cognitive activities and their
general intensity while particular cognitive activities and their intensity can
determine motivations (see also Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Stangor & Ford,
1992). Thus, it could be said that they are interdependently related. However,
it may be fruitful to distinguish these conceptually separate ideas, especially
in the cases where these processes are expected to counteract or restrict each

other.

14 This is evident even in Hamilton’s statement in his concluding chapter of a book
concerned with the cognitive perspective: “As we have seen throughout these pages, ... the
person is seen as one who is adapting to a complex stimulus world through the usc of
cognitive mechanisms and strategies that have proved to be functional in the past. ... Yet if
there is any domain of human interaction that history tells us is laden with strong, even
passionate, feelings, it is in the area of intergroup relations. And this point makes clear the fact that
the cognitive approach, despite the rich and varied advances that it has made in recent years, is by itself
incomplete.” (Hamilton, 1981, p.347, emphasis mine).
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Some empirical support for the cognitive and the motivational perspectives

Crossed categorisation Support for the hypothesised cognitive
process can be found in the studies on crossed categorisation (e.g. Deschamps
& Doise, 1978; Brown & Turner, 1979; Vanbeselaere, 1987, 1991). Crossed
categorisation in the social identity approach involves a situation where
individuals are members of two or more independent social categories, and
can therefore share different combinations of membership with one another.!?
For instance, when one categorisation contrasting A (male) and B (female) is
imposed on another categorisation contrasting X (British) and Y (Japanese),
we have an example of crossed categorisation where the dimension AB (sex)
and the dimension XY (nationality) are crossed. This situation is interesting
because the cognitive process analysis and the motivational process analysis
offer distinct predictions.

From the cognitive process analysis, differentiation between AX (male
British) and AY (male Japanese) should be attenuated because accentuation of
the difference between X (British) and Y (Japanese) should be neutralised by
accentuation of the similarity within A (male) which includes AX and AY, on
condition that categorisation between A (male) and B (female) is also salient.
It also applies, for instance, to the differentiation between AX and BX.
Differentiation between AX (male British) and BY (female Japanese) should be
exaggerated because both categorisations, AB (sex) and XY (nationality),
should accentuate the difference between them.

On the other hand, from the motivational process analysis,
differentiation between AX (male British) and AY (female Japanese) should
not differ from the differentiation between just X (British) and Y (Japanese)
because the source of social comparison between the former is the same as
that between the latter, which is the comparison between X (British) and Y

(Japanese). The same rule applies, for instance, to the differentiation between

15 Note that it is not a variation of categorisation as a cognitive process.
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AX and BX and the differentiation between just A and B. Meanwhile,

differentiation between AX and BY should be increased because the both
categorisations, AB and XY, should serve, in an additive way, as the sources
of the social comparison between them.

The critical difference between the cognitive and the motivational
analyses seems to be whether the effect of categorisation is reduced on the
original dimension when another categorisation is imposed across the
original categorisation: the cognitive analysis predicts the reduced effect; the
motivational analysis anticipates the same magnitude of effect.!®

Empirical data obtained so far on this issue are not consistent. Firstly,
Deschamps & Doise (1978) found reduced discrimination, measured by
performance rating, between groups on one categorisation when it was
crossed by another; but on general evaluations measured by dispositional
attribution, there was no difference between simple categorisation and
crossed categorisation. These results therefore only partly support the
cognitive analyses.

Brown & Turner (1979) found that only diagonal categorisation (e.g.
AX vs. BY) yielded significant discrimination in simplified rating tasks. The
results were somewhat unreliable because Brown and Turner did not obtain
discrimination between the groups in the simple categorisation condition.
Nevertheless, the results that the effects of crossed categorisation for adjacent
cells were non-significant seem to fit the cognitive rather than the

motivational process despite Brown and Turner’s own prediction.!”

16 See Hewstone, Islam & Judd (1993) and Hagendoorn & Henke (1991) for other models
and/or results from real social groups.

17 Their cognitive process prediction was that ingroup bias would be reduced between any
crossed category cells whereas the present cognitive analysis predicts enhanced bias between
diagonal cells. Their prediction may be correct in a situation where subjects engage in both
categorisations at one time. However, in their experiment, subjects rated members of only in-
in and out-out groups although subjects were informed about the crossed categories
situation. In this case, crossed categorisation is virtually the same as simple categorisation in
the cognitive analysis.



Lastly, Vanbeselaere (1987, 1992) showed, in performance and general
evaluative ratings, that crossed categorisations, whether adjacent (between
AX and AY, or AX and BX, in the above example) or diagonal (similarly
between AX and BY), led equally to less discrimination than the simple
categorisation. All these studies support the cognitive process analysis
because every study showed reduced or no discrimination between adjacent
categories (AX and AY, or AX and BX).

The cognitive analysis which stems from the categorisation principle
has proved valid, in crossed categorisation situations, for adjacent cells.
However, we must note that the general evaluative attribution in Deschamps
& Doise (1978) yielded discrimination between the adjacent cells as strong as
in the simple categorisation, which supports the motivational analysis. Also
the diagonal categorisation was rather discriminatory in both Brown &
Turner (1979) and Vanbeselaere (1987, 1992), consistent not only with the
cognitive analysis but also the motivational analysis. Moreover, as will be
mentioned in a later chapter, it may possibly be that some indices are
sensitive to motivational, others to cognitive processes. If so, it still leaves the
possibility that each of these studies measured only those variables relevant
to the cognitive process.

Illusory correlation  Schaller’s (1991; Schaller & Maass, 1989) studies
on illusory correlation and group membership provide an interesting analysis
relevant to the present context. Illusory correlation refers to an erroneous
perceived correlation between two events (Chapman, 1967). The significance
of this concept for the research on intergroup relations lies in a particular
form of it: an overestimation of rare traits or behaviour for minority group
members. Hamilton & Gifford (1976) suggested that this illusory link is
derived from a cognitive bias and the distinctiveness of both the minority
group and rare events. What Schaller argued and demonstrated was that this

is not the case when perceivers themselves share membership with the




perceived group members. The most relevant aspects of Schaller’s (1991)

results were A) that subjects showed illusory correlation favourable to their
own group regardless of whether this was the majority or the minority group,
and B) that this illusory correlation appeared even though subjects were given
no specific goal about information. He claimed that the illusory correlation
was guided by ingroup favouritism thus motivation laden (from A), and this
happened spontaneously (from B).

Two points may be important. First, illusory correlation seems to be a
robust finding, and the cognitive bias (distinctiveness) explanation appears to
remain the dominant account. Thus, this demonstrates an importance of the
cognitive perspective in a certain aspect of intergroup relations. Second,
Schaller’s studies in contrast illustrated a motivational element in this
cognitive phenomenon: self-involvement in the perceived group members
determined the direction of the correlation. While it is not entirely clear how
much significance the frequency estimation tasks have for intergroup
differentiation, Schaller’s studies showed that both cognitive and
motivational analyses are necessary even for this apparently cognitive
phenomenon.

Negative social identity = Further evidence for motivational processes
has been obtained in the studies on negative social identity. There is evidence
from laboratory studies that experimentally induced negative social identity
leads to, not surprisingly, derogatory ingroup evaluation. However,
derogation is eliminated in the case where subjects strongly identify with the
ingroup (Karasawa, 1988, 1991). This result cannot possibly be explained by
the category differentiation process or any known cognitive bias. While this
result still remains indirect and only suggestive, it convincingly illustrates a
motivational function of social identification.

Status difference  Further support for the motivational perspective

of intergroup biases is provided by the studies on status differences. This



aspect of the studies on status differences has already been pointed out by

Turner (1981). To quote his summary:

The role of the self-evaluative motive is also supported by the effects of status
differences on intergroup behaviour. Status differences represent the outcomes of
intergroup comparisons conferring positive or negative distinctiveness and also the
antecedent conditions for different social strategies ... directed at the maintenance or
protection of self-esteem ... ...

Turner and Brown (1978) manipulated whether status differences were perceived
as secure or insecure. High status groups tended to discriminate when either a
legitimate superiority was threatened or an illegitimate superiority was perceived as
stable; when an illegitimate superiority was also unstable, they tended to stress
alternative status dimensions. Low-status groups tended to discriminate when their
inferiority was illegitimate and especially when it was also unstable. Thus, as one
might expect, there are different reactions to status differences according to whether
the groups are secking to preserve or restore positive distinctiveness.

These data make it difficult to explain discrimination on the basis of ingroup-
outgroup divisions solely in terms of cognitive processes; motivational factors need

to be superimposed ...” (Turner, 1981, pp. 81-82)

Because the effects of high and low status in contemporary and later studies
are not always consistent (for review, see Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Sachdev &
Bourhis, 1987; Messick & Mackie, 1989), Turner’s (1981) claim might be
undermined. However, those other results were still explained in terms of
motivational processes. As Sachdev & Bourhis (1987) suggested, “differences
in subject samples, status operationalizations and dependent measures may
well account for some of the discrepancies” (p. 279). Therefore, while more
conceptual and methodological refinements are needed, the studies on the
whole illustrate the merit of motivational analyses of intergroup biases.

As regards Sachdev & Bourhis’ (1987) suggestions, it may be useful
now to address the measurement issue. The most interesting finding for the

present thesis is that, in their studies, allocation indices were found to be

sensitive to status manipulations while a sociometric intergroup perception




measure always indicated ingroup favouritism regardless of group status
(Sachdev & Bourhis, 1985, 1987, 1991). This point should be taken into
account carefully in investigating the effects of the motivational process in
intergroup biases.

Summary In brief, this section detailed some areas of intergroup
relations research, in which empirical data support either of the two
perspectives. Taken together, both cognitive and motivational perspectives
seem to be indispensable in explaining the entire configuration of results. The
next questions then, would be in what manner these processes operate, and
how they relate to each other. Prior to answering these questions, it is
attempted in the following section to clarify our conceptualisation of the
nature of the various processes in the cognitive and motivational

perspectives.

Particular processes and relevant phenomena in intergroup relations

When Brewer & Kramer (1985) mentioned cognitive and motivational
processes, it was thought that the former meant processes involving the
general concepts of the cognitive approach in social psychology (see, for
example, Hamilton, 1981; Markus & Zajonc, 1985). This approach deals with
“cold” human information processing, using a computer analogy. In contrast,
the motivational process is thought to describe the “hot” processes pertinent
to goal attainment in particular, and self-esteem in general. However, this
distinction is rather too broad to serve for our discussion of the particular
processes in intergroup relations. In this section, therefore, we shall first
suggest a model where the relevant processes will be specified for intergroup
relations, especially with reference to a minimal group situation. Next, we

shall concentrate on a particular, probably fundamental, phenomenon in

intergroup relations, as well as its pertinent processes.




Processes in intergroup relations  As already discussed, there are a

number of social psychological processes concerning intergroup relations;
they include self-categorisation, stereotyping, (objective) categorisation, self-
esteem, attention and salience, category differentiation, cognitive consistency,
and social comparison. Moreover, there are other, more societal or historical
processes when considering interactions among real social groups, which are
beyond the scope of the present thesis. Among the social psychological
processes, some can be classified as cognitive, and the others as motivational.
In addition, it may be useful to distinguish whether the processes concern the
accentuation effect and/or directionality.

Categorisation can be seen as a cognitive process that underlies
perception in general. And it can be safely said that the categorisation is not
motivational in origin. Also, the categorisation process cannot give
directionality by itself whereas it fosters, as discussed earlier, the accentuation
effect. Meanwhile, stereotyping (and self-stereotyping as arguably a part of it)
is thought to concern essentially cognitive functioning (Hamilton, 1981, p.
336, for example). Moreover, there is a view that stereotyping is a direct
consequence of categorisation (see Taylor, 1981, pp. 83-84). However, it
should be noted that there are controversies whether stereotyping involves
accentuation of intra-class similarities alone or together with accentuation of
inter-class differences. Therefore, it is not clear if stereotyping can be equated
with categorisation.

The category differentiation process derives from object categorisation
process, and gives the basis from which categorisation extends to social
stimuli and intergroup differentiation (Doise, 1978). It seems Doise’s
formulation combines the categorisation principles with social normative
processes, thus explains not only the accentuation effect but also the
directionality of intergroup differentiation. The cognitive feature is evident in

Doise’s categorisation process whereas motivational elements can be seen




only through the normative processes, thus at a different level. However, the

normative processes are not well specified. Note, therefore, that the usage of
the category differentiation process in this thesis excludes the normative
elements. Thus, the present usage of the category differentiation process does
not explain the directionality of the accentuation.

Self-categorisation can be conceived of mainly as a cognitive process
that underlies, it is claimed, group processes in general. While this can be
regarded as a background general process for group perception and
behaviour, this does not explain the directionality of ingroup bias on its own.
In self-categorization theory, motivational and normative elements are further
incorporated to deal with the directionality (see Turner et al., 1987, pp. 29-30
and pp. 55-56). In other words, self-categorization itself is not a source of
directionality.

Cognitive consistency can be seen generally as a cognitive process. It is,
however, less clear whether unit relationship between self and cognitive
elements related to the ingroup may be seen as cognitive or motivational.
Cognitive or motivational, cognitive consistency serves as a source of
directionality, but not the accentuation effect.

As discussed earlier, self-esteem has been regarded as a source (and an
end-result) of directionality in the social identity approach. It may also
facilitate the accentuation effect although it does not account for the
mechanism for accentuation. It is clearly a more motivational than any other
kind of process.

Attention and salience are thought to concern both motivational and
cognitive aspects of intergroup relations in a special way: they can be seen at
a different level — as sub-mechanisms. These two elements will be discussed
in detail in Chapter 2. Social norms are also seen at a different level, at which
the distinction between the motivational and cognitive aspects is not directly

relevant. Although norms concern directionality, social norms can be seen as



emerging from other processes and do not have any direct implications for

directionality.

Lastly, social comparison has been claimed as a medium or a
mechanism to achieve positive social identity. Thus, clearly the social
comparison process is assumed to determine directionality of the
accentuation effect. Whether self-esteem is involved in social comparison is
debatable. Self-verification can be an alternative goal of the comparison
(Abrams & Hogg, 1988). Whatever the goal is, however, it could be suggested
that social comparison dictates directionality of intergroup differentiation,
and serves to achieve positive (or verified) social identity.

With a framework of the nature of the processes (cognitive-
motivational) and their resultant effects (accentuation-directionality), we have
described each of the processes in intergroup relations, particularly with
reference to minimal groups. In summary, self-categorisation and social
norms could be perhaps set aside from the present analyses because they are
too general and/or concern background factors, hence, they have no direct
bearing on particular elements we are interested in. Objective categorisation
could also be laid aside for the same reason. Discussion on salience and
attention is pending since they are thought to be at a micro level, although
they will play important roles in later analyses. Consequently, what remains
at hand are the processes most relevant to (minimal) intergroup relations: the
category differentiation process, stereotyping, cognitive consistency, self-
esteem, and social comparison. The former three and the latter two are
respectively cognitive and motivational processes. Meanwhile, whereas the
first (and the second) concern the accentuation effect, the latter three dictate
directionality.

Phenomena in intergroup relations  We have already considered
seemingly distinct phenomena in intergroup relations including group

homogeneity effects, the accentuation effect (of intra-class similarities and
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inter-class differences), ingroup favouritism (directionality), stereotypic

perception, illusory correlation, and so on. There is a possibility, in the future,
that these phenomena could be accounted for by a single process given
sufficient theoretical and methodological progress in the research. At the
moment, however, it would be useful to concentrate on a few phenomena to
further our understanding of intergroup relations. For the a priori reasons that
they have been studied relatively well in the social identity approach and that
they are relatively more direct in their resultant implications, it is decided that
first, ingroup favouritism and second, the accentuation effect should be
analysed. While the accentuation effect involves group homogeneity effects
(through intra-class similarities), homogeneity will be set aside from the main
scope of the thesis for the same reasons. This results in focusing on the inter-
class differentiation element in the accentuation effect.

These phenomena — ingroup favouritism and inter-class
differentiation — correspond, respectively, to directionality and magnitude of
ingroup bias. Effectively, therefore, the target phenomenon of the thesis can
be summarised as ingroup bias. The five processes of direct importance for
the analysis of ingroup bias appear to be category differentiation,
stereotyping, cognitive consistency, self-esteem, and social comparison. Of
these, the category differentiation process concerns the accentuation effect
(magnitude of ingroup bias); cognitive consistency, self-esteem, and social
comparison relate to directionality (ingroup favouritism). Self-esteem and
social comparison may also be involved in the magnitude of ingroup bias,
secondarily and recursively in the form of emphasising it for their
motivational nature whereas relevance of cognitive consistency to the
magnitude of ingroup bias is unclear. Now for convenience, we shall combine
these two processes — self-esteem and social comparison — and label them
the “social identity process”. It can be said that self-esteem is the source, and

social comparison the vehicle, of the process. Thus in short, the social identity



process and cognitive consistency can dictate the directionality of ingroup
bias. Of the two, cognitive consistency will be considered only to a limited
extent due to its rather ambiguous nature concerning the cognitive-
motivational dichotomy. Finally, it should be noted that the category
differentiation process is largely a cognitive process whereas the social
identity process is predominantly motivational.

Summary The present thesis will focus hereafter on ingroup bias as
a target phenomenon; the category differentiation process and the social
identity process will be analysed as the relevant processes, being considered

respectively as the cognitive and motivational determinants of ingroup bias.

A suggested difference in the processes

Automaticity-intentionality =~ When confined to the minimal group
situation, the cognitive and the motivational processes particular to ingroup
bias can be characterised on the automaticity-intentionality dimension.
Specifically, it is suggested that the category differentiation process is less
intentional and more automatic than the social identity process.

A first reason for this claim is that the former is thought to be
concerned with perception, thus to be at a lower level of behavioural control
than the latter. Related to this, theories of behavioural regulation generally
posit that control at a lower level is automatic (see Carver & Scheier, 1981;
Vallacher & Wegner, 1987; also the next section for detailed discussion).
Secondly, the category differentiation process is assumed to be well learned
and a frequently repeated behavioural pattern.

It was previously argued that the social identity process is a
motivational process, thus thought to be a goal-oriented process, the goal of
which is to enhance and/or maintain ingroup-esteem. It seems plausible that

a goal-oriented process is intentional. Finally, (intergroup) social comparison

— a medium of the social identity process — clearly involves multiple




thought elements including choice of relevant groups, weighing various
dimensions, and selection of strategies to achieve favourable comparison. It
would be natural to assume that these elements are executed more
intentionally than automatically.

Note, therefore, that the automaticity-intentionality claim is made not
because the social identity and the category differentiation processes are,
respectively, motivational and cognitive processes, but because of these
particular aspects of the two processes. Automaticity of a process depends
more on how well it has been learned and how easily it is accessible. Thus, it
is conceivable that untrained cognitive processes need conscious effort to
operate whereas well-learned motivational processes can be quick and
effortless. Moreover, determination of whether processes are automatic or not
depends on the unit of analysis. “At the level of [unit of] analysis appropriate
for most social, personality, and clinical phenomena, virtually all cognitive
processes are mixes of automatic and nonautomatic processes” (Uleman,
1989, p. 428, words in square parentheses mine). In this connection, it would
be useful to consider, though difficult, the level (unit) of analysis for the
processes. It is clearly not the levels of simply pushing buttons for choices,
naming words or that sort (e.g. Lalonde & Gardner, 1989; Perdue, Dovidio,
Gurtman & Tyler, 1990).18 Probably, the analytic units are larger: the entire
image of target groups or behavioural consequences to the groups.

In the rest of this sub-section, some of the reasons mentioned above are
discussed partly in the light of the results obtained in minimal group
experiments, and partly on theoretical grounds. Before taking on this job,
however, let us briefly review the concept of automaticity used by social
psychologists to form a clearer idea of how the category differentiation

process and the social identity process differ on this dimension.

18 Besides the unit of analysis, these studies do not deal with a minimal group situation.




Automaticity  An automatic process generally could be defined in
social psychology as a process in which processing is executed spontaneously,
and without attention and conscious effort on an individual’s part. It occurs
when the person has a very well-learned response and is presented with a
strong stimulus (Sears, Peplau, Freedman & Taylor, 1988, p. 162,
paraphrased). It seems that the concept was introduced into social
psychology from experimental psychology (see Shiffrin, 1988, for a review of
automaticity in experimental psychology).

Originally, “automaticity ... simply denote[d] processing without
attention” (LaBerge, 1981, p. 62, modified in square brackets). In social
psychology, however, automaticity picked up such other concepts as un-
awareness, non-intentionality, and un-controllability. Consequently, a
suggestion has been made to classify different kinds of automaticity, taking
account of these concepts (Bargh, 1989, 1992). In the present thesis, however,
the automaticity-intentionality dimension, where a distinction is made
between the category differentiation process and the social identity process,
concerns the amount of cognitive resources required for a response, in line
with most of the social cognition literature. It is assumed that the cognitive
resources required to operate the process are greater at the intentional
extreme and less at the automatic extreme (cf. Gilbert, 1989; Fiske & Neuberg,
1990).19 Bearing these in mind, let us examine the suggested proposition (that
the category differentiation process is less intentional and more automatic
than the social identity process), with reference to the level of behavioural
control, well-learnedness, goal-orientedness, and operational complexity.

Level of behavioural control  As pointed out earlier, the category
differentiation process is thought to concern perception and thus a relatively

lower level of the behavioural control hierarchy. Since category

19 For the roles of awarceness, controllability, and spontancity, see Uleman (1989) and Bargh
(1989).




differentiation concerns conceptual coordination of multiple units (though

not acts), it could possibly be seen at the level of “relationship” in Carver &
Scheier’s (1981) framework.2’ Meanwhile, the social identity process can be
conceived of at a higher level of behavioural control. Because the process
involves general ingroup-esteem, it could be seen mainly at the “principle”
level of the behavioural hierarchy.

Well-learnedness  In everyday life, categorisation as a cognitive
process is thought to occur more frequently than other processes (such as
particularisation) for at least one reason. In most of the cases, learning
processes at school and everyday life involve simplifying things unless they
are difficult or particularly interesting (cf. Fiske, Neuberg, Beattie & Milberg,
1987). Considering the complexity of our environment, it would be reasonable
to assume that simplifying the environment, or categorisation, is a much more
routine process than attending consciously to something important and/or
interesting.

Goal-orientedness It was pointed out that the social identity process
is a goal-oriented process through which people strive to maintain or achieve
positive group-esteem. However, it is less clear whether or not the category
differentiation process is goal-oriented. The category differentiation process
was previously described as a mechanism by which stimuli are seen and
treated by the use of categories on perceptual, evaluative, and behavioural
dimensions. Although one could technically claim goal-orientedness of the
process, generally speaking it would be better to conceive of it as more
spontaneous.

Empirical support for the goal-orientedness and spontaneity of these

processes can be seen, for example, in studies on social orientations. Brewer &

20 Although “perception” is also posited, in Carver & Scheier (1981), to function as a
standard-setting mechanism in a feedback loop (in other words, monitoring), perception can
be more broadly understood as a type of a lower level action. See Appendix 1.1 for further
discussion.
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Silver (1978) manipulated social orientations (competition vs. cooperation)
through reward structure. Social orientations moderated subjects’ point
allocation strategies but not evaluative bias towards ingroup and outgroup.
Specifically, while subjects showed less bias in the cooperative than the
competitive and the control conditions on the point allocation tasks, the
evaluative ratings showed constant ingroup bias across the experimental
conditions. These findings can be interpreted in the following manner. The
social identity process (allocation bias is its result) was interfered with by
another goal-oriented process (competition/cooperation) whereas this goal-
oriented process did not affect the category differentiation process (evaluative
bias is its result). This was due to the spontaneity of the category
differentiation process. Note that this interpretation is based on an
assumption that the point allocation task reflects the social identity process
whereas evaluative ratings correspond somewhat more to the category
differentiation process. One justification is that the former task allows subjects
to use various strategies, whereas the latter concerns perception of the groups
(see Chapter 3 for further elaboration).?!

Similarly, Abrams & Brown (1989) also found that private self-
consciousness affected ingroup bias in rating indices slightly but invariably,
whereas competition led to more bias than cooperation in allocation indices
when attitudes were perceived to be similar between the groups, i.e. group
identity was threatened. These findings indicate that individual differences in
private self-consciousness are associated with the degree of category
differentiation, and that the process is not affected by social orientations or
similarities. They also show that the social identity process was interfered
with by other goal-oriented processes. Thus, the social orientation

(competition) combined with similarity (threat to social identity) seems to

21 Indirect support for the differential sensitivitics of the tasks to the separate processes is
drawn from Brewer & Silver's (1978) own results. The correlation between ingroup bias on
the allocation task and on the evaluative ratings was non-significant (r =.14, n=72).
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have facilitated the goal-oriented social identity process, probably by

instigating the need for positive group-esteem. A conceptually similar line of
results can also be observed in Sachdev & Bourhis” (1985, 1987, 1991) studies
on power and status of groups.

Further support is given by Abrams (1985). In this study, subjects’
attention to the experimental group situation was varied at three levels:
enhanced, standard, and distracted. Ingroup bias in point allocation tasks was
pronounced in the enhanced attention condition. Since attention to self
increases self-regulatory processes (Wicklund, 1975), this result illustrates the
intentionality of the social identity process, if not goal-orientedness.

Operational complexity It was argued that self-esteem in general,
and ingroup-esteem in particular, is the source of the social identity process.
Although the need for ingroup-enhancement itself appears natural and
spontaneous, its behavioural expression should involve rather complex
mental operations. It was pointed out previously that intergroup social
comparison is a medium of the social identity process, and that this involves
multiple thought elements such as choice of relevant groups, weighing
various dimensions, selections of strategies and so on. Accordingly, it could
be said that the social identity process involves rather complex operations. In
contrast, the category differentiation process is not considered to require
much mental operation because it is largely a perceptual process.
Nonetheless, there is no direct evidence for these arguments about the
operational complexity of the processes.22

Summary  To sum up, the category differentiation process can be
considered to be less intentional and more automatic than the social identity
process. This claim can be made because the category differentiation process

is thought to be at a lower level of behavioural control and well-learned,

22 Indicative support can be seen in Swann, Hixon, Stein-Seroussi & Gilbert (1990). Their
results indicated that comparison needs more logical steps than simple characterisation
(categorisation in the present context).
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while the social identity process is at a principle level of control, goal-
oriented, and requires complex mental operations. The principal difference
between the processes is the extent to which they operate with or without
attention. The category differentiation process operates with less attention
than the social identity process. To anticipate the later chapters just briefly, it

is this feature that is utilised in the empirical studies reported in this thesis.

Inter-relations of the processes
If we accept the suggested distinctions between the cognitive and the
motivational components in intergroup bias, the next question concerns their
relationship. Some theorists suggest a complementary relationship between
the cognitive and the motivational processes. For example, Turner (1981)
argues that while the “categorization process ... makes salient or perceptually
prominent the criterial or relevant aspects of ingroup-outgroup membership,
. the social comparison process transforms [these] simple perceptual or
cognitive discriminations into differential attitudes and actions favouring the
ingroup over the outgroup” (p. 82, word in square brackets mine). The
perceptual discrimination and social comparison processes correspond,
respectively, to the category differentiation and the social identity processes.
More succinctly, Hogg & Abrams (1988) describe the relationship as follows:
“... this automatic accentuation effect is guided by an important self-
evaluative motivational consideration” (p. 23). In other words, the automatic
cognitive category differentiation process is boosted by the motivational
social identity process (see also Vanbeselaere, 1991).
At the moment, it would be reasonable to accept these suggestions.
However, there are also ambiguous points in the formulation. These include

whether they are dual or sequential processes, and whether they are two

distinct processes or just two aspects of a single indivisible process. It is
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hoped that the investigation in the present thesis will help further

understanding of these points.

1.3 Related research areas

In this section, three topics in social psychology are briefly discussed in
relation to the functioning and characteristics of the cognitive and
motivational processes, to help develop hypotheses in the next chapter. These

are salience, de-individuation, and distraction.

Salience and attention

The concept of salience is important firstly because a salient group
membership governs actions conducted under the name of the group
membership, and secondly because salience of social categorisation
accentuates its effects. Meanwhile, attention to one’s group membership (or
social categorisation) appears to yield similar effects. Because there are
different usages among researchers of the term of salience, the concept is
sometimes confused with the concept of attention. Following Abrams (1990,
1994), it seems useful to distinguish between these terms.

Definitions of salience  Turner et al.’s (1987) definition can be seen in
their description of salient group membership. The salient group membership
“refer(s) to one which is functioning psychologically to increase the influence of
one’s membership in that group on perception and behaviour, and/or the
influence of another person’s identity as a group member on one’s impression
of and hence behaviour towards that person ... ” (p. 118, letter in brackets
added, emphasis original). So, the term salience could be defined as the
property of a category (especially a group membership) within a person
which allows the category to regulate the person in terms of the category
membership. Note that this definition of salience includes the effect of a

category. The role of attention is not clear in Turner et al.’s (1987) formulation.
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In contrast, Fiske & Taylor (1984) characterises salience as “a property

of stimuli in context,” whereas the idea of attention is defined as “the amount
of selective cognitive work ...” (p. 185). Comparing the two sets of definitions,
it is easily seen that Turner ¢t al. (1987) consider salience as a quality of the
both: the stimuli themselves, and the readiness on people’s part to use them.23
In other words, it could be said that their concept of salience includes the
concept of attention.2* Meanwhile, Fiske & Taylor’s (1984) definitions
distinguish attention from salience: the former is a characteristic on the
subject’s part; the latter is related to a objective setting which makes its certain
element come out from the ground.

Definition used in the present thesis The present thesis adopts the
definitions used by Fiske & Taylor (1984) since, firstly, they allow
theoretically separate operationalisations of the two concepts, thus providing
a framework to construct unique hypotheses. The distinction between
salience and attention constitutes, as will be seen in Chapter 2, the essence
which provides the basis of a further examination of intergroup biases in the
thesis. And secondly, the latter definition of salience avoids the tautological
nature of Turner et al.’s (1987) definition of salience by its effect.

An example of the application of this distinction is given in Abrams &
Brown (1989), where attention was varied using individual differences in the
tendency to attend to certain aspects of the self-concept (cf. Fenigstein, Scheier
& Buss, 1975), while salience of social categorisation was manipulated by
experimental conditions (that is, combinations of cooperative- vs. competitive-

game structure, similarity in attitudes, and status difference).

23 Although, Turner’s (1982) orchestra analogy seems to distinguish salience from attention
in much the same way as Fiske & Taylor (1984).

24 A similar standpoint can be scen in Mullen (1987): that situational factors, specifically
group composition, determine cven attention to the self-concept. See also Wicklund (1980).
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De-individuation studies

Whether participants’” behaviour in a crowd is controlled or
uncontrolled has been a central issue in the contemporary research on crowd
behaviour. Incidentally, it could be argued that this distinction between
controlled and uncontrolled behaviour corresponds to the distinction
between the intentional and automatic aspects in ingroup bias. Thus, it would
be useful to overview some of the arguments on the nature of crowd
behaviour, in considering the nature of the automatic and intentional aspects
of ingroup bias.

De-individuation Since Le Bon’s (1896) classic study, crowd
behaviour has generally been considered within psychology to involve
unregulated primitive acts caused by a special state of the human mind in a
crowd (Diener, 1980; Zimbardo, 1970). The process causing this mental state is
now referred to as de-individuation. However, this simple equation between
crowd and de-regulation has recently come to be criticised (e.g. Prentice-
Dunn & Rogers, 1989; Reicher, 1984a).

For example, Prentice-Dunn & Rogers (1989) proposed a model of de-
individuation which distinguishes de-individuation as de-regulation from de-
individuation as controlled aggression encouraged through anonymity.
Introducing the distinction between public and private self-awareness into
their model, they defined de-individuation as “an intraindividual process in
which antecedent social conditions reduce private self-awareness, thereby
creating a subjective deindividuation state” (p. 89). Furthermore, they
adopted behavioural control theory (Carver & Scheier, 1981), and explained
that deindividuated “individuals still behave, but cease to regulate their
conduct at the Principle and Program levels of control” (p. 95).

The Principle and Program levels of control in Carver & Scheier’s
(1981) theory refer, respectively, to the levels where conceptual, logical, or

moral principles, and strategy use or local decisions, are both perceived and
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used to guide behaviour. They are assumed to be equivalent to Robert

Abelson’s “meta-scripts” and “scripts” respectively. It is suggested now that
these levels of control can be called intentional levels in the present thesis
because a “behaving person’s attention is directed largely to the Program
level during most behavioral self-regulation” (Carver & Scheier, 1981, pp.
136-137), and attention needs to be focused, it is thought, to regulate one’s
behaviour also at the higher, Principle level.2> On the other hand, levels
lower than these, can be called automatic in this thesis. Recall that the
definitional feature of automatic processing is freedom from attention.

To come back to de-individuation, it can be said, from Prentice-Dunn
& Rogers’ (1989) definition, that de-individuation is a process where one is
being deprived of control only at the intentional level of behaviour, but not at
other levels. Furthermore, de-individuation is not an outcome (e.g.
aggression), but a process. It follows that some types of disinhibited
behaviour which have been conventionally referred to as characteristic of de-
individuation, should not be called de-individuated behaviour any more.
These include behaviour that is in fact regulated, but which simply does not
conform to the local norms, usually due to anonymity. In short, their model
can be deemed a criticism of the ambiguity of target phenomenon of de-
individuation, and it serves to clarify the nature of de-individuation in terms
of behavioural control.

Another type of criticism comes from the social identity approach.
Reicher (1984a) analysed episodes in a riot and illustrated that there were
certain rules in the ad lioc group as to the goal, the target, and the area of the

riot. Furthermore, Reicher (1984b) suggested that behaviour by de-

25 Justification for this claim is, borrowing Carver & Scheier’s (1981) words, that “the very
nature of sclf-regulation at this level [i.e. a continuously branching chain of choice points] ...
would commonly scem to require the active imposition of organization upon experience. ...
consciousness may be involved in events at this level, in a continual process of
reorganization, to a greater degree than at lower levels” (p.140, words in square brackets
added).



individuated persons can be regulated through social identity, while it would

be seen as de-regulated from a personal identity viewpoint (see also Spears,
Lea & Lee, 1990). In short, Reicher’s criticism concerns ignorance of the
relevant situational factor in the analysis: the ad hoc group.

Although these two types of criticism are not necessarily consistent
with each other, both of them show directions of theoretical developments in
the study of crowd behaviour. Recognising this inconsistency, Abrams (1990;
Abrams & Hogg, 1990b) suggested a model that integrates these two lines of
criticisms: behavioural control and the social identity approach. The model
was not only concerned with crowd behaviour, but was also designed to map
out various other types of group behaviour (Abrams, 1990). According to the
model, de-regulation concerns the amount of self-focus, and is independent of
the distinction between social and personal identities. Therefore, de-
individuation occurs with reduced self-focus while personal identity is
salient. And behaviour based on social identity can be regulated or de-
regulated.

This model, as well as the former two (Prentice-Dunn & Rogers, 1989;
Reicher, 1984b), is highly relevant to the present thesis because it provides a
framework for the analysis of intergroup behaviour in general. From these
approaches, it can be suggested that the output of the de-individuation
process varies, depending on 1) different levels of behavioural control
[internal states] (e.g. whether or not behaviour is regulated at the Principle
and Program levels of control), and 2) situational variables external to de-
individuation itself which set or define the setting [situational factor] (e.g.,
personal vs. social identity salience in Reicher, 1984a, 1984b; public and
private self-awareness in Prentice-Dunn & Rogers, 1989). These criteria will
be useful also to build hypotheses about intergroup biases, considering
similarity of concepts between de-individuation and automaticity of

intergroup discrimination.




As for the latter criteria, Spivey & Prentice-Dunn (1990) demonstrated

the importance of environmental cues to de-individuation effects. When there
were prosocial cues, de-individuated subjects showed more prosocial
behaviour, while when there were antisocial cues, they displayed more
aggression compared with individuated subjects. Therefore, their study
provides another illustration of the validity of Prentice-Dunn & Rogers’ (1989)
criticism of the traditional approach to crowd behaviour, which assumed only

anti-social consequences of de-individuation.

Distraction

A more general issue is what leads to de-regulation at a higher level of
behavioural control. A typical method in de-individuation studies is to
emphasise “groupness” to reduce self-focus, thus causing de-regulation. It
was pointed out, however, that this operationalisation overlooks behavioural
regulation through group identity (Reicher, 1984b). Meanwhile, note that

%

what is essential to the “groupness” operationalisation was to reduce
attentional focus to private aspects of self. Therefore, the question comes to be
what would reduce attention in general. This is where the concept of
distraction becomes relevant.

Distraction has been studied in a wide range of areas in social
psychology. In persuasion studies, for example, distraction was studied as a
moderator of a persuasive message which affects reception of the message
and prevents forming effective counter-arguments (see Petty & Brook, 1981,
for review). Distraction was also studied in its own right as an underlying
mechanism of social facilitation effects (see Baron, 1986, for a review). In this
section, let us briefly overview the construct of distraction, its effects, and its
operationalisations in social psychological studies.

Distraction will be defined, for the purposes of the present thesis, as a

mental state where one’s attention is being averted from, hence losing control
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over, a focal event. The focal event can be a goal-oriented task, behaviour
required for the task, or regulation of the behaviour. In other words,
distraction can occur at any level of behavioural control. Note that the term
distraction is used sometimes as a synonym for a distractor (distracting agent)
especially in experimental work.26 In experimental psychology, distraction
may be used to divert subjects’ attention from a main task, and may be
measured by the delay in response time on the main task.

Effects The primary effect of distraction may be to limit the amount
of cognitive resources available for a focal event. In social psychology, this
effect leads to various forms of secondary etfects depending on the level and
kind of focal events. These include: thought disruption (cf. Festinger &
Maccoby, 1964; Romer, 1979), evaluation apprehension (cf. Silverman &
Regula, 1968), compensatory drive (cf. Sanders & Baron, 1975), and category-
based or expectancy-congruent impression formation (cf. Fiske & Neuberg,
1990; Stangor & Ford, 1992).

The thought disruption effect of distraction influences attitude change
following a persuasive message. Summarising a number of studies on this
topic, distraction increases the persuasiveness of a message by preventing one
from forming effective counterarguments (although excessive distraction
leads to no change since it interferes with message comprehension) [see Petty
& Brock (1981) and Romer (1979), for review].

A motivating effect of distraction is illustrated by social facilitation
research. Social facilitation research concerns the effects of others’ presence on
task performance. It has been found that others’ presence facilitates simple
task performance and impairs complex task performance. One explanation of

this effect holds that others’ presence facilitates dominant responses by

26 For instance, “We view distraction as something that directs attention away from some
ongoing activity” (Baron, 1986, p.4).
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raising the performer’s drive level (Zajonc, 1965).27 Sanders & Baron (1975)
suggested that drive level is increased by the presence of others due to their
distracting property, and that “social facilitation effects may be merely a
subcategory of a more general phenomenon involving the motivational
effects of distraction” (p. 963). More generally, the link between distraction
and drivelike effects on task performance was formulated as distraction—-
conflict theory (e.g. Baron, 1986; Sanders, Baron & Moore, 1978).28 Thus,
whether the origin of distraction is others’ presence or mechanical distraction,
it is posited that distraction can lead to enhanced drive.??

Category-based impressions in person perception research refer to
impressions of a target person influenced by the person’s category labels (e.g.
sex, profession, nationality). This idea is based on differential cognitive
resource requirement for different forms of information processing (see Fiske
& Neuberg, 1990). Thus, it is claimed that an impression based on category
labels is easily formed while an impression based on detailed personal
attributes needs greater cognitive resources (e.g. capacity, attention, and
motivation). Therefore, distraction which limits the cognitive resources
available is suggested to lead to category-based impression (see Gilbert, 1989;
Stangor & Ford, 1992). Note that this effect is different conceptually from the
automaticity of the category differentiation process which was suggested
earlier. Category-based information processing involves applying existing
stereotypes of a category to a category member (e.g. “Kate is feminine”),

while the category differentiation process involves developing category

27 However, Sanders (1984) for example argued that the self-presentation explanation (to
look good in front of others) could not be excluded.

28 Note that the former reference explicitly qualified the performance function with
distraction: ” however, this prediction [increased simple task performance with distraction] is
not expected to hold for intense levels of distraction. Distraction—conflict theory recognizes
that even if distraction does clevate drive, it also diverts attention from the task” (p. 7).

29 According to Baron (1986), increase in drive-level derives from attentional conflict which
distraction causcs, not always, but in two cases: structural interference and capacity
interference.




stereotypes through categorisation of individuals (e.g. “Members of Group A

are more cheerful compared to members of Group B”) (see also Section 1.4).

Types of operationalisation As evident from its definition, the
operationalisation of distraction involves diversion of attention from the focal
event. Because of the relatively long history and wide range of distraction
studies, it is difficult to count all the particular methods of operationalising
distraction. However, it is possible to outline a typology of the
operationalisations. At least three types of operationalisation of distraction
can be distinguished (Table 1.1).

First, distraction can be operationalised as the imposition of an extra
task on subjects. There are several ways to sub-type the tasks within this class.
For instance, the task can be concurrent (e.g. Zimbardo, Snyder, Thomas,
Gold & Gurwitz, 1970) or sequential (e.g. Harkins & Petty, 1981); in the same
(e.g. Gilbert, Pelham & Krull, 1988) or different (e.g. Stangor & Duan, 1991,
Exp. 2) sensory mode. A second type of operationalisation utilises complexity
of the task in which subjects engage. One sub-type in this class may be
complexity of the task goal (e.g. Bodenhausen & Lichtenstein, 1987).
Complexity of task material itself may be another sub-type (e.g. Stangor &
Duan, 1991, Exp. 1). Crossed categorisation in intergroup relation research
can be subsumed under this class (see the previous section). Yet another type
of operationalisation involves a general level of attention rather than its
diversion. Anxiety, for example, has been suggested as a cause of narrowed
attention (Stephan & Stephan, 1985). Mood (e.g. Murry, Sujan, Hirt & Sujan,
1990), and limited cognitive capacity (Martin, Seta & Crelia, 1990, Exp. 3), are
also proposed to affect information processing (attention). A generally
reduced level of attention through these operationalisations is thought,
similarly, to produce the effects of distraction which derive from attentional

diversion through the former two types of operationalisations.
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Some of the specific operationalisations of distraction will be discussed

in some detail in the next section while briefly reviewing automaticity in

social cognition research.

Table 1.1 A typology of distraction operationalisations

Subtypes Examples
Imposition Concurrent Zimbardo et al, (1970)
G ain EXER sk Sequential Harkins & Petty (1981)
Same sensory mode Gilbert et al. (1988)
Different sensory mode Stangor & Duan (1991, Exp. 2)
Task complexity Task goal Bodenhausen & Lichtenstein (1987)
Task material Stangor & Duan (1991, Exp. 1)
General attentional Anxicty Stephan & Stephan (1985)
agpletion Mood Murry et al. (1990)

Limited cognitive capacity ~ Martin et al. (1990)

1.4 Automaticity in social cognition research

Social cognition research may be delineated in a narrow sense and a
broad sense. Social cognition in the narrow sense means a particular domain
in social psychology which deals with person perception and social inference.
In short, “the object of study concerns how people make sense of other people
and themselves” (Fiske & Taylor, 1984, p. 12). The broad sense of social
cognition research is more an approach to psychological phenomena. One
version of the approach employs an information processing analogy in
explaining human behaviour (e.g. Markus & Zajonc, 1985; Sherman, Judd &

Park, 1989). Another version views human behaviour and institutions as
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derivations of a broader human cognitive functioning (e.g. Leynes & Codol,
1988).

What relates to the present thesis in social cognition, however, is more
specific. First, there is a noticeable concern with the distinction between
automatic and intentional processing. Second, there is an overlap (e.g. in
stereotyping research) between social cognition and intergroup relations

research.

A theoretical feature in current social cognition research

Stereotyping and categorisation A conceptual overlap between
social cognition and intergroup relations research concerns similarity in
underlying psychological processes between the two areas. This can be
observed in the hypothesised process underlying stereotyping: categorisation.
Categorisation is thought to be a basis for stereotyping in social cognition
research; and for intergroup differentiation in intergroup relations research
(see Section 1.2). It would be useful to clarify the similarities and the
differences between categorisation and stereotyping.3V

The categorisation and stereotyping processes are deemed similar in
that both of them are cognitive processes which, put crudely, bundle
scattered entities into one set. In Taylor’s (1981) words, “the process of
developing generalizations about social groups and imputing attributes to
particular members of groups [i.e. stereotyping] is not fundamentally
different from that of developing generalizations and imputing attributes to
groups of targets [i.c. categorisation]” (p. 84, words in square parentheses

mine). They differ, however, in the targets of the process; targets of

30 In fact, this is not as casy as it first appears. As Ashmore & Del Boca (1981) noted, there is
no agreement among rescarchers on the mere concept of a “stercotype”, let alone whether or
not it is by definition bad. According to them, however, the agreed core meaning of the term
stercotype is “a sct of beliefs about the personal attributes of a group of people” (p. 16). They
also propose that “'stercotype” should be reserved for the set of beliefs held by an individual
regarding a social group and that the term “cultural stereotype” should be used to describe
shared or community-wide patterns of beliefs” (p.19). Judd & Park’s (1993) recent work
adopts this line of definition.

- 49 -




categorisation are groups of objects whereas those of stereotyping are groups
of people. More importantly, moreover, they perhaps differ in whether an
emphasis is on the first or the second component of the process. Thus, it is
thought that categorisation places emphasis on developing generalisations, and
stereotyping on imputing attributes. Indeed, it can be said that whereas the
categorisation process starts with forming (developing) a category itself,
stereotyping practically means applying pre-existing stereotypes to members
of the category.

These similarities and differences between categorisation and
stereotyping seem to reflect a discrepancy between the alleged basic process
(categorisation) and the process which the social cognition research actually
concerns (stereotyping). This discrepancy may also be the case with
intergroup research. The categorisation process is claimed to be a basis of
intergroup differentiation whereas in fact, researchers have been more
interested in its transformed versions such as category differentiation and
self-categorisation. Furthermore, social comparison and self-esteem have
come to be important variables in the research (see Sections 1.1 and 1.2).
Therefore, while intergroup relations research and (a part of) social cognition
research share the same alleged basic process, interests and actual processes
which they deal with differ in their own ways.

Automaticity  Next, it would be beneficial to consider a feature of the
processes assumed in social cognition research. A general emphasis on
mentalism and cognitive processes is the primary characteristic of the field
(cf. Fiske & Taylor, 1984, pp. 12-14). Of the assumed processes, there has been
an implicit concern for their automaticity-intentionality across many areas of
studies. The use of schema in person perception, for example, is proposed to
be automatic, unconscious, and mechanical in manner (e.g. Bargh &
Pietromonaco, 1982; Collins & Loftus, 1975; Higgins, Bargh & Lombardi, 1985;

Srull & Wyer, 1980). It is also claimed that larger activities, or sequences of




acts, are understood and conducted in a semi-automatic or mindless manner

(Abelson, 1976; Langer & Abelson, 1972). An extension of this schematic
information processing can also be seen in the concept of salience. Whether
through relative numerical distinctiveness alone or in combination with
category accessibility, salience of a category is assumed to trigger stereotypic
inference (e.g. McGuire, McGuire, Child & Fujioka, 1978; Oakes & Turner,
1986) and memory bias (e.g. Howard & Rothbart, 1978), perhaps in an
unavoidable manner.

In contrast to this traditionally implicit concern for automaticity, more
recent studies explicitly tackle this issue. For example, Fiske & Neuberg (1990)
theorised the influence of attentional and motivational resources, as well as
information configuration, on the category-based and attribute-oriented
processes in impression formation. It is firstly posited that “the rapid,
‘perceptual’, initial categorisation process ... requires no attention [that is, it is
automatic]” and subsequently “three ‘thoughtful” processes — confirmatory
categorization, recategorization, and piecemeal integration ... require
attention to and interpretation of ... information” (p. 12, words in square
brackets mine). While motivation (goals) is posited to affect the way
information is subsequently processed, available attentional resources are
assumed to determine its influence: “[only] by paying more attention, ... [is]
stereotyping ... amenable to intentional control” (p. 20, words in square
brackets mine).3! In other words, their theory of impression formation
explicitly recognises the automatic aspect of stereotyping and furthermore,

specifies conditions where intentional control is achieved.32

31 Qakes & Turner (1990), however, argue that available attentional resources (limited
information processing capacity, in their words) are not the cause of category-based
information processing. Instead, they propose the utility of category-based processing (i.c.
stereotype use). It could be said that Oakes & Turner (1990) emphasise the importance of
information configuration more than Fiske & Neuberg (1990).

32° A minimal group situation is considered, in Fiske & Neuberg’s (1990) model, to be at the
extreme example where the interpretation of a target’s attributes fit an available category
with ease.



This integration of automaticity and intentionality can be seen, though
in a different form, in Stangor & Ford’s (1992) analysis of accuracy-based
processing orientation. They suggest that people are primarily motivated to
understand others” behaviour as accurately as possible. This general goal
gives way, according to them, to less effortful expectancy-confirming
strategies when information processing becomes more difficult. While they
seem to claim that expectancy-confirming selectivity is intentional (they
describe it as a “strategy”), its operation should need less attention, and thus
be considered more automatic because the process operates under
“conditions that tax cognitive capacities” (p. 82). Judging from this, they
implicitly suggest that the sequential order of the strategies is the intentional
process first, and the automatic process second. Therefore, it is not necessarily
compatible with Fiske & Neuberg’s (1990) model which suggests default
initiation of the automatic category-based process. Nonetheless, it is
important now to note the fact that their model is also a compromise between

the automatic and the intentional components of information processing.

Selected examples of empirical studies

Devine’s (1989) study on stereotypes and prejudice  During and
after the American civil rights movement, racial prejudice, stereotypes, and
discrimination have clearly come to be regarded as undesirable in the United
States and countries under its influence. Nevertheless, the attitudes of the
people and the social system from which the attitudes were formed have
hardly changed. As a result, a new type of racism has been born. This is more
implicit, subtle, and is not easily detected (Katz & Taylor, 1988).

Devine (1989) argues that knowledge of a cultural stereotype is
different from its acceptance or endorsement. She assumes that social

stereotypes should be well-learned, and thus, automatic, because they have




been frequently activated in a person’s life, whereas personal beliefs need
conscious attention since they are relatively newly acquired.

Using a nonconscious priming procedure where the intentional
modification of response was impossible (cf. Bargh & Pietromonaco, 1982),
she showed that prejudice-like evaluations were evident regardless of

& I

subjects’ “prejudicedness” (Devine, 1989, Exp. 2). In a thought-listing task,
however, subjects showed differential prejudice according to their
prejudicedness (Exp. 3). Thus, high-prejudice subjects showed more negative
and less positive thoughts about the target group than low-prejudice subjects.
The former result was considered to show that both high- and low-prejudice
subjects shared the same extent of stereotypes, the knowledge about the
target group. In contrast, the latter result was interpreted to indicate
intentional inhibition of prejudice by low-prejudice subjects because thought-
listing is deemed as related to conscious attention.

On top of its unique theoretical claim about prejudice, this study
provides a good example of methodology in investigating automatic and
intentional processing. Thus, it utilised a combination of the hypothesised
individual differences in the intentional component as the independent
variable, and dependent measures with different sensitivity to automatic and
intentional components in prejudice.

Stangor & Duan’s (1991) study on person memory In contrast to
Devine’s study, Stangor & Duan’s (1991) work can be seen as rather more
theoretical. Their study concerns the organisation of social information under
distracted and non-distracted conditions. In one experiment, half of the
subjects were distracted with a concurrent task while learning about target
groups labelled as red or blue (Exp. 2). This concurrent task involved
listening to a news broadcast of which subjects were told that they would be
asked to report on later. Subjects” main task was to learn about people from

the two groups by reading their behavioural descriptions. The proportions of
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the behavioural descriptions with different friendliness, were varied in the
groups, so that recall of the behavioural descriptions could be determined as
congruent, or not, with the proportion of friendliness in the groups.

The results were, in short, that distracted subjects recalled significantly
greater expectancy-congruent Iinformation than incongruent information,
whereas non-distracted subjects remembered more incongruent information
than congruent information. This pattern of results was also confirmed with
a stimulus complexity manipulation (Exp. 1). Thus, recall of expectancy-
congruent information increased as the number of groups that subjects’ had
to learn about increased. These results were interpreted as showing that trait-
based expectancy-congruent information processing occurs when people are
not able to process information accurately (see Stangor & Ford’s model
described earlier).

A brief comment can be made about this study in relation to
intergroup processes. While Stangor & Duan (1991) claim that the results
under cognitive load give support to expectancy-congruent information
processing, the results can be more readily interpreted in terms of the
ongoing category differentiation process described earlier in the chapter. The
first reason is that subjects were not believed to have any “expectation” about
the anonymous “red” and “blue” groups when they started the tasks. The
expectation was, if any, formed during the learning session on the targets’
behaviour, not before. It follows that subjects could not possibly use a
strategy based on an expectancy that had not existed when they processed
information. A second reason concerns interpretation of the results. To recap,
subjects were more likely to remember expectancy-congruent than
incongruent information under cognitive load (with a concurrent task and
stimulus complexity). Because congruent behaviour was operationalised as
dominant behaviour for the group, in a sense, greater recall of expectancy-

congruent behaviour could be interpreted as better recall of information that




conforms to the supposedly category-based impression, whether friendly or

unfriendly. Effectively, this may indicate accentuation of the intra-category
similarities, such that similarity in friendliness within a group was
exaggerated. Thus, the results can be seen as indicating operation of the
categorisation process under cognitive load. Because of this cognitive load,
the accentuation effect is thought to have been rather automatic. This is
exactly what was suggested in the previous section, concerning the category
differentiation process — an intergroup application of the categorisation
process. The results from non-distracted subjects could be interpreted in
terms of the accuracy-based strategy. It is easy to believe that the accuracy
strategy operated during the learning session about the target groups. It is
more reasonable to assume that such a strategy should come into play when
cognitive resources are abundant; that is, in the non-distracted conditions.3?

To sum up, this study illustrates, first, the utility of distraction for
revealing an automatic component of a given phenomenon: when something
1s happening under distracted conditions, it indicates automaticity of the
relevant process.34 Second, the results of the cognitive load conditions in this
study are consistent with the category differentiation process interpretation in
two senses: it indicates both accentuation of intra-class similarity and
automaticity of the category differentiation process.

Gilbert et al’s cognitive busyness studies  Since Heider’s (1958)

early analysis on attribution, a distinction between disposition and situation

33 Another comment involves applicability of expectancy-confirming processing to
intergroup research. In a minimal group situation, it is thought that there are no expectations
about the groups except for, if any, generic norms of ingroup favouritism. Therefore,
information processing must be accuracy-oriented according to Stangor & Ford (1991).
However, as Howard & Rothbart (1978) demonstrated, memory is not necessarily accurate in
an intergroup situation. This may mean that an expectancy-confirming — more correctly
norm-confirming — process does occur in a minimal group situation. This would perhaps be
due to constraints on cognitive capacity for some reason or others.

34 NB this study showed that distraction facilitates the use of stereotypic information
processing strategics. Gilbert & Hixon (1991) demonstrated that distraction (“cognitive
busyness” in their words) inhibits activation of stercotypes, although it boosts their
application.



has been an important dimension in the attribution and social inference
research. Regarding this distinction, there is a suggestion of a “fundamental
attribution error” of dispositional attribution for others” behaviour (Ross,
1977). Specifically, it was claimed that observers tend to overestimate the role
of actors’ dispositions and underestimate situational pressures for their
behaviour. Related to this claim, Quattrone (1982) suggested that attributional
processes consist of three stages: categorisation (identification of actions),
characterisation (dispositional inferences about the actor), and correction
(situational adjustment); he also argued that the first stage (categorisation) is
performed rather automatically (see also Trope, 1986).

Based on these ideas, Gilbert, Pelham & Krull (1988) further suggested
that of the two inferential processes, the initial “characterization is generally
an overlearned, relatively automatic process that requires little effort or
conscious attention, whereas [the subsequent] correction is a more deliberate,
relatively controlled process that uses a significant portion of the perceiver’s
processing resources” (p. 734, words in square brackets mine). Gilbert (1989)
reported a series of experiments which support their contention that
characterisation needs little cognitive resources. These experiments typically
provide evidence that characterisation is not influenced, whereas correction is
hindered, by “cognitive busyness” (Gilbert & Krull, 1988; Gilbert & Osborne,
1989; and Gilbert et al., 1988). Cognitive busyness is equivalent, according to
Gilbert & Osborne (1989, footnote 1), to the more familiar term “cognitive
load” which means experimental depletion of one’s processing resources.

In one experiment (Gilbert & Osborne, 1989, Exp. 1), for example, the
subjects’ task was to estimate a videotaped person’s trait anxiety. Half of the
subjects were told that the target person was discussing anxiety-inducing
topics, and the other half were told that the target was discussing mundane
topics. While watching two 60 sec silent video clips of the target, half the

subjects in each of these conditions had additionally to rehearse an eight-digit




number, and the other half did not. Subjects gave ratings of target’s anxiety
on 13-point scales after watching the videos. It was assumed that situational
constraint information (anxiety-inducing topics) would be used for situational
adjustment (correction) of the initial dispositional inference (characterisation),
thus leading to less anxious estimation of the target. It was also predicted that
cognitive busyness (digit rehearsal) would prevent this correction since more
conscious attention is required at the correction stage than at the
characterisation stage. The results of the anxiety estimation supported these
ideas.

This is a typical example of the technique and the logic of cognitive
busyness studies showing automaticity and intentionality of social inferential
processes. What is important here is the notion that “automatic processes ...
require scant ‘resources’ and thus are not disrupted by concurrent processing
demands” (Gilbert, 1989, p. 194). This seems to be a shared assumption
among the researchers into the automatic process, that enables detection of its

very effects.

Cognitive resources in cognitive psychology

The issue of automaticity and distraction effects discussed in the
previous sections may be viewed from different perspectives. One of these
perspectives uses an attention and task performance paradigm. A number of
psychological models for human information processing have been suggested
within this perspective, which are divided mainly in two types: serial
processing or parallel processing. An issue which is potentially relevant to the
thesis concerns the nature of “cognitive resources” for performing particular
tasks (for related issues and different models, see Wickens [1989] and a
special issue [5] of Human Factors, [1988], 30 ).

Multiple-resource theory Reviewing studies that employed a dual-

task paradigm, Wickens (1980, 1984) suggested that the results from some of




the studies could be explained by introducing distinctions between
differences of the task characteristics on the dimension of processing stages,
modalities, and codes. The dimension of processing stages distinguishes early
(encoding and processing) and late stages (responding). The dimension of
modalities contrasts visual-manual with auditory-speech modalities. And, the
dimension of codes classifies verbal and spatial codes of perceptual and
central processing. According to his multiple-resource theory (Wickens, 1984),
multiple tasks are often performed using parallel processing in different
modalities. It is proposed that separate cognitive resources are allocated for
the perceptual-cognitive and response stages in the processing stage
dimension, for visual and auditory modalities in the modality dimension, and
for verbal and spatial codes in the codes dimension. Thus, multiple-resources
can be deployed to tackle concurrent tasks in different stages, modalities, and
codes.

The theory predicts that “as one task becomes more difficult (resource
demanding) in a dual-task environment, it will either produce progressively
more interference with a concurrent task or will itself suffer a progressively
greater dual-task decrement. The extent to which the former or latter effects is
observed will depend upon the extent to which the task in question is
designed as ‘primary’ or ‘secondary’. ... the aforementioned performance-
demand reciprocity will be manifest only to the extent that the two tasks
share fundamental processing structures or ‘resources’” ” (Wickens & Liu,
1988, p.600). In other words, a greater trade-off between task difficulty and
performance is predicted especially for a secondary task when tasks are
thought to share the same cognitive resource.

An implication of this model for the studies described in the previous
section may be that if a distracting task differs from the main task on any of
the three dimensions, it will not cause interference with the main task

performance because it does not usurp the necessary resources particularly
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for the main task. If this is the case, the absence of distraction effects may not
be attributable to the hypothesised (relative) automaticity of the underlying
process that the main task is supposed to capture. Note that utility of this
model resides in its potential to explain results of a dual-task study of which
two tasks were in different modalities or codes and that showed absence of
interference. This model will be returned to in the concluding chapter to

discuss the results of the experiments in the thesis.

Summary

In this section, social cognition research was briefly reviewed in
relation to the distinction between automaticity and intentionality. It was
pointed out that social cognition research overlaps intergroup research in
topics and hypothesised underlying processes. Next, two theoretical and
three empirical studies were presented in connection with automaticity and
intentionality of the processes. For the theoretical work, it was argued that the
two theoretical models are combinations of automaticity and intentionality.
For the empirical studies, assumptions of the differential cognitive resource
requirements for the different processes, and utility of distraction as a probing
technique for automaticity, were highlighted. Finally, a multiple-resource
model for the dual-task paradigm in cognitive psychology was briefly

discussed.

1.5 Conclusion

In the first section, the social identity research was briefly reviewed as
a background to the thesis. The main concepts, theories, and current issues
were discussed. Moreover, two elements in intergroup biases were pointed
out: accentuation and directionality. In the second section, it was argued that
both cognitive and motivational perspectives were indispensable to the

underlying psychological mechanisms. Next, various processes and their




effects were discussed, and a qualitative difference between two important
processes was suggested: the category differentiation process was claimed to
be less intentional and more automatic than the social identity process. In the
third section, salience and attention, de-individuation, and distraction were
discussed to provide a basis for the development of later hypotheses. In the
fourth section, the distinction between automaticity and intentionality in
social cognition research was highlighted. Relevant theoretical and empirical
studies were critically presented.

On the basis of the above consideration, the next chapter will raise a
strategic research question about the effects of distraction. A theoretical
framework will be presented to integrate contradictory predictions. The
following chapters will report seven empirical studies examining hypotheses

derived from the framework.
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Chapter 2

Research questions, assumptions, and hypotheses

Contents
2.1 The effect of distraction on ingroup bias: a contradiction
2.2 De-individuation and distraction
2.3 Distraction and ingroup bias
2.4 Group membership salience and ingroup bias

2.5 Assumptions and hypotheses

What is the relationship between attention and intergroup
discrimination? When we are not aware of, or we are not paying attention to
what we are doing, do we exert intergroup discrimination more, or do we
lessen the extent of the discrimination? In this chapter, ingroup bias, amongst
others, is taken as an index of intergroup discrimination and an empirical
issue is raised in relation to the effects of distraction.! A framework is then
suggested which integrates seemingly contradictory empirical evidence.

It has been claimed and found that social categorisation as a mental
process is the cause of ingroup bias.2 Ingroup bias is defined here as the
tendency to treat and evaluate people in favour of ingroup members in an
intergroup situation. While some variables have been reported to affect this

bias, these are mostly at a sociological level of analysis, with the exceptions of

1 For the purpose of clarity, it is suggested tentatively to distinguish ingroup bias from

intergroup biases. While ingroup bias is proposed to refer to the tendency described in the
main text above, intergroup biases can be defined as any bias caused by the intergroup
situation. These include accentuation of intra-group similarities and inter-group differences,
illusory correlation, ingroup bias, and so on.

2 There seems to be at least two usages of the term “social categorisation”. One refers to the
experimental manipulation to divide subjects into groups; the other to the mental operations
to classify social objects into categories. It is thought that the former experimental
manipulation is used by the experimenter perhaps to induce the latter mental operation in
subjects. It is important, however, to note that the former is an act of the experimenter, while
the latter is an act of the subjects. See also Jahoda (1986) and Turner (1978, p.107).
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the studies on group membership salience.® Because sociological
explanations tend to remain at a functional level of analysis, they do not
clarify the internal mechanism of the processes. Moreover, ingroup bias is a
psychological phenomenon as well as a sociological /societal one. If we accept
the proposition that ingroup bias is brought about as a result of certain
psychological processes, motivational or cognitive, there should be more
attempts to unravel the psychological processes which cause it.

This thesis, therefore, intends mainly to probe into these psychological
processes, especially focusing on the relationship between the cognitive and
the motivational processes of social categorisation itself, rather than
investigating the effects of external variables. It is hoped that this attempt will
help to further understand the phenomenon of ingroup bias in particular, and

intergroup discrimination in general.

2.1 The effect of distraction on ingroup bias

The key concept in the research on intergroup relations may be the
effect of group membership. In fact, group membership can be said to be the
necessary condition for defining intergroup situations from a psychological
point of view. The interest of the present study is to observe the effect of a
variable which may possibly affect the functioning of group membership, so
as to clarify its mechanism. The variable to be focused on here is distraction.
Distraction can be defined as the state in which one’s attention is diverted
from the focal event. This variable is potentially of importance because it has
been shown to affect intentional processes in different areas of research, and
because the processes pertinent to ingroup bias are suggested to differ in

intentionality (see Chapter 1 for both propositions). So, it is also theoretically

3 Those sociological variables include the goal relationships between groups (co-operation
and competition), the intra-group conditions (e.g. cohesiveness of the group), and the
relationships between the groups involved (similarity, status difference, etc.),
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relevant to examine the effects of distraction. At an empirical level, however,
the question is what happens to ingroup bias when one is distracted from
one’s group membership.

According to self-categorisation theory (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher
& Wetherell, 1987), salience of group membership facilitates ingroup bias.* It
follows, conversely, that less salience will lead to less ingroup bias. To
paraphrase, it is hypothesised that people will show less ingroup bias in a
distracting situation than in a non-distracting situation. The results of Abrams
(1985) support this idea. In his study, subjects in the distracted condition
showed less discriminatory strategy in minimal group reward allocation to
ingroup and outgroup others, compared with those in the enhanced attention
condition. This appears to illustrate that distraction leads to less ingroup bias.

On the other hand, there is some evidence which, in essence, seems to
suggest that cognitive distraction facilitates categorisation, hence causing
more ingroup bias.> For example, Hamilton & Rose (1980) found in their first
experiment that, after reading a number of descriptions of persons of various
occupations, subjects” estimates of the frequencies with which certain traits
had described persons in each of the occupational groups, displayed
erroneous correlation that was consistent with subjects” occupational
stereotypes. When faced with an overwhelmingly large number of stimuli (24
descriptions in Hamilton & Rose’s study), which possibly distracted their
attention, subjects seemed to categorise the stimuli with the help of pre-

existing stereotypes. Furthermore, similar results have been obtained in the

4 It should be noted as described in Chapter 1 that there is some confusion on the use and
the definition of the term salience. Some use the term to describe the objective characteristics
of a construct in relation to the situation (e.g. Fiske & Taylor, 1984), others including Turner
et al. (1987) use the term to denote the temporal quality of the construct in mind being
attended. The definition of the latter cffectively means the compounded concept of salience
and attention in the former (Abrams, 1992). Nonetheless, “salience” quoted here from Turner
etal. (1987) can be understood in the present context as having a similar quality as attention
in the Fiske & Taylor’s (1984) sense since the objective settings are thought to be fixed.

2 The origin of the idea can be traced back to Gordon Allport’s (1954) contention that human
cognitive limitation necessarily causes prejudice.
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research on category representation. To quote from a recent review,
“processing constraints such as time pressure or information overload are
likely to increase formation of category-based representation” (Messick &
Mackie, 1989, p.48).

For instance, Rothbart, Fulero, Jensen, Howard & Birrell (1978) found
that one’s impression of a collection of people was based more on group
characteristics than on individual characteristics in the high memory load
condition. Thus, while one’s estimation of individuals’ desirable
characteristics varied according to the proportion of desirable individuals
when there were relatively few characteristics, it varied with the proportion
of desirable characteristics themselves, regardless of the proportion of
desirable individuals, when the number of characteristics was large (see also
Pavelchak, 1989). This seems to show that information processing based on
categories tends to occur when the information set is large, thus when people
are cognitively overloaded.

A demographic investigation in Germany also supports this line of
research. Wagner & Schonbach (1984) reported that students in a lower
educational status estimated more negative attributions consistent with the
stereotype towards immigrants than those in a higher educational status.
Furthermore, a path analysis showed that it was actually mediated by such
cognitive capacities as cognitive complexity and intelligence. This result can
be interpreted as showing that processing constraints, or cognitive capacities
in this case, lead to more use of category information than that of individual
information.

To sum up, distraction, which is derived from complication of the
stimuli, a constraint on information processing, and so on, seems to

encourage category formation and its utilisation, and thus it may lead to

intergroup discrimination in general.




Apparently, these two sets of propositions contradict each other. One

claims that distraction decreases ingroup bias; the other suggests that it
increases the bias. How can these approaches be synthesised? Before getting
on to solve this puzzle, let us look at the research on de-individuation for a

clue.

2.2 De-individuation and distraction

Conceptually, de-individuation and distraction are similar in that both
deal with mental states that are different from normal ones and which involve
uncontrolled behaviour. So, it would be useful to clarify the relationship
between them.

As reviewed in Chapter 1, Prentice-Dunn & Rogers (1989) defined de-
individuation as an intra-individual process in which antecedent social
conditions reduce private self-awareness, thereby creating a subjective de-
individuation state. And it was further suggested in Chapter 1 that de-
individuation could be characterised, in terms of behavioural control, as a
process where one is being deprived of control at an intentional level of
behaviour.

In the meantime, distraction was defined earlier in this chapter as the
state where one’s attention is diverted from the focal event. Considering the
hierarchy of behavioural control, however, distraction can be re-defined here,
more generally, as the state, in which one’s attention is being averted from,
and hence one has lost control over, focal behaviour at any level of the
behavioural control hierarchy. So, it could be argued that de-individuation is
the kind of the process which creates distraction at an intentional level of
behavioural control.

If this is the case, a similar kind of framework can be applied to

distraction as to de-individuation in order to clarify the phenomenon. Recall




that output of the de-individuation process was proposed to vary depending

on 1) different levels of behavioural control, and thus different nature of
internal states, and on 2) situational variables external to de-individuation
itself (e.g. personal vs. social identity salience, public vs. private self-
awareness, and so on). Likewise, it could be argued that the effects of
distraction will be subject to 1) (manipulations that lead to) different levels of
behavioural control, and to 2) the situations or contexts in which the
behaviour occurs.

From the viewpoint of the framework above, it is firstly important to
determine at which control level distraction gives influence: at the intentional
control level or at the automatic (cognitive) control level. Secondly, as regards
the situational factor, salience of group membership (or social categorisation)
is of analytic interest for the obvious reason that it determines intergroup
relations (“salience” in Fiske & Taylor’s sense. See footnote 4). Now, let us go
back, and apply this framework to the contradiction mentioned in an earlier
section. The following two sections consider the two dimensions of the
framework above respectively in order to interpret the contradiction and to

develop hypotheses.

2.3 Distraction and ingroup bias

First of all, it would be worth considering what processes of ingroup
bias are likely to operate at what level of behavioural control. This
examination will then allow detailed discussion as to how distraction relates
to different processes of ingroup bias. The resultant clarification will,

subsequently, be applied to the contradiction presented earlier.

The processes of ingroup bias and their levels of control
Two processes have already been suggested in Chapter 1 as important

for ingroup bias. The first is category differentiation as the cognitive process;
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the second is the social identity process as the motivational aspect. And for
revision, these two processes were proposed in Chapter 1 to differ on the
automaticity-intentionality dimension: the cognitive process was assumed to
be more automatic and the motivational process to be more intentional. The
reasons were just briefly: the former is assumed to be a perceptual process,
and thus to be at a lower level of behavioural control hierarchy; theories on
behavioural regulation generally posit that control at a lower level is
automatic; category differentiation is thought to be a well-learned and
frequently repeated behavioural pattern; the social identity process is
suggested to be a goal-oriented process, the goal of which is to enhance
and/or maintain ingroup esteem; and this is thought to involve complex
mental operations (see Section 1.2 for detailed discussion).

Meanwhile, the levels of behavioural control were suggested to be
classified into two broader levels: the intentional and the automatic levels.
Thus, from the above automaticity-intentionality arguments, the category
differentiation process, firstly, can be seen at the automatic level of
behavioural control. Secondly, the social identity process can be seen at the

intentional level of behavioural control.

Distraction and the social identity process

The relationship between distraction and the motivational process of
social identity is easily seen from the above consideration of behavioural
control levels. Distraction is thought to affect intentional processes in general.
More specifically, it is assumed to hinder or block the intentional processes by
usurping attentional energy necessary for the process to operate (see Section
1.3 for relevant discussion). It follows that distraction will prevent control at
the intentional level. Therefore, it is predicted that more distraction will
reduce the effect of the social identity process since the social identity process

is thought to operate at the intentional level of behavioural control. Although
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it is interesting how different intentions interact under a certain degree of
distraction, suffice it to mention for now that they may also interfere with

each other. This issue will be further discussed later in the thesis.

Distraction and the category differentiation process

There can be two views in connection with the relationship between
distraction and the category differentiation process depending on the extent
of automaticity that the process is hypothesised to have. The first is an
extreme view of automaticity of the category differentiation process, and the
second a mild view.

A strong view of automaticity = The first view relies heavily on the
automaticity of the process.® As the category differentiation process is
thought to operate at the automatic level of control, it is argued that
distraction does not affect the process until the distraction becomes fairly
large. As long as subjects’ attention is distracted at the intentional level only,
this process will still function due to high accessibility of the process.” After
this point, distraction is expected to disrupt the process even at the automatic
control level. Thus, this view predicts that the category differentiation process
will operate equally effectively regardless of the degree of distraction, up to a
certain point.

However, it can also be suggested that expression of the automatic
process may actually increase with distraction. Because distraction is
generally thought to affect processes at the intentional more than the

automatic levels of control, it not only prevents the intentional processes from

6 The meaning of automaticity in this thesis mainly involves required cognitive resources.
See Section 1.2 for further discussion.

7" The background assumption is that different psychological processes need different
amounts of cognitive attention to execute them. Some processes including perceptual
categorisation are thought to occur with less attention, whereas other processes need more
intentional attention to execute them (cf. discussions in Devine, 1989; also section 4 in
Chapter 1). Accessibility of category utilisation, that is, to summarise or simplify the
situation, can be claimed to be high owing to life-long experience of doing so. Note that the
term accessibility here refers to how easy it is to activate and execute the process. It does not
refer to the idea commonly used in the cognitive approach in social psychology.
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occurring, but can also facilitate detection of the automatic processes by
means of inhibiting the intentional processes which are assumed to disturb
expression of the automatic process (cf. Devine, 1989).

This principle can also be applied to explain some of the results
described earlier. For example, one effect of processing constraints mentioned
earlier was that information processing becomes category-based. This result,
however, can be seen instead as the facilitation of expression of category
information processing when constraints are imposed on intentional
processes which inhibit it.?

In brief, it is suggested that expression of the category differentiation
process will be facilitated, and thus will lead to greater ingroup bias under
distraction. Thus, it is hypothesised further that the more distraction, the
more the automatic process of category differentiation will become apparent.

Last but not least, it is important to note that distraction must affect
only the intentional level of control in order for the above arguments to stand.
In other words, distraction must be just strong enough to induce de-
individuation in Prentice-Dunn & Rogers’ (1989) sense. Earlier in this chapter,
distraction was defined as the state in which one loses control over focal
behaviour at any level of the behavioural control hierarchy. Thus, distraction
may be greater than that preventing merely the intentional level of control as
mentioned earlier. If distraction is greater, it comes to affect processes even at
the automatic control level. It is then possible that even the category
differentiation process is unlikely to operate. The prediction in this case is that
there will be no ingroup bias.

A mild view of automaticity The second view depends on a

hypothesised functional relationship between distraction and the category

8 Thereis a parallelism between this principle and Gilbert and others” arguments in that
both conceptualise intentional processes as suppressing agents (see Gilbert, 1989; Devine,
1989; etc.) . However, while the work of Gilbert and others mainly concerns the use of
stereotype, the current idea assumes category differentiation as a relevant event.
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differentiation process. This relationship is an extrapolation from Messick &
Mackie’s (1989) contention that processing constraints are likely to increase
formation of category-based representations. As opposed to the first view,
this view predicts that the category differentiation process itself is facilitated
as distraction increases. Though this relationship seems to remain functional,
a possible mediator can be the amount of cognitive resources available. In
fact, some theorists on impression formation assert that large cognitive
resources encourage accuracy-processing or individuating processes whereas
small cognitive resources necessitate category-based processing (cf. Fiske &
Neuberg, 1990; Stangor & Ford, 1992). This view is reminiscent of Allport’s
classic study of prejudice. As for the reasons for the relationship however,
there is nothing but an evolutionary explanation thus far: simply that it is
(was) adaptive to do so (cf. Gilbert, 1989).

Although there is also an assumption of automaticity of the process in
the second view, it is not as strict as in the first. The meaning of automaticity
here, perhaps, remains only inescapability. Therefore, it is not exactly the
same as the one presupposed in the first view. The role of behavioural control
levels is not clear in the second view.

Summary and a conclusion Two views on the relationship between
distraction and the category differentiation process were depicted. The first
view provides a convincing explanation of the relationship: it is consistent
with the strict sense of automaticity of the process, as well as the behavioural
control hierarchy. Meanwhile, the second view appears plausible though it
does not necessarily fit these ideas. Despite the differences, however, both
views predict the positive relationship between distraction and expression of
the category differentiation process. The current thesis prefers the first view

because it is the richer and more constructive. This issue will be discussed

again in a later chapter.




Solving the contradiction

The levels of the relevant processes and their relation to distraction
have been examined so far. This sub-section will consider how these analyses
may be applied to solve the contradiction presented at the beginning of the
chapter.

Nature of the studies The contradiction centres on whether
distraction leads to more or less ingroup bias. Concerning the level of
behavioural control, it would firstly be useful to interpret the nature of the
two sets of studies which suggest an opposite direction for the distraction
effect. It can be argued that the former set, which suggest increased ingroup
bias with distraction, are largely concerned with the level of automatic
control, rather than the level of intentional control. This can be demonstrated
by listing the explanatory concepts used in the studies: cognitive overload,
cognitive capacities, information processing constraints.

Meanwhile, the second set, which indicate reduced ingroup bias due to
distraction, seems to concern the intentional level of control, rather than the
automatic level of control. In illustration of the nature of the studies, it is
enough for now to say that distraction in Abrams’ (1985) study was induced
by a verbal instruction which explicitly asked subjects to conduct a task
unrelated to group membership, and that this manipulation was intended to
block the mental processes pertinent to ingroup bias. It is, therefore, assumed
that subjects were expected not to have an intention to engage in ingroup
esteem maintenance/enhancement. In short, it could be said that the
contradiction stems partly from the different levels of analysis in the two sets
of studies.

Dependent variables in the studies In view of the arguments in the
previous sub-sections, it is presumed that distraction will decrease ingroup
bias as measured by indices of the effect of the social identity process,

whereas it will increase bias according to indices which tap the outcome of
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the category differentiation process. It is, therefore, proposed that the
differential results between the two sets of studies might have been caused by
different types of dependent variables adopted in the studies: cognitive
measures for increase with distraction, and intentional indices for decrease
with distraction. This reasoning is supported when one takes another look at
the measures used in each study.

Thus, the former set of studies are thought to have dealt with cognitive
indices, such as impression formation, memory, and stereotypes, which seem
suitable for detecting the effect of the cognitive process of categorisation.
These studies do indeed suggest increase in bias with distraction. Meanwhile,
the dependent variables in Abrams (1985) were measured in terms of reward
allocation, which apparently meant to measure more intentional behaviour
than simply cognitive effects. And in fact, the results showed decrease in bias
in the distracted condition. It can be construed that category differentiation
might have worked in the distracted condition, but that it was simply not
detected very well in the reward allocation indices.”

In short, revision of the dependent measures in the studies
demonstrates that the difference in the measurement types was likely to be

another determinant of the contradiction between the two sets of results.

Summary of the section

The contradiction pointed out earlier between the two sets of results
was whether distraction leads to increased or decreased ingroup bias. The
level of behavioural control has been demonstrated to be a useful concept in
solving the contradiction.

Firstly, the relevant processes were examined in terms of their control

level and their relationship with distraction. Secondly, these analyses were

? Indirect evidence of this reasoning is given by Hong & Harrod’s (1988) study, where they
manipulated amount of thinking, and obtained significant ingroup bias in rating indices even
in the distraction condition as well as in the control condition.




applied to the studies that appeared to have contradictory results. It was
suggested that the level of analysis was different between the two sets of
studies. Moreover, examination of the dependent variables in the studies
demonstrated that different forms of measurement might have been
responsible for the contradiction.

In conclusion, it is likely that the contradiction derived from
confounding two distinct processes at different levels of behavioural control.
These analyses also suggest the theoretical and empirical importance of
distinguishing the two processes and the different levels of behavioural

control.

2.4 Group membership salience and ingroup bias

The second dimension of the framework presented earlier was
situational factors external to distraction. Salience of group membership was
chosen for this dimension simply because it was assumed to determine the
intergroup situation, where the phenomenon of ingroup bias was predicted to
take place. However, group membership salience is thought to have further
significance for the following reasons.

Firstly, it was implicitly assumed that ingroup-esteem
maintenance/enhancement —the goal of the social identity process— is the
major intention in intergroup situations. Although this assumption is quite
acceptable in view of a large amount of research in intergroup relations, there
is also evidence that shows other intentions may be strong (e.g., Ng, 1981;
Rabbie, Schot & Visser, 1989). Meanwhile, several researchers seem to suggest
that intergroup competitiveness and a norm of ingroup favouritism are
dominant in intergroup situations, whereas an equity rule and politeness
ritual are prevalent in interpersonal interactions (cf. Diehl, 1989; Insko et al,

1988; Ng, 1986). Since competitiveness and ingroup favouritism in intergroup
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situations are theorised to derive from group membership, and since the

social identity process is thought to be a bridge between the two, salience of
group membership is hypothesised to highlight the intentional process of
social identity. It can be said, therefore, that group membership salience not
only sets the stage for intergroup relations, but also controls likely intentions
in the setting.

Related to the first reason, the dimension of group membership
salience is of interest because it gives an opportunity to test the assertion that
ingroup bias comes at least partly from the social identity process. According
to the social identity process, it is hypothesised that the degree of social
identification with the relevant group determines the degree of the outcome
of the process (Brown, Condor, Mathews, Wade & Williams, 1986). Hence, it
is expected that the degree of ingroup bias will vary with the degree of
identification. Although identification is conceptually a subjective index and
cannot, in principle, be manipulated externally, this can be achieved by
changing the degree of group membership salience because it is thought to
increase the likelihood that one identifies with the relevant group. Besides
that, since the category differentiation process is assumed to be rather
automatic, it is not expected to rely on the degree of salience so long as there
is a sufficient category salience to evoke the process. Consequently, it is
hypothesised that variations in the degree of salience is more relevant to the
social identity process. Group membership salience, thus, should map
directly onto the social identity process.

Lastly, the dimension of group membership salience is theoretically
important because it is assumed to interact with distraction, thus allowing a
test of the hypotheses concerning the alleged processes for ingroup bias. On
the one hand, salience of group membership is presumed to lay the

foundation for both the motivational process of social identity and the




cognitive process of category differentiation.!’ In other words, group

membership salience can be said to set the stage. Neither process would be
triggered in the absence of at least a minimum degree of group membership
salience. On the other hand, this general tendency is assumed to be qualified
by distraction in such a way that distraction affects the intentional process
more than the cognitive process when group membership is salient, whereas
distraction does not affect either of the processes when group membership is

not salient.!!

2.5 Assumptions and hypotheses

Assumptions
Finally, the following is a summary of general assumptions implicit in
the arguments so far. Hypotheses drawn from the arguments in this chapter

are subsequently restated on the basis of the assumptions.

1 Ingroup bias is caused in intergroup situations by two main processes:

the category differentiation process and the social identity process.

2 The category differentiation process is characterised as a cognitive process
at the perceptual level; the social identity process as a motivational

process, the goal of which is to maintain and enhance ingroup-esteem.

3 Therefore, the category differentiation process operates more

automatically and less intentionally than the social identity process.

4a The category differentiation process operates when the relevant categories

are salient.

10 For both processes, at least a minimum degree of group membership salience (i.e. category
salience) is presumed necessary.

1T Note that it was formerly assumed that distraction would increase expression of the
cognitive process of category differentiation. However, distraction is not expected to affect
the cognitive process at a theoretical level in one view. And it is only functionally related to
the cognitive process in another view.




4b Expression of the category differentiation process is suppressed when
other intentions are counteracting (e.g. accuracy goal would suppress

category differentiation).

5a The social identity process operates when one identifies with the category.

The category must be salient, in the first place, to be identified with.

5b The social identity process is partly inhibited by counteracting intentions

(e.g., equality, fairness, & self-presentation)

6 The social identity process is a major intentional process in intergroup
situations when group membership is salient, though other intentions are

also at work.

7 Distraction hinders intentional processes in general. Therefore, the social

identity process is also impeded by distraction.

8 The category differentiation process is blocked only by the strongest

distraction.

9 Increasing group membership salience increases the likelihood that one

identifies with the relevant group.

Hypotheses

Listed below are the principal hypotheses of the thesis. Because they
are still at a general level, each hypothesis will be translated into a specific
prediction when tested in the individual studies. (The relevant assumptions

are noted in the parentheses, with the most important ones being in bold.)

I When relevant categories are salient, the category differentiation process

will occur even under distraction. (1, 2, 3, 4a)




N

When relevant categories are salient, expression of the category

differentiation process will increase with distraction. (1, 2, 3, 4a, 4b)

3 Increased group membership salience will increase the effect of the social
identity process whereas it will not affect the category differentiation

process. (1, 2, 4a, 5a, 9)

4 When group membership is salient, distraction will reduce the effect of the

social identity process. (1, 2, 3, 5a, 6, 7)

5 As distraction increases, the less group membership salience will be

related to the outcome of the social identity process. (1, 2, 3, 5a, 6, 9)

6 Distraction will not affect the relationship between the outcome of the
category differentiation process and group membership salience. (1, 2, 3,

4a) 12

7 Under the strongest distraction, no ingroup bias will be observed. (1, 6, 8)

12 Note that this prediction concerns individual differences in the strength of the category
differentiation process. The relationship between individual differences in category
differentiation and group membership salience is not, in fact, known. A naive guess is that
those who tend to engage strongly in category differentiation may also be readily influenced
by group membership salience. Alternatively, these two tendencies may be completely
unrelated. Therefore, this prediction is only a tentative one.
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Chapter 3

Study 1. Distraction, group membership salience,
and ingroup bias

- Pilot study 1 and Experiment 1 -

Contents
3.1 Background
3.2 Pilotstudy 1
3.3 Experiment 1: Method
3.4 Experiment 1: Results

3.5 Discussion

The second chapter raised an empirical question, and a theoretical
framework was suggested to give an integrative explanation for it. The
question was whether distraction leads to increased or decreased ingroup
bias.

In the first section of this chapter, the theoretical relevance of this
empirical question is discussed, and some of the general assumptions of the
thesis are restated. Next, particular measurement assumptions and related
issues in measurement are addressed. The first section concludes with an
experimental design, and predictions derived from it. Subsequent sections
report a pilot study and the first experiment. The pilot study develops an
experimental procedure, particularly that of a distraction manipulation.
Experiment 1 was originally designed to test some of the hypotheses
constructed in the second chapter. The final section discusses the results of
the studies and re-evaluates the experimental procedure.

Although the two studies were conducted in different countries, thus

in different cultures for an administrative reason, this thesis does not
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specifically encompass cultural factors. However, caution will be taken to

compare and interpret the results of the studies.

3.1 Background

Theoretical relevance

Since Tajfel et al. (1971), minimal group experiments have repeatedly
demonstrated that simple division of subjects into two groups leads to
ingroup bias, that is, given the groups, one evaluates and treats anonymous
others in favour of members of one’s own group compared with those of the
other group. Two processes have been suggested as the underlying causes of
this phenomenon: the cognitive and the motivational processes.

The cognitive process relevant to this phenomenon is thought to be a
perceptual process where one categorises or uses the existing categorisation
in order to see the complicated world in a meaningful way. The motivational
process pertinent to ingroup bias is considered to be an identity process
where one tries to maintain and enhance one’s group esteem. In this thesis,
the former is called the category differentiation process, and the latter the
social identity process.

One of the purposes of the thesis is to demonstrate the effects of these
two processes empirically, not just as a theoretical speculation. Several
attempts have been made so far to show the effects of each process. For
example, Karasawa (1988) induced subjects to hold either strong or weak
group identification and examined its interaction with subjects’ own group
status (inferior or neutral). When group identification was weak, subjects in
the inferior status condition favoured outgroup members, who are superior,
while they favoured their own group members as much as those in the
neutral status condition did when group identification was strong. This

demonstrates, it can be said, that intensity of social identity preserved the
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social identity process while resisting reality. Analogous results were
subsequently obtained in Karasawa (1991), and a meta-analysis also indicated
moderate support for importance of group identification as a predictor of
ingroup bias (Hinkle & Brown, 1990).

For the category differentiation process, studies on social judgements
have provided some evidence of the process (e.g. Eiser & Stroebe, 1972). In
McGarty & Penny (1988), for instance, subjects were asked to judge political
statements on the right wing-left wing scale. These political statements were
labelled as taken from two authors, and salience of the two authors’” political
positions were varied depending on the conditions. There was a consistent
tendency that salience led to greater category differentiation in the
judgements. Thus, intra-class similarity and meta-contrast ratio (Turner et al.,
1987) both increased, and inter-class overlap decreased, with salience. More
importantly, this category differentiation effect was mediated by subjects’
own political position. Category differentiation was more apparent when
subjects’ political position was relevant to the judgmental dimension. This
firstly indicates individual differences in sensitivity to certain categories, and
conversely demonstrates importance of dimensional relevance of the scale.
Nevertheless, this study basically illustrates how judgements are influenced
by categories ascribed to judgmental events.

However, these studies each investigated only one of the two processes
and thus give no hint concerning the relationship between the two. Though
several theorists have suggested certain ideas about the relationship, there is
not enough evidence to draw a conclusion (see Chapter 1 for different
theoretical perspectives). With this background in mind, the present studies
were designed to disentangle the mechanism of the processes, by utilising the
qualitative differences between the processes. Distraction is used as a tool in

this exploration. Presence and absence of the distraction effects can be
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informative of whether, or which of, the processes are concerned with the

variable of interest.

Measurement assumptions

Test of this idea requires developing the appropriate indices to
measure the effects of each of the two different processes. Therefore, it was
decided to use several different types of dependent measures including the
two traditional indices in the research, which are point allocations on matrices
and evaluative ratings on semantic differential scales.

It is tentatively predicted that point allocations are concerned
relatively more with the motivational process of social identity whereas the
use of evaluative rating scales reflects the cognitive process of category
differentiation.! It may be useful, at this point, to address two related issues
regarding this assumption. First, characteristics of the response on a measure
are conceptually separate from those of the hypothesised process that the
measure is assumed to tap (For example, typing— often a well-learned,
nearly “automatic” response— may reflect complex “intentional” mental
operations, such as arguing; it may reflect less intentional operations, such as
copy typing). Second, characteristics of a process are not the same as the
process itself. It is the hypothesised processes, not their characteristics, that are
proposed to be captured relatively better in the stated measures. For these
two reasons, whether responses on the measures (as opposed to processes)
are motivational or cognitive, or intentional or automatic (as opposed to
processes themselves) is a secondary issue. What is more important is
whether the processes are appropriately tapped with the stated measures.

With these points in mind, it is argued that the tentative empirical

assumption made above is tenable. The first reason is that while point

1 This empirical assumption is tentative in the sense that it will only be used as a guideline to
interpret the results. Therefore, validity of this assumption will be empirically assessed later
in the thesis.
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allocation is thought to comprise more direct comparison between ingroup
and outgroup— the essential part of the social identity process, evaluative
ratings involve less direct comparison. This because ratings require
independent judgements of the different targets; they are usually
administered separately for different targets. In addition, point allocation
tasks allow the use of various “strategies”; it is implicitly assumed by
researchers that the point allocations reflect subjects” intentional allocation
plans. In contrast, ratings on SD scales are assumed to be based on the image
that subjects hold about the targets. Thus, it could be argued that ratings
correspond more closely to the mere perception on the targets— an outcome
of the category differentiation process. Related to this, it has been an implicit
assumption among researchers that ratings on SD scales can tap respondents’
stereotypes— the outcome of stereotyping or categorisation. It could be
similarly argued that ratings on SD scales are useful to identify the outcome
of the category differentiation process (see the next sub-section, however, for
a measurement issue).2 Finally, a rather secondary reason (since it relates
more to the characteristics rather than the processes themselves) is that
because evaluative judgements are thought to be made instantaneously, there
is relatively little room for intentional processes to come into play in
evaluative ratings (cf. Fazio, Sanbonmatsu, Powell & Kardes, 1986).

It should be noted that the assumption concerns relative merit of the
different measures for the different processes. Comparative and strategic
aspects could be easily emphasised for ratings if an experimenter wishes so.
However, it is believed that the above arguments on the relative differences
between the measures are plausible in a very neutral minimal intergroup

situations.

< The direction of the rating bias (i.e. ingroup-favouring) may be explained by an
unconscious process suggested by Perdue, Dovidio, Gurtman & Tyler (1990).
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Issues in measurement

An important issue is the expected discrepancy between analyses at
the theoretical and the empirical levels. This not only concerns the general
issue of measurement accuracy, but also involves particular hypotheses about
the effect of distraction, especially on the category differentiation process.
That is, while the output of the automatic process of category differentiation
is hypothesised to be unaffected by distraction at a theoretical level, it is
expected to increase with distraction at an empirical level. This issue was
briefly discussed also in the earlier chapters. The first reason for the expected
increase is that expression of the automatic process is thought to be
suppressed by counteracting intentions (cf. Gilbert, 1989; Devine, 1989). The
second, connected, reason is that distraction is suggested to remove this
suppression by inhibiting the intentions concerned. Therefore, no matter how
accurate the measurement is, the expressed output of the automatic process
will not reveal the actual enhancement of the process as a function of
distraction.

A solution to this fundamental problem is that the predicted direction
of the expressed output of the category differentiation process with
distraction is opposite to that of the social identity process. Nonetheless, care
should be taken in discussing the results especially when interpreting
theoretical implications of results.

Another, mainly empirical, problem concerns measurement of the
processes. It was tentatively assumed, in the present study, that point
allocations are concerned relatively more with the motivational process of
social identity whereas the evaluative rating scales with the cognitive process
of category differentiation. However, whatever the indices might be, the pure
outcome of the social identity process cannot be captured because the
category differentiation process has automatic effects. In other words, every

index is thought to be under the influence of the category differentiation
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process to some degree. Therefore, even on the point allocation indices, what

is important is the change in the degree of ingroup bias as a function of
distraction, rather than its absolute value, because only the change would

reveal that part of ingroup bias contributed by the social identity process.

Predictions for Experiment 1

In addition to distraction, group membership salience is manipulated
in the present study. The importance of this variable was already discussed in
Chapter 2. To recap, group membership salience is essential to define an
intergroup situation from a psychological viewpoint, implies particular
intentions in the situation, and is thought to be a core of the social identity
process. Salience is also assumed to interact with distraction, thus allowing a
test of the hypotheses concerning the alleged processes for ingroup bias.

In Experiment 1, distraction (present or absent) was crossed with
group membership salience (salient or non-salient), using a 2 x 2 between-
subjects factorial design. Note that category membership was intended to be
kept at least minimally salient for every condition (cf. assumption 4a in
Chapter 2). The general hypotheses stated in Chapter 2 are modified to
conform to the current experimental design, as well as to the present
assumption that point allocation indices reflect the social identity process and
evaluative rating indices reflect the category differentiation process. Under

these conditions, it is predicted:

1 that evaluative ratings will reveal ingroup bias in all conditions
(evaluative ingroup bias was taken as an index for intergroup

differentiation);

N

the degree of bias will be greater in the distraction than the no

distraction conditions;
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3 ingroup bias on the point allocation indices will be greater when group

membership is salient than non-salient;

4 group membership salience will not affect ingroup bias on the rating

indices;

5 when group membership is salient, there will be less ingroup bias in point

allocations in the distraction than the no distraction conditions;

6 the more distracted subjects are, the less strongly group membership

salience will be related to ingroup bias in the allocation indices;

7 distraction will not affect the relationship between ingroup bias on rating

indices and the degree of group membership salience.

It is thought that testing these predictions depends on the success of
the experimental procedure in bringing about, at least, ingroup bias in a
minimal group situation. For this, and other reasons described shortly, a pilot

study was designed, and is reported in the next section.

3.2 Pilot study 1

The aim of the pilot study was twofold. First, to check if the procedure
as a whole was appropriate. A particular interest was whether or not a certain
distraction technique was effective in the minimal group situation.

Abrams (1985) and Hong & Harrod (1988) are the only two studies, to
the author’s knowledge, which utilised distraction in the experimental design
in a minimal group situation. The former manipulated distraction by verbal
instructions in the beginning, and the latter by distracting tasks inserted
between the measurements of ingroup bias. In the present study, it was
decided to use concurrent distracting task described below. This type of

manipulation was expected to have an advantage of better control of




distraction over the subjects because it forces subjects’ attention away from
the main tasks and because it enables one to manipulate a specific amount of
distraction at a specific time. However, as there has been no study that used
this method in the research area, the present study arbitrarily adopted a
degree and a technique of distraction, taking account of studies in the social
facilitation research (e.g. Sanders & Baron, 1975).3

Second, it was designed to test the hypotheses listed in the previous
section. One assumption was that point allocation indices mainly concern the
motivational process of social identity while evaluative ratings reflect the
cognitive process of category differentiation. Through testing the hypotheses,
it was hoped to unveil qualities of these indices especially on the

intentionality-automaticity dimension.

Subjects and design

One hundred and thirty-two, 12-13 year old pupils from four classes at
a junior high school in Osaka, Japan, participated in the experiment in a 2 (
distraction: present vs. absent ) x 3 (group membership salience: salient, non-
salient, and control ) experimental design.#®> Pupils from one of the four
classes were assigned to the salient condition. Similarly, those from other two
classes and those from the last class were respectively assigned to the non-
salient and the control conditions. Half of the pupils in each class were given

an extra task as a distraction manipulation.

3 An alternative strategy might have been to identify the appropriate degree of distraction to
be tested before the exploration of the hypothesis. However, it would not have been
informative to take this strategy because there is no reference point that can be used to infer
the relationship between ingroup bias and a particular degree of distraction.

4 At the point of the classification of the pupils before the academic vear, they were
randomly assigned to the four classes.

2 Control groups for salience were included in the design to check the general effect of the
current distraction manipulation, free from a group context.
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Procedure

The experiment was conducted in a classroom by an experimenter
—the Principal of the school—, and an assistant —the class teacher—, in a
group session for an entire class of pupils. The procedure of each condition
was as follows.

1) General instruction  Subjects were told that the experiment was
about decision making. They were instructed to keep quiet and not to peep at
each others’ paper, during the session.

2) Distribution of the dependent measure booklet A dependent
measure booklet and a small envelope were distributed to each subject in the
classroom. The booklet consisted of two main parts: point allocation tasks and
evaluative ratings.

3) Manipulation of group membership salience To divide subjects
into two groups, a lottery was used, following the procedure adopted by
Lemyre & Smith (1985). Subjects drew a lot from a box as the experimenter
and the assistant walked around with the box. Subjects were requested to
read the lot, and keep it secret. For the salient and the non-salient conditions,
the lot gave subjects a person number and a group membership. Each
subject’s person number was unique and none of the numbers appeared in
the dependent measure booklet. The group label was either “red” or “white”.
This division of the class into the two groups was explained using a figure on
the blackboard. In the control conditions, the lot gave subjects only the person
number. And thus, there was no explanation about the class division into the
two groups. Subjects were asked to fill in the personal number and the group
name, when appropriate, at the top of every page of the dependent measure
booklet.

After looking at the lot, subjects put it in their envelope. In the salient

conditions, subjects were requested to take seat on one side in the classroom
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according to the group division. For the non-salient conditions, they did not
move.

4) Manipulation of distraction  After the lottery, the experimenter
explained with examples how to complete the rating and point allocation
tasks in the booklet. Subjects were told that there was no right or wrong
answer.

Distraction was manipulated by written instruction on the cover page
of the dependent measure booklet. Some letters, characters, and digits were
italicised on each page of the booklet (35 letters and characters, and 12 digits
in total). Subjects in the distraction conditions were asked, in the instruction,
to copy all the slanted letters and digits into the margin on the right-hand side
when they came across them during the tasks. After everyone completed the

booklet, these booklets were collected.

Dependent measures

The dependent measure booklet consisted of three sections. The first
two sections were the point allocation tasks and the rating tasks. One version
has the allocation tasks first followed by the rating tasks (version 1) while the
order was reversed in the other version (version 2). Manipulation checks were
placed at the end (See Appendix 3.1 for details of the booklet and the tasks).

The point allocation task  This task was to give points to pairs of
anonymous people from the two groups by choosing a pair of points on a
series of 2 x 7 matrices. The two groups were “white” and “red”: those who
picked the “white” lot were assigned to the group “white”, and those who

17

picked the “red” lot to the group “red”. There were three types of matrices,
and each type had right-left reversed, and up-down reversed versions.
Therefore, twelve matrices appeared on the booklet in total. Subjects were

told to imagine that they were to award money to these anonymous people.

These allocation matrices did not have properties of so-called Tajfel matrices,
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such as being able to calculate “pull” scores from the reversed versions: these
three types for the “white” group subjects were different from those for the
“red” group subjects. Hence, only the total points allocated to ingroup and
outgroup members are reported in this chapter (Details of other indices are
described in Appendix 3.2). Subjects in the control group used the same
material but gave points to two anonymous people, of whom subjects knew
only the person number, instead of the person number and the group
membership.

The rating task Subjects were asked to indicate their ratings, first, of
the “white” group members, and then of the “red” group members, on a
series of six-point bipolar adjective scales. Ten adjective pairs were selected
from Brewer & Silver (1978), Kakimoto (1989), and Lemyre & Smith (1985).
These items were (translated from Japanese): 1 warm-cold, 2 creative-not
creative, 3 intelligent-unintelligent, 4 strong-weak, 5 talented—-untalented, 6
clear-unclear, 7 honest-dishonest, 8 friendly-unfriendly, 9 trustworthy-
untrustworthy, and 10 generous-stingy.

Other measures The booklet also contained other items.

a) Preference as a friend  Subjects were asked to indicate on a 6-point
scale how much they wanted to make friends with a) ingroup members and
b) outgroup members.

b) Importance of the rating items  Subjects were asked to choose and
rank order the three (out of ten) rating dimensions which best distinguished
the two groups.

c) Criteria/strategies in the point allocation task  Subijects were
asked to indicate all of the strategies that they used in point allocation tasks
from a list, including fairness, closeness to the people, self-interest, group
interest, joint profit, self-content, etc (check 1). Subjects’ normative

justification of their allocation criteria/strategies was also asked on a 6-point
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scale (how much do you think what you tried to do is right?: 1 definitely—6
definitely not, translated from Japanese).

Manipulation check items These included checks for group
membership salience and distraction (The following items were all translated
from the original Japanese text). All answer forms were Thurstone type scale:
1% very much -7, 2 “- fairly ---”, 3 “--- to some extent ---”, 4 “--- only a little
-, 5 - not very much ---”, 6 “--- hardly ---”, 7 “--- not at all -, and 8 “I don’t

know”.

Group membership salience check items were:

* “"How much did you think about your own group when you answered to
the allocation task?” (check 2); and

* “How much did you compare the target person with your own group when

you answered to the rating tasks?” (check 3).

Distraction manipulation check items were:

* “How much did you concentrate on the tasks when you answered to the
questionnaire?” (check 4); and

* “How much were you distracted (or confused) when you answered to the

questionnaire?” (check 5).

The other check item was:

* “How difficult did you think the task was?” (check 6).

Results
Distribution of subjects The number of subjects assigned to each of
the condition is displayed in Table A3.2.1 (Appendix 3.2), along with the

distribution of the booklet versions and the division into the “white” and the
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“red” groups.® Chi squares of every combination of the independent
variables were examined, showing no indication of dependency.

Manipulations checks  First, subjects’ engagement in the distraction
task was checked by counting the number of correctly copied italicised letters,
digits, and characters. The criterion for correctness was that if a part of an
italicised sequence was copied correctly, it was counted as correct. There were
29 of these sequences in total. The overall proportion of correctly copied
italics was not very high (M =13.27, 45.8%). There was no significant
difference between the proportions of correctly copied italics from the
allocation and the rating tasks [respectively, M s=46.4 and 44.4(%), SDs=3.78
and 1.85, t (57)=.69, n.s.]. For the group membership salience manipulation
check, subjects’ self-report did not significantly differ between the salient and
the non-salient conditions on the items “group thoughts in allocation” and
“group comparison in ratings”, though means were mostly in the expected
direction, especially in “no distraction” conditions (see Table 3.1). Description
of the control conditions is omitted from the table because, in these
conditions, check items asked: whether subjects thought about, or compared
with himself/herself.

Subjects” self-report of distraction did not differ significantly between
the distraction conditions and the no distraction conditions, though the
differences were in the expected direction, especially on the “how much
distracted” item (see Table 3.2). Meanwhile, an analysis of the “self-thoughts”
items in the control conditions indicated that subjects were less likely to think
about themselves when they were distracted than when they were not.” This

may constitute evidence for the effectiveness of the distraction manipulation.

617,32, 14, 18, 33, and 18 subjects were respectively assigned to the salient, non-salient, and
no category conditions under distraction; and salient, non-salient, and no category conditions
under no distraction.

7 As subjects in the control conditions did not have any group membership, these items
concerned 1) how much the subject thought about themselves when they gave points to the
two people, and 2) how much they compared others with themselves when they rated the
people. For the first item, M = 1.92, n = 13, in distraction condition and M = 3.50, n = 18, in the
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To sum up, the check items did not show statistically significant results
for either of the experimental manipulations. However, it may be that
manipulation check items themselves were not appropriate. These items are
not necessarily ideal because “group thoughts in allocation”, for example,
was meant to measure group membership salience, but it was confounded
with a distraction manipulation check. Bearing in mind the uncertain
interpretation of the manipulation check items, therefore, analyses were

conducted concerning the predictions.

Table 3.1 Mean scores on check items for group membership salience

Salient Non-salient
Thoughts of own group in allocation task
Distraction 3.19 (16) 3.52 (27)
No distraction 3.81 (16) 3.34 (32)
Comparison with own group in rating task
Distraction 4.44 (16) 4.00 (27)
No distraction 4.25 (16) 3.50 (32)

1) The higher the number, the more salient (range 1-7).
2) The figure in brackets is the number of the subjects who completed the item.

no distraction condition (F = 5.95, df = 1/29, p < .05); for the second item, M = 3.0, n = 13, in
the distraction condition and M = 3.4, n = 18, in the no distraction condition (F = 54, df =
1/29, n.s.). For both items, the higher the number, the more group thoughts subjects had
(range 1-7).
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Table 3.2 Mean scores in check items for distraction

Group membership salience

Distraction Salient Non-salient  No category (control)

“how much distracted”

Distraction 425 (16) 3.56 (27) 3.67  (9)

No distraction 3.31 (16) 331  (32) 353 (17)
“how much concentrated”

Distraction 4505 (16) 530, (27) 333p (9)

No distraction 4.69; (16) 4474 (32) 4.65 (17)

1) The higher the number, the more distracted (range 1-7).

2) The figure in brackets is the number of the subjects.

3) Different subscripts within the lower section denotes means which are
significantly different (Duncan’s test, p < .05)

Point allocation index The difference between total points allocated
to ingroup and outgroup members on the point allocation matrices was
calculated. This can be regarded as an index of ingroup bias. The means are
shown in Table 3.3. Ingroup bias was significantly higher in the salient than
the non-salient group membership conditions [main effect of salience: F
(1,93)=5.12, p < .05]. Furthermore, ingroup bias in the salient/no distraction
condition was significantly greater than zero (p < .05, two-tailed) while it was
not so in the salient/distraction condition, though the difference between the
two conditions was not statistically significant. In short, it can be said that
predictions 3 (that allocation ingroup bias will be greater when group
membership is salient than non-salient) and 5 (that allocation ingroup bias
will be less in the distraction than the no distraction conditions, under group
membership salience) were reasonably supported.

Evaluative ratings Ingroup bias in ratings was calculated by
subtracting outgroup ratings from ingroup ratings on each scale. Across all
ten scales, there were no significant effect of conditions and the interaction
(see Appendix 3.2 for details). However, the grand mean was significantly

greater than zero (M = .11, p < .05). This supports predictions 1 (that rating
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bias will appear in all conditions) and 4 (that group membership salience will
not affect ingroup bias on the rating indices), but not prediction 2 (that rating
ingroup bias will be greater in the distraction conditions than in the no
distraction conditions).

The most differential dimension in rating The averaged rating bias
of the three most differential dimensions (as chosen by the subject) and that of
the other seven dimensions were subject to 2 (salience) x 2 (distraction) x 2
(repeated measure) ANOVA. The differential dimensions were expected to be
more sensitive than the rest to detect ingroup bias. No such indication was
obtained. No effect was significant (see Table 3.4).

Preference of the person as a friend  The preference score was
calculated by subtracting preference ratings for outgroup members as a friend
from that for ingroup members. This sociometric index was expected to
measure subjects’ rather spontaneous response (the outcome of the automatic
process). It was predicted that there would be more ingroup bias in the
distraction than the no distraction conditions. This score was subject to 2
(salience) x 2 (distraction) ANOVA. No effect was significant (see Table 3.5),

though the pattern of means was in the expected direction.

Table 3.3 Mean total points given to ingroup and outgroup members
Salient Non-salient
Distraction  No distraction Distraction No distraction
For ingroup 206.4 207.5 204.0 206.8
For outgroup 200.6 196.5a 204.8 207.6b
INGROUP BIAS 5.8 11.0% <5 -8

1)  The numbers of subjects were 16, 16, 31, and 32 in salient/distraction, salient/no
distraction, non-salient/distraction, and non-salient/no distraction condition
respectively.

2) Different subscripts denotes means which are significantly different (Duncan’s test, p < .
05, two-tailed).

3) # denotes that the figurce is significantly different from zero on ingroup bias (p < .05, two-
tailed).
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Table 3.4 Rating bias on the differential and non-differential dimensions

Distraction No distraction
dimension Salient Non-salient Salient Non-salient
Differential” 24 -04 07 28

S et 5 *% #
Non-differential .05 -.02 .03 27

*

The averaged score on the three most differential dimensions.

The averaged score on the other seven dimensions.

1) The figure indicates ingroup bias. The higher the number, the more in favour of ingroup.
2) # denotes the figure is significantly different from zero (p < .05, two-tailed).

3) The number of subjects in each cell is, from left to right, 15, 27, 18, and 31.

*%

Table 3.5 Ingroup bias in preference of the person as a friend

Distraction No distraction F value

Salient Non-salient Salient Non-salient distraction salience interaction

N
(6 ]

Relative preference 53 .50 17 18 s .00 01

1) The number of subjects in each cell is, from left to right, 17, 30, 18, and 33.
2) Total mean across conditions was .37, and bigger than zero (p < .05).

Relation to group membership salience The relationship between
group membership salience check items and the dependent measures was
examined (see Table 3.6). There was a significant positive correlation, in the
no distraction condition, between ingroup bias in total points and check 2.
Meanwhile, the coefficient in the distraction condition for check 2 was not
significant, though as high as in the no distraction condition. If one takes only
statistical significance of the coefficients as a criterion, this finding supports
prediction 6 (that the more distracted subjects are, the less strongly group
membership salience will be related to allocation ingroup bias). Similarly,

overall pattern of coefficients also matches prediction 7 (that distraction will
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not affect the relationship between rating ingroup bias and group
membership salience), though it is not necessarily clear-cut. Thus, no
significant relation was found between the degree of group membership
salience and the rating index in the distraction conditions. Nor was the
relation found in the no distraction condition.

Further investigation The ten rating scales were factor analysed (see
Table A3.2.2 in Appendix 3.2). Four factors were extracted on the basis of
eigenvalues (2.19, 1.47, 1.33, and 1.14; 21.9%,14.7%, 13.3% and 11.4% of the
total variance was explained respectively). The check items were also factor
analysed and two factors formed (see Table A3.2.3 in Appendix 3.2).

The first factor for the check items consisted of subjects’ self-reported
“difficulty” and “confusion”, and the second factor of “group thoughts in
allocation” and “concentration”. It can be said that while the first factor
involves “task quality”, the second factor concerns “subjects” involvement”.

Pearson’s correlation coefficients between scale scores on the basis of
these factors are shown in Table A3.2.4 (Appendix 3.2). The “subjects’
involvement” factor score was moderately correlated with the first rating
factor scale score (r =.40, p <.01), and the “task quality” factor score negatively
with the second factor scale score (r =-.30, p <.05). Thus, the more subjects
were involved in the task, the more they showed ingroup bias in rating
dimensions of generosity, honesty, and warmth; the more subjects felt the
task difficult/confusing, the less were they biased in rating dimensions of
friendliness and trustworthiness.

Note that the both of the correlations contradict the assumption that
evaluative ratings reflect the automatic process because the results may be
understood in such a way that the more subjects thought, and the less the
tasks made them confused, the more bias they showed on some of the ratings.
The reason for this is unclear. Therefore, these rating dimensions will be

included in the main study to see whether or not the results can be replicated.
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Table 3.6 Correlations between dependent variables and salience

Distraction No distraction
variables check2 check3 check? check3
Bias in total points® .24 -16 26" .11

47) (42) (50) (48)
Rating bias .10 24 -21 A9
(44) (40) (51) (49)
Differential ratings 14 12 =19 07
(49) (44) (49) 47)
Sociometrical index .08 -.07 -23 .15
(49) (44) (51) (49)

# Spearman’s coefficients. Figures on the other lines are Pearson’s correlation coefficients

1) Theindices are arranged so that the positive coefficient means positive relation between
group membership salience and ingroup bias. Check 2 and 3 respectively concern
thinking about groups in the point allocation and the ratings.

2) *denotes the figure is significantly different from zero (p < .05, one-tailed)

3) The figure in brackets is the number of subjects used to calculate the coefficient.

Discussion

Predicted effects The main results were that a) ingroup bias in total
points allocated was greater when group membership was salient, b)
distraction reduced this ingroup bias though non-significantly, and c) neither
distraction or salience had any effect on rating bias although the overall level
of rating bias was significant. The first and second results moderately support
predictions 3 (that allocation ingroup bias will be greater when group
membership is salient than non-salient) and 5 (that allocation ingroup bias
will be less in the distraction than the no distraction conditions, under group
membership salience). While the third result fail to support prediction 2 (that
rating ingroup bias will be greater in the distraction than the no distraction

conditions), but supports predictions 1 (that rating bias will appear in all
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conditions) and 4 (that group membership salience will not affect ingroup
bias on the rating indices).

On the relationship between salience and dependent measures, there
were different predictions for the point allocation indices and the rating
indices, in the distraction and the no distraction conditions. The results of one
of the two check items for group membership salience (check 2) provided
moderate support for predictions 6 (that the more distracted subjects are, the
less strongly group membership salience will be related to allocation ingroup
bias) and 7 (that distraction will not affect the relationship between rating
ingroup bias and group membership salience), while further investigations
were not necessarily consistent. Thus, the results for the predictions were
mixed and inconclusive. Meanwhile, the manipulation check items did not
confirm the expected differences among the conditions, and some items were
thought to be confounded. So, it is not clear if the mixed results can be
ascribed to either inappropriate measures, the unsatisfactory experimental
manipulations, or the erroneous predictions.

Measurement Judging from all these, it is too early to say whether
the indices are measuring what they are supposed to measure. There is,
especially for the rating indices, some doubt about the sense in treating them
as a single measure across dimensions responsible for the category
differentiation process. Meanwhile, ingroup bias in total points provided
satisfactory evidence to suggest that the point allocation index measures the
social identity process fairly well. Although the type of point allocation tasks
used in the pilot study did not allow it, examination of different strategies
indicated by the “pull” scores on Tajfel’s matrices will be fruitful in future
studies, so as to check further validity of the motivational assumptions.

Another issue of measurement involves rating scales. Six-point scales
were used in the pilot study to avoid a tendency for “mid-scale point

response” among Japanese samples (Hayashi, 1988). However, it could be
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said that this scale type might have induced forced discrimination. To check
this possibility, it is desirable to use seven-point scales in the main studies.

The experimental procedure There are several points to be improved
in the experimental procedure. First, in the pilot study, anonymity of the
subjects was partly violated in the salient group membership condition. Thus,
subjects, it is assumed, knew who were in their and the other groups (in other
words, group membership) though they did not know the others’ personal
numbers. An alternative salience manipulation should be devised, to ensure
anonymity and more stringent control. Related to this, it is not clear, from the
manipulation checks, if the manipulation of group membership salience was
successful or not. It is necessary to introduce better indices to check group
membership salience, as well as distraction.

In the pilot study, explanation of tasks was provided in the dependent
measure booklet, and it may be that not all subjects read the instructions
properly. In the main experiments, the instructions will therefore be provided
separately from the dependent measure booklet.

A further administrative drawback of the pilot study was the length of
the procedure. Each session took about one hour to complete. Since the length
of the session may not only affect subjects’ general motivation but also may
interfere with the distraction manipulation (the averaged proportion of
correctly copied italics was rather low: 45.8%), it is desirable to reduce the

length, and number, of tasks.

3.3 Experiment 1: Method

Considering the results of the pilot study, the following procedure was
adopted. The main differences between the pilot study and Experiment 1
concern the manipulation of group membership salience, dependent

measures, the length of the experimental session, and a distracting task.
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Subjects and design

Ninety two, 12-13 year old boys and girls (42 male and 50 female) from
a grammar school in Kent, England, participated in the experiment in a 2
(distraction vs. no distraction ) x 2 (salient vs. non-salient group membership)
between-subjects factorial design. Subjects were randomly assigned to each of

the four experimental conditions.

Procedure

The experiment was conducted in four classrooms simultaneously. The
procedure within each classroom corresponded to one of the experimental
conditions. Subjects were randomly assigned into one of the classrooms. An
experimenter and an assistant, a teacher of the school, administered the
session in each condition.® The procedure of each condition was as follows:

1) General instructions General instructions introduced the
experiment as research on decision making, and emphasised that subjects
should keep quiet and should work by themselves (see Appendix 3.3 for
detail). At this point, a dependent measure booklet, an explanation sheet, one
large and one small envelope, and a black ball-point pen were placed on each
of the desk where subjects were seated.

2) Manipulation of social categorisation First of all, subjects drew a
lot per person from a box while the experimenter and the assistant were
walking around with the box. The lot gave subjects a personal code number
and a name of the group to which they were to be assigned. The numbers
were all unique and none appeared in the dependent measure booklet or the
explanation sheet. The group name was either “red” or “blue”. (It was found
later that 47 subjects took the “red” lot and 45 took the “blue” lot.) Subjects

were told to keep the number and the group name secret.

8 The experimenter was a British male in the distraction/salient and the no distraction/non-
salient condition respectively; and was a British female in the no distraction/salient and the
distraction/non-salient condition respectively.
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Subjects put the lot into the small envelope, and wrote down the
number and the group name on the first page of their dependent measure
booklet. Group membership salience was manipulated at this point. Subjects
in the salient conditions were told that the lots were to divide them into two
groups, and a poster in front of the classroom was used to illustrate that
roughly half of the subjects were in the “red” group, and the other half the
“blue” group (see Appendix 3.4). In addition, anticipation of competition
between the groups was induced for these conditions. That is, they were
informed that they were going to make a team with the people of the same
group, and going to play a game independently within the team in order to
decide which group performed best. Meanwhile, subjects in the non-salient
conditions were told that the lots were just for convenience of the research
and protect their privacy. In these conditions, no explanation was given as to
how they were divided, nor were they informed of competition.

Both during the explanation of the task and while subjects were
completing the booklet, group membership salience was reinforced
continually in the salient conditions. Firstly, every group name in the booklet
and the posters were “outlined” and coloured with red and blue according to
the group names. Secondly, these subjects were asked to fill in their group
membership at the top of every page of the booklet. In the non-salient
conditions, on the other hand, group names were not emphasised, and were
mentioned minimally in the booklet. Non-salient condition subjects filled in
their initials at the top of every page instead of their group names.

3) Explanation of the tasks = The dependent measure booklet
consisted of two main parts: point allocation tasks and rating tasks. The order
of the two tasks was counter-balanced within each experimental condition.
The experimenter explained how to do the two tasks, using two posters. Each

poster contained one example from either of the two tasks. The examples and
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explanations were given also on the explanation sheet provided to subjects
(see Appendix 3.5).

In the distraction conditions, an extra task was then introduced. The
booklet in these conditions contained italic letters throughout the two main
tasks.” The extra task was to find, and to circle, the letters as soon as subjects
came across them while filling in the dependent measure booklet. Subjects in
the distraction conditions were also informed that there was only just enough
time to complete the booklet. In the no-distraction conditions, no such
mention was made of time.

4) Completion of the dependent measure booklet and debriefing
Subjects took about 15 minutes to complete the booklet in each condition.
After every subject had finished the booklet, they were asked to put all
documents into the large envelope and to write down their sex on it. They

were debriefed at the end of the experiment.”’

Dependent measure booklet

The booklet consisted of two main parts and the other (see appendix
3.6). The main parts were the point allocation task and the rating task.

The point allocation task This task was to give points to a pair of

r’

anonymous people, one from the “red” group and the other from the “blue”
group, by choosing a pair of points on a matrix. Subjects completed six
matrices. Each of the six matrices was for a different pair of people, who were

identified only by group membership and a code number. These matrices are

classified into three types: F vs. MDeMIP; MDeMIP vs. MJP; and MD us.

9 Fourteen letters were italicised in the point allocation tasks and ten in the rating tasks. [t is
difficult to assess the effects of this difference in number because the nature of the two tasks
are different.

10 In the debricfing section as far as the distraction /non-salient condition is concerned, no
subject could guess the real purpose of the experiment. One subject expressed that he thought
the experiment was something about mathematics. Concerning the distraction manipulation,
only one subject expressed that finding italic Ietters was difficult.
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MJPeMIP.'1 Here, the symbols in capital letters correspond to each of the
allocation strategies defined in Tajfel (1978): F stands for fairness, MD for
maximum difference, MIP for maximum ingroup profit, and MJP for
maximum joint profit. Matrix types used in the study are shown in Fig. A3.7.1
(Appendix 3.7). There were two sub-types for each matrix type. These sub-
types were identical, within a matrix type, in terms of combinations of points.
The difference between the sub-types was which of the two rows was for an
ingroup member and for an outgroup member. For the sub-types [ ], the
first row was for an ingroup member and the second for an outgroup
member; for the sub-type [ '], the first row was for an outgroup member and
the second for an ingroup member.

The actual combinations of digits in the matrix types were taken from
Abrams’ (1985) study, and are displayed in Fig. A3.7.1 (Appendix 3.7). The
matrices appeared in the same order for every subject in the dependent

measure booklet (see Appendix 3.6). However, note that one matrix can be

n
out

either subtype [, ] or [ "], depending upon subject’s group membership.12
Subjects were told to imagine that each point stood for one pence.

See Appendix 3.7 for full explanations of each matrix type in terms of
the allocation strategies defined in Tajfel (1978).

The rating task  Subjects were asked to indicate his/her ratings, first,
of the “red” group members, then of the “blue” group members, on a series of

seven-point bipolar adjective scales. On the basis of the pilot study, five

adjective pairs were selected. These were:

1T Throughout the thesis, “matrices” refer to the actual material appeared in the order in the
dependent measure booklet, while “matrix types” refer to those with ingroup-outgroup
correction.

12 Thus, for the subjects who were assigned to the “red” group, the order of the matrix types
was: 1. AQ" , 2. B, , 3. Co' 4. AR, 5. B ,and 6.C Y, , whercas for the subjects who

‘

n

were assigned to the “bluc” group, the order of the matrix types was: 1. Al , 2. BR', 3.

Ch, .4 Ak 5. BY, sada.CE5.

out s




a. warm-cold

b. dishonest-honest

c. friendly—unfriendly

d. untrustworthy-trustworthy

e. generous—selfish

Other dependent variables  The booklet contained other items.

a) Preference for the person as a friend Subjects were asked to
indicate how much they want to make friends with both ingroup members
and outgroup members. This item was immediately after the rating task,
followed by the next item.

b) Importance of the rating items  Subjects were asked to choose one
concept which distinguished the two groups most, out of five concepts which
correspond to the five adjective pairs: warmth, honesty, friendliness,
trustworthiness, and generosity.

c) Self-reported strategies in the point allocation task Immediately
after the allocation tasks, followed the questions on the criteria/strategies that
subjects used in the point allocation tasks. These were concerned with
subjects” intentions in the point allocations in terms of fairness, joint profit,
ingroup profit, group win, etc., in 7-point scales (how much did you try to do
each of the things?: 1 very much-7 not at all). Subjects’ normative justification
of their allocation criteria/strategies was also asked in a 7-point scale (how
much do you think what you tried to do is what people like your parents or
teachers would want you to do?: 1 very much-7 not at all).

d) Collective self-esteem A collective self-esteem scale was included
towards the end of the booklet. Sigger’s (1992) Collective Self Regard scale
was utilised instead of Luhtanen & Crocker’s (1991) because Sigger’s (1992)
scale is assumed, and has been constructed, to measure transitory self-esteem
as a group member instead of chronic self-esteem. This scale is suitable for the

purpose of the present experiment with the minimal group situation since the
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nature of the minimal group is temporary, and ad hoc. It was placed before the
manipulation check items for half of the subjects in each condition, and after
them for the other half.

Manipulation check items Manipulation check items included
checks for group membership salience and distraction.

a) Group membership salience ~ Group membership salience check
items were:
* “When you gave points to people, how much did you think about your
own group?” (1 very much-7 not at all); and
* “When you gave your views about the other group, how much did you

compare it with your own group?” (1 very much-7 not at all).

b) Distraction  Distraction manipulation check items were:

* “How much did you concentrate on the questions when you answered

them?” (1 very much-7 not at all); and

“How much were you distracted when you answered to them?” (1 very
much-7 not at all).

c¢) Others The other check items were:

“How difficult did you think the task was” (1 very much-7 not at all); and

“How difficult was it to find the italics?”: for the distraction conditions, or
“How difficult was it to answer the questions?”: for the non-distraction

conditions (1 very difficult-7 not at all).

3.4 Experiment 1: Results

Manipulation checks

Distribution of subjects 24, 22, 23, and 23 subjects were assigned
respectively to the Distraction/Salient, Distraction/Non-salient, No
distraction/Salient, and No distraction/Non-salient conditions. These

numbers are displayed in Table A3.8.1, along with the distribution of the
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booklet versions and the division into the “red” and the “blue” groups. Chi
squares of every combination of the independent variables were examined,
showing no indication of dependency.

Experimental manipulations  For the group membership salience,
subjects’ self-report did not significantly differ between the salient and the
non-salient conditions on the two items “thinking about group membership
in allocation” and “group comparison in ratings” (see Table 3.7).

As another manipulation check for group membership salience,
temporal group esteem was measured by Sigger’s (1992) Collective Self-
Regard (CSR) scale. Analyses of this scale score showed interesting
interactions between salience and other variables (see Table 3.8). Firstly, a 2
(distraction) x 2 (salience) ANOVA on CSR scale score produced a marginally
significant interaction effect between distraction and salience [F (1,86)=3.52, p
< .075]. While group esteem was higher in the distraction than the no
distraction conditions when group membership was not salient, it did not
differ between the conditions when group membership was salient.

Secondly, the interaction effect between salience and order of the scale
was marginally significant [F (1,86)=3.37, p < .075]. The order of the scale is
whether CSR scale was placed before or after the other manipulation checks
(CSR-checks wvs. checks-CSR). This factor was not originally in the
experimental design, but was incorporated to counter-balance any possible
item order effects. The interaction effect was perhaps caused by the higher
value in the salient/CSR-check condition.

It can be argued that these interaction effects show interference of the
two variables with the outcome of group membership salience, rather than
failure to manipulate group membership salience itself. The first reason is that
the manipulation check of salience does not actually measure salience, but its
psychological impact (end-result): collective self-regard. Recall that salience is

defined with the characteristics of the setting rather than its psychological
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impact. A second reason is that the psychological impact of salience is
thought to be moderated by the above variables: distraction and the order of
measurement. Distraction is hypothesised to impede the social identity
process for which group membership salience lays the foundation;
engagement first in manipulation check items (in the order, CSR-checks) is
assumed to make subjects reflect on the experimental procedure and
dissociate themselves from the situation, including the group setting.

Therefore, a better index of group membership salience manipulation
might be its outcome when distraction and the order effect did not come into
play. Thus, supplementary analysis was conducted for the subjects who were
not distracted and whose temporal group esteem was measured before the
other check items (i.c. the CSR-checks/no distraction cells). This analysis
revealed that temporal group esteem was somewhat higher in the salient than
the non-salient conditions, corroborating the effect of the salience
manipulation [Ms = 44.09 and 36.09 respectively, n = 11 for both; F (1,21) =
3.61, p < .075]

For the distraction manipulation, the expected results were obtained.
First, subjects did engage in the distraction task in the intended manner in
each distraction condition. Out of 46 subjects in the distraction conditions, all
subjects circled more than half of the italic letters embedded in the rating
tasks, and 45 subjects circled more than half of the embedded italic letters in
the point allocation tasks. The remaining one subject also circled some of
them. Second, subjects in the distraction conditions reported being distracted
more than those in the no distraction conditions [Ms = 3.04 and 2.40
respectively on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much); F (1,86) =
4.19, p < .05]. There was no difference in the subject’s concentration on the
tasks among conditions. The item to check subject’s concentration on the tasks

was, at first, meant to measure another aspect of the distraction manipulation.
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However, concentration seems to differ in content from distraction.!3 As an

afterthought, this item does not serve as a distraction manipulation check.
The variables other than the experimental ones were found to have had
influence on some of the dependent measures, but these variables did not
have interactions with the experimental variables.!* Thus, those variables
were employed as covariates, when applicable, in the analyses reported

hereafter.

Table 3.7 Mean score on group membership salience

manipulation checks

items Salient Non-salient

Thinking-about-group in allocation

Distraction 4.25 (24) 3.68 (22)

No distraction 3.26 (23) 3,59 (22)
Group comparison in rating

Distraction 3.29 (24) 3.73 (22)

No distraction 3.56 (23) 4.04 (22)

1) The higher the number, the more salient (range 1-7).
2) The figure in brackets is the number of the subjects who completed the item.

13 In the pilot study, a factor analysis on the check items formed two factors; and the
“distraction” check item loaded heavily only on one factor, whereas the “concentration”
check item did only on the other factor. The fact that subjects’ (recognition of) concentration
was not different among conditions excludes the possibility for distraction to have worked in
an opposite way from what was intended. That is, were it not for the results pattern on the
manipulation check, it could be argued that distraction actually had induced attention to the
tasks in the distraction conditions due to difficulty of the task which had made subjects
optimally motivated.
14 The group division into the “red” group and the “blue” group correlated with some of, the
self-reported strategy measures, the “pull” scores, and the rating bias scores. Booklet
versions, either allocation-ratings or ratings-allocation, had influence on some of the “pull”
scores. And finally, order of the CSR scale and the manipulation check items had effect on the
CSR score as reported above.

Actually booklet versions had multivariate interaction effect with salience on self-reported
strategy measures [F (8,77) = 2.36, p < .05]. However, no univariate interaction effect with
salience was significant. Therefore, this effect was disposed of the way described in the text.

/, ’
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Table 3.8 Mean Collective Self Regard (CSR) scale score

variables Salient Non-salient

Distraction
Distraction 394 (23) 4234 (22)

No distraction 40.1  (20) 36.7, (22)

Order of the CSR scale
CSR scale - manipulation checks 43.14 (21 393 (20)
Manipulation checks — CSR scale 369y (24) 395 (22)

1) The figure in brackets is the number of the subjects.
2) Different subscripts within the upper section and the lower section denotes
means which are significantly different (Duncan’s test, p < .05)

Point allocation indices

Total points  One index of ingroup bias from the point allocation
tasks is total points allocated to ingroup and outgroup members on the
matrices. This index was subject to a 2 (salience) x 2 (distraction) x 2
(repeated measure: ingroup vs. outgroup) ANOVA. First of all, the main
effect of ingroup-outgroup factor (repeated measure) was significant,
showing overall ingroup bias [F (1,88) = 14.28, p < .001]. Secondly, the
interaction effect between distraction and ingroup-outgroup factor (repeated
measure) was significant [F (1,88) =7.11, p < .01]. In the distraction conditions,
the difference in total points between the groups was exaggerated compared
with the difference in the no distraction conditions. Finally, the interaction
effect between salience and ingroup-outgroup factor (repeated measure) was
marginally significant, indicating that ingroup bias was emphasised in the
salient conditions compared with the non-salient conditions [F (1,88) = 2.86, p

<.10; see Fig. 3.1].
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Fig. 3.1 Total points to ingroup and outgroup members by

salience and distraction

" 1(23)=5.33, p <.001; T £ (21)=1.98, p <.10.

Pull scores  Another type of indices from the point allocation tasks
are “pull” scores. “Pulls” of strategies were calculated from the data on the
allocation tasks following the description in Turner, Brown & Tajfel (1979).15

The pull strategies considered in the present study were: maximising the

15 Correlations between the relevant raw matrix score and the pull score was calculated and
listed below for each of the strategies. All the correlations were large and significant (n =92, p
<.001, for all the correlations). The matrix scores were arranged so that the higher the
correlation coefficient, the more it indicates consistency.

.68 between the [MDeMIP vs. F] matrix score & the pull of MDeMIP (on F)
.71 between the [M]JPeMIP vs. MD] matrix score & the pull of MJPeMIP ( on MD)
.55 between the [MJP vs. MD e MIP| matrix score & the pull of MJP (on MDeMIP)
.83 between the [MDeMIP vs. MJP] matrix score & the pull of MDeMIP ( on MJP)
.84 between the [F vs. MDeMIP] matrix score & the pull of F (on MDeMIP)
.74 between the [MD vs. MJP«MIP| matrix score & the pull of MD (on MJP«MIP)
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difference between ingroup and outgroup (MD), maximising ingroup profit
(MIP), maximising total profit across ingroup and outgroup (MJP), and equal
allocation (F).

The basic idea of the scoring is that the choice on the point allocation
matrix represents the strategies according to the distance between the choice
and each extreme of the matrix. Thus, the same choice is viewed from the
strategies of either of the extremes. So, the choice is thought to be the mixture
of the strategies of both ends. It is assumed that the pull scores can extract the
extent of the strategy (or combination of the strategies sometimes) only of one
extreme out of an amalgam of the strategies of both extremes. The pull score
of MD (on MJPeMIP), for example, represents the strength of MD strategy
against the mixture of MD, MJP and MIP strategies on the MD vs. MJP ¢MIP
points matrices.

Six pull scores were calculated from the matrices of the present study
(see Table 3.9). There was a significant effect of group membership salience
on the MD (vs. MJPeMIP) pull score [F (1,85) = 5.58, p < .05]. Bias was higher
in the salient (M = .77) than the non-salient (M = -.13) condition. There was
also a significant interaction between salience and distraction on the F (vs.
MDeMIP) pull score [F (1,85)= 6.93, p < .01]. When subjects were not
distracted, the pull score of F (against MDeMIP) did not significantly differ
between the salient and the non-salient conditions whereas it was larger in
the salient condition than in the non-salient condition when subjects were
distracted. Finally, the pull score of MD ¢MIP (against MJP) was larger in the
distraction conditions than in the no distraction conditions [F (1,85) = 5.58, p <

.01]. The results of all the pull scores are shown in Table 3.9.

i




Table 3.9 The mean “pull” scores of each strategy

Distraction No distraction F value

“Pull” Salient Non-salient Salient Non-salient distraction salience interaction
MDeMIP (on F) 88# .64 9% -17 82 2.69 98
MDeMIP (on MJP) 1.92#4  1.36% 30p  -.09 738 93 .06

MD (on MJPeMIDP) 1.08%5  -.09 44 -18p .55 5587 .71
MJPeMIP (on MD) 42 73 78 -.09 .20 .79 1.89

F (on MDeMIP) 3.79%,  1.55% 2.65%, 3.18% L7 1.86 6:93**
MJP (on MDeMIP) -.50 .00 22 .00 1.04 10 .80

1) # denotes the figure is significantly different from zero point (p < .05, two-tailed)

2) Different subscripts on a line denotes means which are significantly different
(Duncan’s test, p < .05).

3) F value: *p< .05 *p<.01;df=1/85 for all effects. Group division and booklet
versions were entered as covariates.

Rating indices

Ingroup bias in each rating dimension Rating bias was calculated by
subtracting the outgroup rating score from the ingroup rating score for each
dimension.'® A multivariate analysis of variance revealed a significant
multivariate main effect of distraction [F (5,81)=3.12, p < .05]. For two of the
five scales (trustworthiness and generosity), the univariate main effect of
distraction was significant, indicating that subjects in the distraction
conditions showed more ingroup bias than in the no distraction conditions [F
(1,85)=11.52, p < .01; F (1,85)=8.56, p < .01]. Means of the rating indices are

shown in Table 3.10.

16 This index was arranged for this analysis such that the higher the score the more positive
(warm, honest, friendly, trustworthy, and generous) the value indicates. The same
MANOVA, and ANOV As were conducted on distance between the ratings for ingroup and
outgroup for cach dimension, i.e. absolute value of the bias, showing no significant
multivariate or univariate cffects (see Table A3.8.2).
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The summed score of the ingroup bias across five rating scales showed
the same tendency as in the individual rating bias indices: the main effect of
distraction was significant [F (1,85)= 4.53, p < .05, see Table 3.11]. The grand
mean (and SD) was 1.98 (6.61), significantly larger than zero (two-tailed).

The most differential dimension in ratings!” Rating bias on the
most differential dimension (as chosen by the subject) and the mean rating
bias of the other four dimensions were subject to a 2 (salience) x 2 (distraction)
x 2 (dimensions: repeated measure) ANOVA. Only the main effect of
dimensions (repeated measure) was significant, indicating that ingroup bias
on the most differential dimension was stronger than the bias on the other
dimensions [F (1,80)=6.21, p < .05; see Table 3.12].

Preference rating of the person as a friend The preference score was
calculated by subtracting the preference rating of outgroup members as a
friend from that of ingroup members. A 2 (salience) x 2 (distraction) ANOVA
on this index showed the same tendency as in the other rating indices. That is,
when subjects were distracted, they preferred ingroup members to outgroup
members more than when they were not distracted [F (1,89)=4.04, p < .05; see

Table 3.13].

17 19,9, 25, 16, and 15 subjects chose respectively warmth, honesty, friendliness,
trustworthiness, and generosity as the most differential dimension.
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Table 3.10 Mean rating bias on each dimension

Distraction No distraction F value
"Pull” Salient Non-salient Salient Non-salient giciraction salience interaction
(n=24) (n=21) (n=23) (n=22)
Warmth 08 1.19# 22 32 1.09 2987 2,09
Honesty 21 91# 44 14 51 25 202
Friendliness 29 57 -13 59# 29 202 47
Trustworthiness 83#5  1.00%,4 -30p -09, 11.52** 29 01
Generosity 75# 1.24%#, -13p 00p 8.56** .73 24

1) The tigure indicates ingroup bias. The more, the more in favour of ingroup.

2) #denotes the figure is significantly different from the neutral point zero (p < .05, two-
tailed).

3) Different subscripts on a line denotes means which are significantly different (Duncan’s
test, p < .05).

4) F valuc: *p <.10, *p<.05, * p <.01; df =1/85 for all effects. Group division was
entered as a covariate.

Table 3.11 Mean sum score of ingroup bias in ratings

Distraction No distraction F value

Salient Non-salient Salient Non-salient ~distraction salience interaction

Ingroup bias 2.17 4.904 0% 95 453" 1.60 43

1) The figure indicates ingroup bias. The more, the more in favour of ingroup.
2) Different subscripts denotes that means which are significantly different (Duncan’s test,
p <.05).

3) F value: *p<.05, df =1/85 for all effects. Group division was entered as a covariate.
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Table 3.12 Rating bias on the most differential dimension and the others

Distraction No distraction
dimension Salient Non-salient Salient Non-salient
(n=22) (n =20) (n=2) (n=X)
The most differential 77 1.05 59 .60
Mean of the others 40 99, -21p 08

1) The figure indicates ingroup bias. The more, the more in favour of ingroup.
2) Different subscripts on a line denotes means which are significantly different (Duncan’s
test, p < .05)

Table 3.13 Ingroup bias in preference of the person as a friend

Distraction No distraction
Salient Non salient Salient Non salient
Ingroup bias in preference 617 91#4 00p 36

1) The figure indicates ingroup bias. The more, the more in favour of ingroup.

2) # denotes the figure is significantly different from zero point (p < .05, two-tailed)

3) Different subscripts on a line denotes means which are significantly different (Duncan’s
test, p < .05)

Comparing the allocation indices and the rating indices

In order to extract comparable measures of the point allocation indices
and the rating bias indices, factor analyses were conducted on the pull scores
and the ingroup bias scores in ratings.

Factors from the pull scores The six pull scores were subject to a
principal-components analysis. Three factors were extracted on the basis of
eigenvalues (1.65, 1.23, and 1.00 respectively; 27.5%, 20.9%, 16.7% of the total
variance was explained respectively), and obliquely rotated. The factor

loadings are shown in Table 3.14. The first factor seems to correspond to the
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competitive choices against outgroup. Therefore, we could consider the score
of this factor as a representative measure of ingroup bias from the point
allocation tasks.

Factors from rating bias The five ingroup bias scores in ratings were
subject to a principal-components analysis. The five items formed a single
factor (eigenvalue for the factor was 3.20; 64.1% of the total variance was
explained by the factor). The factor loadings are shown in Table 3.15. As the
factor covers all the dimensions, we could treat the score of this factor as a
representative measure of ingroup bias from rating tasks.

Comparison between the pull and the rating factor scores A2
(salience) x 2 (distraction) x 2 (indices: repeated measures) ANOVA on the
first factor scores for pulls and ratings produced a significant main effect of
distraction and an interaction effect between salience and indices [F (1,86)=
7.86, p < .01; F (1,86)=6.64, p < .05].

Table 3.16 shows mean factor scores by distraction and salience.
Subjects showed more ingroup bias when they were distracted than when
they were not, confirming the general tendency obtained in the previous
analyses. More importantly, however, the significant interaction effect
between salience and indices indicates different sensitivity of the two indices
to group membership salience. Namely, the allocation index was larger in the
salient conditions than in the non-salient conditions while the reverse was
true for the rating index [F (1,88)=4.96, p < .05; F (1,86)=4.78, p < .05].

Comparison of the raw scores Because dependent variables for the
above analysis were factor scores of the indices, the results only show the
relative degree of ingroup bias among the conditions. Thus, in order to
compare the pull index and the rating index for their absolute level of
ingroup bias, average scores across the raw indices that mainly constituted
the factors were calculated for both indices. Although this comparison may

involve some psychometric problems, these measures are comparable at least
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in light of their range, mean, and variance.!8 Fig. 3.2 shows the mean scores
for the both indices.

These indices were subject to a 2 (salience) x 2 (distraction) x 2 (indices:
repeated measures) ANOVA.!? Firstly, the main effect of distraction was
significant, indicating that distraction caused stronger ingroup bias both for
the allocation and the rating indices [F (1,85)=8.07, p < .01]. Secondly, the
interaction effect between salience and indices was significant, confirming the
results of the factor scores [F (1,86)=8.88, p < .01]. Comparison between the
indices suggested that ingroup bias was stronger in the allocation index than
in the rating index when group membership was salient [Ms=.93 and .23; ¢
(46)=2.82, p < .01]. Meanwhile, ingroup bias between the allocation and the
rating indices did not differ significantly when group membership was not
salient, and correlation between the indices was moderately high [Ms= .22
and .58; t (42)=-1.46, n.s.; r = 42, p < .01]. Furthermore, the allocation index in
the salient conditions was larger than that in the non-salient conditions [F
(1,89)=5.02, p < .05).

From these results, it can be argued that ingroup bias in the allocation
index increased with group membership salience while ingroup bias in the

rating index is not very much affected by group membership salience.

18 Each of the individual pull scores ranges, in theory, from -6 to 6, and so does cach of rating
scores. Thus, we could compare directly the two indices. Specifically, the average pull score
was calculated from the pull scores of MDeMIP (on MJP), MDeMIP (on F), and MD (on
M]JPeMIP). These correspond to the first factor of the pulls. The average rating score was
calculated from the raw ingroup bias scores in warmth, honesty, friendliness,
trustworthiness, and gencerosity. These five correspond to the rating factor score. The means
(standard deviations) for the average pull score and the average rating score were,
respectively, .59 (1.58) and .40 (1.32).

19 Group division was entered as a covariate.
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Table 3.14 Factor loadings of the “pull” scores

“pulls” Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
MDeMIP ( on M]P) 822

MDeMIP (on F) 663

MD (on M]PeMIP) 564

M]PeMIP ( on MD) -.835

F(on MDeMIP) 735

MJP (on MDeMIP) 943

1) The figure is the factor loading of the item. Absolute loading value less than .30 are
omitted.

2)  65% of the total variance is explained by the three factors.

3) Correlation cocfficients between the first factor score and the second, the second with the
third, the third with the first were, respectively, -.08, -.06, and -.13 (all n.s.) .

Table 3.15 Factor loadings of ingroup bias score in ratings

Ingroup bias dimensions in ratings Factor 1
generosity 866
warmth 816
trustworthiness 813
honesty 809
friendliness 688

1) The figure is the factor loading of the item.
2) 64.1% of the total variance is explained by the factor.
3) Cronbach’s alpha for the five items were .86 (n=90).
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Table 3.16 Mean factor scores for allocation bias and rating bias

Distraction No distraction
Salient Non-salient Salient Non-salient
Index (n=24) (1 =21) (n=23) (n=22)
Allocation bias (factor score) 39, 04 -4 -46p
Rating bias (factor score) 03 45, -28p -.16p

1) The figure indicates ingroup bias. The more, the more in favour of ingroup.
2) Different subscripts on a line denotes means which are significantly different (Duncan’s
test, p < .05)
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Distraction No distraction Distraction No distraction
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Fig. 3.2 The average raw scores for the rating bias and the

allocation bias indices
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Validity of the indices — on cognitive measures

The following analyses concern the assumption that allocation indices
correspond to the intentional process of social identity, and the rating indices
to the automatic process of category differentiation.

Self-reported intentions in point allocation First of all, preliminary
analyses were conducted to check how various allocation intentions were
distributed across the conditions. There were no significant differences
among the conditions in the self-reported intentions in point allocation except
for one item (i.e. “self-interest”: see Table 3.17). On this intention, subjects
reported self-interested allocation more in the distraction conditions than in
the no distraction conditions. Note, however, that the values were in any case
well below the neutral point.

Relation with group membership salience The relationship between
ingroup bias in different indices and group membership salience was
explored in several ways.

Collective self-esteem scale score Collective self-esteem (as measured
with CSR scale) was examined as an index of group membership salience.
Correlation coefficients were calculated among the CSR scale score and the
allocation and the rating indices for ingroup bias (Table 3.18; see footnote 18
for the ingroup bias indices).Z’. When subjects were not distracted, there were
significant correlations between the CSR scale score and the ingroup bias
indices whereas correlation between the ingroup bias indices was not
significant. Meanwhile, when subjects were distracted, correlations between
the CSR scale score and the ingroup bias indices were not significant while

correlation between the ingroup bias indices was significant.

20 In this analysis, group division (red or blue), booklet versions (task order: rating -
allocation, or allocation - rating), and order of the CSR scale (manipulation checks - CSR, or
CSR - manipulation checks) were used as concurrent control variables. Therefore, correlation
coefficients reported here are partial correlation coefficients.
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Thinking about group membership  As indices of group membership

salience, check items for thinking-about-group-membership were examined.
Correlations between the amount of thinking-about-group-membership and
ingroup bias indices in allocation and rating were calculated (Table 3.19). The
most noticeable difference between the distraction and the no distraction
conditions is that whereas the allocation index correlated significantly with
the amount of thought devoted to the ingroup in the distraction conditions, it
did not in the no distraction conditions. The rating index correlated
significantly with the amount of thinking-about-group-membership in both of
the conditions, though to a lesser degree compared with the allocation index
in the distraction conditions. This seems to show, against the expectation of
the study, that 1) the point allocation index detected the intentional process of
ingroup bias when subjects were distracted while 2) the rating index reflected
the intentional process fairly well regardless of distraction.

Relationship with the corresponding check items The pull scores
were examined for their correspondence to the check items both in the
distraction and the no distraction conditions.

Correspondence between allocation strategies and intentions To
check how the pull scores reflect the alleged intentions, correlation
coefficients were calculated between selected pull scores and recognition of
the corresponding intentions. Specifically, the pull scores of F (on MD *MIP),
M]JP (on MDeMIP), and MD (on MJP eMIP) were coupled, respectively, with
recognition of Fairness, Joint profit, and Maximum difference (see Table 3.20).
There seem to be differences among strategies in subjects’ awareness of the
strategies they took. The Fairness strategy was recognised more than the
other strategies in all conditions, whereas subjects hardly seemed aware of
the Joint Profit strategy. Interestingly, use of the Maximum Difference
strategy was significantly correlated with subjects” self-reported strategy in

the distraction conditions. This may reflect the pattern of point allocations




where subjects were more discriminatory when they were distracted, and it is
consistent with the results on the amount of thought devoted to group
membership.

Discrepancies Discrepancy between what subjects thought they tried
to do and what they actually did was calculated by subtracting actual
allocation measures from self-reported strategy measures. The absolute value
was also obtained. The results were not very clear except that discrepancy for
the Fairness strategy seems smaller than the other two strategies in the
absolute value index. This tendency is partly consistent with the above

analysis of correspondence (see Table A3.8.3 in Appendix 3.8 for detail).

Table 3.17  Self-reported strategies in point allocation

Distraction No distraction F value
Intentions Salient Non-salient Salient Non-salient distraction salience interaction
Fair to each person 521#% 436 4.78%  5.09% 14 56 271
Fair to each group 5.08%  4.64 5.09%  5.17# 52 23 56
Self interest 3.33 2.95# 2.70# 2.09# 4.53°  2.60 .06
Group interest 3.58 3.18 2.87#  2.83# 1.64 53 37
Joint profit 3.75 3.77 3.61 3.78 .01 03 37
Feeling 3.79 3.36 3.04# 352 57 .00 1.69
Relative group gain 3.00% 332 2.70%  2.61# 1.51 .05 20
Nothing in particular ~ 4.42 4.18 4.56 4.13 .02 3 05

1) The figure is arranged so that the more, the more of its intention subjects recognised
(range 1-7).

2) # denotes the figure is significantly different from zero point (p < .05, two-tailed).

3) F value: *p < .05;df =1/87 for all effects. Group division was entered as a covariate.




Table 3.18  Correlations between Collective Self-Regard (CSR) scale score

and the allocation and the rating indices for ingroup bias

Partial correlation coefficient

The allocation index The rating index

Whole sample (df = 79)

CSR scale score 24 25

The rating index 30*
Distraction conditions (df = 37)

CSR scale score 17 07

The rating index 35*
No distraction conditions (df = 38)

CSR scale score 237t 34

The rating index A1

1) Correlations were calculated, controlled by group division, booklet versions, and order
of CSR scale.
2) tp<.10,*p<.05*p<.01

Table 3.19  Correlations between thinking-about-group-membership and

the allocation and the rating indices for ingroup bias

Partial correlation coefficient

The allocation index The rating index

Whole sample (df = 85)

Thinking-about-group in allocation 31 ** B33 ¥

Group comparison in rating 11 22°*
Distraction conditions (df = 41)

Thinking-about-group in allocation 45 35

Group comparison in rating .33 24t
No distraction conditions (df = 40)

Thinking-about-group in allocation i 25t

Group comparison in rating -05 257

Correlations were calculated, controlled by group division and booklet versions

2)  The value of thoughts of groups is arranged so that the more, the larger the positive
rclation it shows with ingroup bias factor scores.

3) tp<.1,*p<.05* p<.01,* p<.001
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Table 3.20  Correspondence between point allocation strategies and

subjects’ awareness of them

Partial correlation coefficient

Distraction No distraction Whole sample
Strategy and its awareness (df = 42) (df = 42) (df = 88)
Fairness 48 D8 2 e
Joint profit %10 13 02
Maximum difference 28 04 14t

1) Correlations were calculated, controlled by group division and booklet versions,
between subjects” awareness of cach of the strategies and corresponding pull scores.
The more, the more it shows correspondence between awareness of strategies and
allocation strategies.

Tp<.10;*p< .05

N

Sex differences

Although sex difference was not of interest in this study, in order to
see its possible interaction effects with experimental variables, supplementary
analyses were conducted concerning sex differences.

First of all, distribution of sex in each cell were not statistically
dependent on either of experimental conditions (see Table A3.8.4 in Appendix
3.8). So, even if the sex have effects on dependent variables, it is thought that
the effect are counterbalanced.

Multivariate analyses revealed significant multivariate main effects of
sex on self-reported strategies, manipulation check items, and rating bias
indices [F (8,81)=2.45, p < .05; F (5,81)=4.97, p < .001; F (5,81)= 2.65, p < .05: all
with salience and distraction as covariates]. In particular, univariate analyses
indicated that male subjects 1) thought themselves as more self-interested,
more competitive and less fair to each group in the point allocation, 2)

thought about their own group more, and felt the tasks easier, and 3)




favourably rated ingroup members compared with outgroup members, more
than female subjects did so. Independent univariate analyses on preference
bias and summed score in rating bias showed the significant main effect of
sex, confirming the results pattern of rating bias [F (1,82)=4.21, p < .05; F
(1,82)=7.82, p < .01: see Table A3.8.5 in Appendix 3.8].

No multivariate interaction effect between sex and experimental

variables on any dependent variable was significant.

3.5 Discussion

The experimental manipulations of Experiment 1

From the analyses of the manipulation check items, the manipulations
for both distraction and salience seem to have been successful. Subjects’
group membership was more salient in the salient conditions than in the non-
salient condition, and subjects felt distracted in the distraction conditions
more than in the no distraction conditions.

For the manipulation of group membership salience, use of illustrative
posters and colouring of the group names turned out well, as well as subtle

administrative emphasis on groups by the experimenters. For the distraction

manipulation, the italic letter finding task seems distracting at least enough to

differentiate from the no distraction conditions. With regard to the
manipulation checks for group membership salience, however, a
measurement problem should be noted as discussed in the results section.
Because group membership salience is a characteristic of the setting,
perception of the setting is just an approximation. And it is problematic
because this perception is thought to be vulnerable to the other independent
variable: distraction.

Secondly, the results of the experiment corroborated the basic

assumption that the minimal group situation produces ingroup bias among




the participants. In spite of the bare presence of the categories, many indices,
especially rating indices, showed ingroup favouritism even in the non-salient

conditions. This result is discussed later.

ANOVA approach

Rating indices  There were, for ratings, five evaluative dimensions
and one sociometric dimension. For both, ingroup bias score was calculated
by subtracting outgroup ratings from ingroup ratings. The difference score
seems to serve the purposes of the present study although ingroup and
outgroup evaluations are claimed to have different functions (Crocker, Blaine
& Luhtanen, 1993; Sigger, 1992). Because rating ingroup bias on the five
dimensions formed a single factor in a factor analysis, the composite score
seems to be a fairly reliable index.

This index, as well as individual rating bias indices, showed increased
ingroup bias in the distraction conditions compared with the no distraction
conditions. This pattern is consistent with prediction 2 (that rating ingroup
bias will be greater in the distraction conditions than in the no distraction
conditions). Though the grand mean was significantly larger than zero, this
was not the case in all the individual conditions. So, it can be said that only
limited support was obtained for prediction 1 (rating ingroup bias in all
conditions). Finally, since there was no significant effect of salience for this
and individual rating indices, prediction 4 (that group membership salience
will not affect ingroup bias on the rating indices) was supported.

Point allocation indices  Two types of index were calculated from
the point allocation tasks. The first type was total points allocated to ingroup
and outgroup members on the allocation matrices. The second type was the
pull scores of allocation strategies. Several integrative indices of allocation
ingroup bias were extracted on the basis of the factor analysis of the pull

scores.
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Unexpected results of distraction  Across these indices, strong and
consistent results were that distraction led to increased ingroup bias. And a
weaker but also fairly consistent finding was that salience moderated the
degree of ingroup bias. While the latter result is in line with prediction 3 (that
allocation ingroup bias will be greater when group membership is salient
than non-salient), the former result is completely the opposite of prediction 5
that anticipated decreased allocation bias in the distraction condition, and
contradicts the results of the pilot study, Abrams (1985), and Hong & Harrod
(1988).

One could argue that the unexpected results may be due to some sort
of measurement problem. Namely, the point allocations may in fact result
from automaticity, for some reason or other, just like the rating indices. This
possibility is, however, not very plausible because the effect of distraction on
allocation indices in all the three studies (Abrams, 1985; Hong & Harrod,
1988; and the pilot study) was the same, and also, the pilot study resembled
the procedure of the present experiment quite well.

Another possible reason for the unexpected results may involve the
degree of distraction. That is to say, the degree of distraction may have been,
in fact, different between the pilot study and main experiment. As mentioned
in Chapter 2, distraction is thought to prevent a person not only from
investing intentional efforts to maintaining or enhancing self esteem, but also
from all the other intentional processes, such as self presentation. Those other
intentional processes are thought to introduce noise and “error” to the
intentional process of social identity (General assumption 5b). So, if the
degree of distraction deprives a person of only this idiosyncratic “error”, the
resultant discrimination will increase.

This reasoning is supported by the comparison of the manipulation
check of distraction between this study and the pilot study. In the pilot study,

the degree of distraction was around the neutral point (3.74 for the distraction
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conditions and 3.31 for the no distraction conditions on the scale which was
ranged from 1: not at all to 7: very much). The pilot study revealed increased
discrimination on point allocations in the no distraction conditions. In
contrast, Experiment 1 produced increased discrimination on point
allocations in the distraction conditions where the degree of distraction was
weaker than the neutral point (3.04 for distraction conditions and 2.40 for no
distraction conditions on the same scale of 1: not at all to 7: very much). Self-
reported distraction in the pilot study was significantly stronger than that of
Experiment 1 [F (1,191)=11.45, p < .001].2! In other words, subjects exerted
strong bias on allocation indices when mildly distracted, and weak bias when
strongly distracted, thus supporting the discussion above about the degree of
distraction. Strictly speaking, however, we are not able to draw a conclusion,
at this point, whether this explanation is true or not. In order to do so, we
must be able to tell what intentional processes are eliminated at what degree
of distraction. Investigation of the function of distraction to the various
intentional processes is the subject of later studies.

Further investigation  To test this idea of “noise”, at least, as a
phenomenon, a supplementary analysis was conducted using subjects’ self-
reported level of distraction. Three levels of distraction were created from
subjects’ self-report. On the 7-point scale (1 very much distracted-7 not at all
distracted), subjects who marked on 1, 2, and 3 were categorised as the
"strongly distracted" group, those on 4 and 5 as the “moderately distracted”

77

group, and those on 6 and 7 as the “not distracted” group.
The same allocation and rating indices —the average of the three
competitive pull scores and the average of the five rating bias scores— were

subject, this time, to a 2 (salience) x 3 (self-reported distraction) x 2 (repeated

21 Incidentally, the effect of the distraction manipulation on its sclf-report across the two
studies was also significant [F (1,191)=4.96, p < .05].
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measure) ANOVA.22 This produced a significant interaction effect between
salience and repeated measure (F = 7.28, df = 1/83, p < .01). Separate 2
(salience) x 3 (distraction) ANOVAs for the allocation and the rating indices
showed a marginally significant main effect of salience for the allocation
index [F (1,82)=3.38, p < .10], but no effect was significant for the rating index
[F (1,82)= 1.65, n.s.]. The mean score of each index is shown in Table 3.21.
Though not statistically significant, the hypothesised pattern was obtained on
the allocation index. That is, when group membership was salient, subjects
who were “strongly distracted” showed no ingroup bias in the allocation
index, whereas subjects who were “moderately distracted” showed the
strongest and significant ingroup bias, and lastly subjects who were “not
distracted” showed moderate ingroup bias.

Consequently, it could be argued that the contradictory results with
distraction between the pilot study and Experiment 1 were, perhaps, due to
the differences in the degree of distraction between the studies. Although the
reason for this pattern is not known yet, an intriguing phenomenon, it can be
said, may be emerging from these data. An investigation into this

phenomenon may be an interesting direction of the research.

22 : R : . .
<= Both the pull score and the average ingroup bias in ratings varies in theory from -6 to 6.
Therefore, we could tentatively treat the two indices as comparable indices.
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Table 3.21 Ingroup bias by self-reported level of distraction

Salient Non-salient

Allocation index

strongly distracted 47 (5) A7 (6)

modecrately distracted 1.29 % (16) -.04 (16)

not distracted .80 (26) 45 (20)
Rating index

strongly distracted 16 (5) 1.27 (6)

moderately distracted 31 (16) 16 (16)

not distracted .19 (26) 73 # (20)

1) The figure in brackets is the number of the subjects.
2) # denotes the figure is significantly different from zero point (p < .05, two-tailed)

The effects of salience Prediction 3 about group membership salience
on the point allocation indices was on the whole supported. Namely, both
total points and the discriminatory pulls, especially the pull of MD against
MJPeMIP, showed more ingroup bias in the salient conditions than in the
non-salient conditions. This also constitutes a conceptual replication of the
results in total points of the pilot study.

Together with the results of the rating indices, this pattern concerning
the effect of salience on the rating and allocation indices is best summarised
in Fig. 3.2: the allocation bias increased with group membership salience
while group membership salience did not affect the rating bias. In short,
predictions 3 and 4 concerning the effects of salience for the rating and

allocation indices were both consistently supported.

Correlational approach
Prediction 6 concerning the relationship between group membership
salience and allocation bias was supported with the CSR scale score (see Table

3.18). Namely, the allocation bias index was positively related with group
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membership salience, measured by CSR, in the no distraction conditions
while the relation was not significant in the distraction conditions.

On the other hand, the prediction was not supported with the check
items designed to measure group membership salience directly. The results
were reversed, and are consistent with the line of analysis above as to the
degree of distraction. Namely, significant correlations were obtained in the
distraction conditions but not in the no distraction conditions, between the
amount of thinking-about-group-membership and the allocation bias index
(see Table 3.19). This pattern supports the “noise” explanation. That is, it is
considered that distraction eliminated other intentions in the distraction
condition so that thoughts of ingroup favouritism emerged to be correlated
with ingroup bias, while the other thoughts interfered with the thought of
ingroup favouritism in the no distraction condition, thus failed to have clear
correlation with the ingroup bias.

Furthermore, the positive correlation between the point allocation
index and the rating index in the distraction conditions and its absence in the
no distraction condition are understandable when taking account of the
hypothesised elimination of “noise” intentions in the distraction conditions
(Table 3.18). That is, “noise” intentions were thought to have blocked the
output of the intentional process of social identity. Therefore, distraction may
have facilitated the social identity process by eliminating noise intentions,
leading the indices for ingroup bias to correlate in the distraction conditions.

The results were mixed for prediction 7 that distraction would not
affect the relationship between the rating ingroup bias index and the degree
of group membership salience. Thus, for the rating index, correlations with
CSR scale score differed between the distraction and no distraction
conditions. While there was no significant correlation in the distraction
condition, a moderate correlation was found in the no distraction condition

(Table 3.18). So, the results of correlation with CSR scale score are not
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consistent with prediction 7. Meanwhile, correlation with salience check items
seems to support prediction 7. That is, more or less the same correlation
coefficients were obtained both in the distraction and the no distraction
conditions (Table 3.19).

On these mixed results, two comments can be made. Firstly, it is
difficult to interpret the results because prediction 7 was based on the
tentative assumption that individual differences in vulnerability to group
membership salience correlates with individual differences in the strength of
category differentiation. This assumption may not necessarily be valid.
Secondly, it is difficult to judge confidently from those results because, again,

the indices for group membership salience are not thought to be very reliable.

Measurement

Variations among the pull scores Concerning the “pulls”, it seems to
be easier to interpret these results if we introduce the idea of justifiability of
different strategies along the strength of group membership. Namely, we
could assume, for example, that to take Fairness strategy is easy regardless of
the group membership strength because it is a universal virtue and highly
justifiable, while to choose MD against MJP ¢MIP is difficult because it needs
some arguments to justify why one sacrifices maximum ingroup profit.
However, salient group membership is assumed to help justify MD strategy
such that MD is for the relative good of one’s ingroup. The pull of MD ¢MIP
against MJP is thought to be moderately easy to justify in terms of group
membership because it brings maximum ingroup profit anyway, yet not as
much so as Fairness strategy. These arguments can be applied to the rest of
the strategies.

Bearing these points in mind, the results on the MD (on MJPeMIP) pull
score, for instance, are quite understandable. Thus, the pull of MD against

MJPeMIP is the least justifiable because it actually impedes ingroup profit.




This choice seems to have occurred only when group membership was
salient, and thus the need for social identity was strong enough for the
members to sacrifice the absolute benefit. Moreover, it seems that subjects
needed to be distracted in order to ignore the merit of choosing MJP ¢ MIP.

In the meantime, as Fairness (against MD ¢MIP) is thought to be most
justifiable strategy, subjects chose it even in the non-salient conditions (pulls
were significantly larger than zero in every condition). This is consistent with
the previous literature. Nevertheless, this general tendency is qualified by the
effect of salience and distraction. For example, distraction seems to have
weakened the subjects’ orientation to Fairness when group membership was
not salient. It may probably be that distraction deprived subjects of their
intention, on the whole, to achieve fairness. However, salience of group
membership increased this weakened orientation in the distraction condition.
This interaction would be explained by the nature of group membership. In
salient conditions, the orientation of group differentiation (MD*MIP) is also
thought to be strong despite the easy justifiability of Fairness. As a result, it
seems, choosing Fairness against MDeMIP becomes rather difficult, thus
subjects need distraction to flee from the constraints of group membership.

Similarly, the results on the pull of MDeMIP against MJP can be
explained with these ideas. It seems subjects needed to be distracted in order
to choose MD ¢ MIP against MJP ignoring the merit of choosing MJP. And it is
not surprising, if MD ¢ MIP against MJP is yet fairly justifiable, that the salient
conditions and the non-salient conditions indicated the same pattern.

The above interpretations presuppose that different intentions about
allocations may probably interfere with one another (e.g. F and MDeMIP).
Without this presupposition, it is more difficult to explain the pattern of
results.

Nature of the indices  Results of ingroup bias indices Comparison

of ingroup bias between the point allocation index and the rating index
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revealed that the former was powerful when group membership was strong,

but there was no difference between the two indices when group membership

salience was weak.23 These results should, it can be argued, suggest that

group membership salience “fuels” the motivational process of social identity
by increasing the subjects’ identification with the group, while it does not
affect the category differentiation process.

Conversely, these results support the assumption that the point

allocation index reflects the intentional process while the rating index taps

more of the automatic process.

Another aspect of ingroup bias indices is that many rating indices
showed ingroup bias even in the group membership non-salient conditions.
The experimental procedure in these conditions was designed to evoke only
category differentiation, and not to the extent that identification to the group
follows. Therefore, it can be argued that the rating indices measured the kind
of ingroup bias that did not derive from group membership salience. That is,
the outcome of the automatic process of category differentiation.

Related to this, it should be noted that the pattern of the results on the
two indices discussed above rules out the alternative interpretation of the
nature of the two indices. The alternative interpretation would be that the two
indices actually measure the result of a single psychological process with

different sensitivities, instead of the results of the two different psychological

23 The re-analysis of the data from the pilot study showed similar pattern of results, though
non-significantly. That is, an allocation index (standardised average score for the four
versions of the matrix type MDeMIP against MJP) showed more ingroup bias than a rating
index (standardised sum score of the scales corresponding to those in Experiment 1, except
“generosity”, because its connotation was different between the two studies: “financial” in
the pilot study, whereas “mentally” in this study) when group membership was strong [Ms=
.10, and -.33, t (15)=1.01, n.s.], while the difference between the rating and the allocation
indices was less when group membership was non-salient [Ms= .14, and -.05, t (33)=-.76,
n.s.]. ANOVA on another allocation index created in the same way from the matrix type of
MD against MJPeMIP produced signiticant interaction effect between salience and
distraction [F (1,49)= 6.21, p < .05]. When group membership was salient, the allocation index
score was larger than the rating index score [Ms = .32, and -.32, t (16)= 2.25, p < .05], while the
allocation index score was smaller than the rating index score when group membership was
non-salient [Ms =-.16, and .14, t (33)=-1.07, n.s.].
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processes. More precisely, one could argue that rating indices would be
simply more sensitive than point allocation indices to detect ingroup bias, so
that the effect of distraction would not necessarily correspond to
intentionality /automaticity. This explanation would be plausible if we had
not found that ingroup bias on the rating index was, in fact, smaller than that
in a point allocation index when group membership was salient. In sum, the
most plausible explanation seems to be that the two indices are not just
similar measures with different sensitivities, but that they correspond, at least
comparatively, to the two psychological processes.

Results of self-report measures for allocation strategies  The results
of self-reported intentions, their correspondence to, and discrepancy from,
actual point allocations did not clearly support the assumptions that the point
allocation indices reflect the intentional processes. While subjects seem to
have been aware of the fairness strategy (the pull of F against MD¢MIP)
reasonably well, the maximum differentiation strategy (the pull of MD
against MJPeMIP) correlated only marginally with the corresponding self-
report (Table 3.20). And there was no indication of awareness for the joint
profit strategy (the pull of MJP against MD ¢MIP).

These differences among strategies may be partly due to the general
size of the pulls and self-reports. That is, while the pull of F against MD ¢ MIP
and the corresponding recognition was considerably large, the other two
were quite weak for both the pulls and the corresponding recognition. If this
is the case, the results do not constitute evidence against intentionality of the

allocation indices. This idea needs further investigation in future studies.

Other findings
Differential rating dimension The difference in ingroup bias
between the most differential dimension and the other dimensions confirms

the general assumption that ingroup bias is apparent in relevant dimensions,
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and supports the idea that the most differential dimension constitutes the
most sensitive dimension that can capture ingroup bias better than the other
dimensions. However, there is a high chance that subjects may have judged
differentiality of dimensions on the basis of how they actually rated the
groups. Therefore, it may be wise not to draw firm conclusions from this
result.

Sex and cultural difference There was an indication, at least for the
present sample of 12-13 year old pupils, that male subjects were more
competitive than female subjects in the British sample. For the cultural
differences, nothing can be said because of the different format of

measurement, the procedure, etc. between the pilot study for the Japanese

sample and Experiment 1 for the English sample.

The experimental procedure

Finally, there are a number of pros and cons of the procedure of the
current experiment. First, as mentioned earlier in this section, the concurrent
distracting task of italic-letter-finding was found to be a fairly reliable
technique. The manipulation check for distraction, as well as the results
pattern among the conditions, indicated that subjects were reasonably
distracted by the distracting task in Experiment 1. And it was suggested that
the slight difference in the distracting tasks between the pilot study (copying
the letters) and Experiment 1 (circling the letters) were sufficient to vary the
degree of distraction. Secondly, th<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>