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ABSTRACT

impact of the self-concept on behaviour.  Self-awareness theory addresses

the ‘process of individual self-regulation in terms of private and public
standards.  Self-focused attention increases the influence of these

standards. - Social identity theory presumes that the self can be defined

in terms of social category membership. Intergroup behaviour ensues
when these social identifications are salient, It is theorised that the
public/private self-focus and social/persenal identity distinctions are
orthogonal. Focus on the private aspects of self may include a social
identification and lead to intergroup behaviour. -

Fenigstein, Scheier and Buss' (1975) Self-Consciousness Scale is
assessed and discriminates reliably between private and public self-
consciousness. The first expefiments reveal no ihpact of self-awareness
manipulations on intergroup ratings. In the pext experiment, increased
attention to social categorisation raises the amount and consistency of
discrimination. The finding that private, but not public, self-focus
reinforces social identification under relevant conditions also emerges
in the next study.

Different standards for 'public' behaviour may prevail when different
audiences observe, and 'private' standards may depend on identification with
the group. ~ In an experiment testing these propositions identification
is accurately reflected only to an ingroup audience - a result which is
replicated,. In the final exﬁeriment;video feedback with an ingroup
audience minimises, whereas that without maximises, ihgroup bias, due to
variations in the impact of different aspects of identity. Ingroup bias
reflects identifieation only when private self-consciousness is high or
public self-conscicusness is low.  Across experiments self-esteem reliably
affects intergroup behaviour, and referent informational, rather than
normative, influence predominates.

The social identification and self-awareness approaches are each enriched
by the other. A model of identification in group contexts and the view that
behaviour may serve self-preserving motives are proposed. The conceptual and
empirical ambiguity between 'salience' and 'attention' remain to be resolved.

These cognitive factors in intergroup behaviour may not have simple
effects because other, social, factors, exert influences to alter their

impact.
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INTRODUETION

'Speial consciousness, or awareness, is inseparable
from self-consciousness, because we can hardly think of
purselves excepting with reference to a social group of
some sort, or of a group except with reference te
ourselves' (C.H. Cooley, 1902, p. 5).

The aim of this thesis is to raise a set of gquestions and to
suggest some answers. The questions stem from a bagic problem for
social psychology: to understand how groups and individuals can coexist.
In its wider sociological form this problem is how the sociél order is
reproduced and sustained by individuals. However, the fact that society
is a part of individual consciousness (Marx, 1963; Moscovici, 1972)
and that social facts can determine individual acts (Durkheim, 1951)
does little to help_us account for variations in the way different
individuals experience and express themselves within a single context.
Sociological explanations also seem rather too broad when we try to
explain why the same individual acts in different ways at different
times.

In its narrow psychological form the problem is one of the psychological
causes and‘consequences of group membership. If sociology regards
groups (read 'society', fculture' and 'subculture'’) as in some sense
socialising, psychology has typically regarded them as antisocialising
(McDougall, 1927). le Bon (1897), for example, explicitly depicted
crowds as being more primitive than individuals; a thesis which has
gone largely unchallenged by psychologists to this day. Psychologists
have characterised groups as disintegrative social forms {e.g. Singer,
Brush and Lublin, 1965; Zimbardo, 1969),as sapping the will of individuals
to work (Latané and Nida, 1981), as engulfing individual agency (Milgram,

1974), as reducing individual acticns to a lowest common denominator -
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conformity - (Asch, 1952) and merely as satisfying functional needs
(Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood and Sherif, 1961). Recent emphases have
cast the impact of the group on the individual in purely cognitive
terms, In this formulation it is the relative éizg of one's subgroup
which is important, due to its influence on salience; the subjective
meaning of one's group membership is barely recognised as a credible
determinant of behavieur (e.g. Mullen, 1983; Taylor, Fiske, Clese,
Anderson and Ruderman, 1979).

| In both the psychological and the sociological traditions there
are clear moral tones (ef. Adorno, Frenkl-Brunswick, Levinson and
Sanford, 1950). The very term 'falSE“CDNSCiOUSOESS"aCCUSBS
individuals of failing to understand the nature of their group and of
society. Terms such as 'compliance', 'disinhibition' and 'diffusion
of responsibility' castigate individuals for allowing social pressures
in groups to affect them at all. Indeed, social psychological research
has often been preoccupied with intra~individual consistency (Wicker,
1969) and with reducing the variance due to contextual factors (see
Underwood and Moore, 1981).  The rising eminence of theories of the
'self-concept' (Wylie, 1979), and 'self' as a causal agent (see Suls,
1982, and Wegner and Vallacher, 1980), seems also to have produced a
view of individuals as autonomous objects. Individuals process 'social’
information but are regarded as being independent of that infermation
(such as knowledge of one's group membership).

In the light of these traditions it is important to recognise, first,
that the 'problem’' may not exist in the way it has been cheracterised
and, second, that the questions we go on to ask often presuppose the
limits of the answer. In my view the problem is one of how society
and individuality come to be represented simultaneously within the same

person (assuming they are) in addition to asking if or when. The
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theorists mentioned above have gone on to ask whether society is good
for people and viéé Qéféa,‘the answer being determined almost wholly
by the values of the enquirer. While I cannot pretend to be value free,
I shall endeavour to ask guestions in a way whiph reduces the impact
of values on the answers.

One of the more interesting attempts by social psychelogists to
embrace sociological thought was initiated with the publieation of Duval

and Wicklund's (1972) book, A Theory of Objective Self-Awareness. They

set out to test empiricélly and justify Mead's (1934) views on the
relation between seif and society (see alsp Shrauger and Schoeneman,
1979). It was thought that, where attention could be turned towards
the self (by such simple devices as a mirror), a person would be more
aware of the way he or she is perceived by specific or general others.
In this state a person would therefore also be more inclined to behave
in line with the standards which those others might be expected to held.
Self-awareness was thereby 'socialising'. It increased the impact of
society on the individual,

However, as Chapter 1 demonstrates, reseafch on self-awareness can
also be described as showing quite a different phenomenon.  Self-awareness
often reduced the impact of social standards and resulted in enhanced
individuality (cf, Langer, 1978). At this point the break with sociology
was made. Two types of self-awareness were possible (Buss, 1980;

Scheier and Carver, 1981). Awareness of the private self reinforced
individual independence and was bound up with identity.  Awareness

of the public self reinforced soeial desirability and self—présentation
in acquiescence to social pressure. The private/public dichotomy
helped to account for experimental results but lost the parsimony of
Mead's theory and reintroduced the ﬁéﬁéi component ,which is discussed

at greater length in Chapter 3.
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A completely separate branch of social psychology whose assumptions
are also somewhat similar to those of symbolic interactionism is the
social identity approach to intergroup relations (see Tajfel, 1978).
This approach arques that social categories have their impact on
individuals when they are internalised. When a person catégorises
him or herself as 'black' (when his or her 'blackness' is salient) a
process of identification with that label ensues. Thus, social

structures and intergroup relations are not simply a result of
interpersonal pressure, conFormify or instrumental behaviour, but rather
they represent the expression of a common self-definition by a number

of people. In Chapter 2 this theoretical position is ﬁresented and is
subjected to criticism partly on the grounds that it pesits a mutual
exclusivity of 'social' and 'bersonal' aspects of identity. This
distinction backs upone between individualist ('reductionist?®) theories
and 'social' theories. It is arqued that the former may have something
to offer the social identification approach, Balance theories, equity
theofy and reference group theory are used to illustrate this point1.

An important contradiction between the self-awareness and social
identity approaches is raised and discussed in detail in Chapter 3,

It is argued that self-awareness may be 'socialising' whether the self-
definition receiving attention is idiosyncratic or is socially shared.
Deindividuation and self-awareness researchers assume that self-awareness
renders behaviour more morally acceptable (see Guardian article headed
'Metropolitan Police set out to train all officers in self-awareness'

for lay versions of this viewz) and less susceptible to influence from the
group.  Such stances are rejected and it is suggested that awareness

of self-definition as a group member may actually magnify the impact of
the group-

Chapter 4 describes a lengthy assessment of Fenigstein, Scheier and
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Buss' (1975) Self-Consciousness Scale, which allows an operationalisation
of the private/public self-attention distinction at the level of
individual differences. In Chapters 5; 6 and 7 evidence is presented
from five studies (using children as subjects) in order to demonstrate
that focus of attention and self-attention are relevant variables in
intergroup behaviour. |

In Chapter 5 an investigation is carried out to reveal the natural
use of social categorisation in children's self-descriptions, and to
see if self-awareness manipulations affect behaviour when these categories
are salient. The experiments reported in Chapter 6 delve deeper into
a possible distinction between 'salience' and 'attention', and use both
situational and disﬁositional focus of attention as factors in a minimal
group paradigm., Dispositional indices are adopted once more in the
experiment reported in Chapter 7 where ﬁhe intergroup context is more
meaningful and realistic - intergroup goal relations and similarity
are also experimentally manipulated.

The remaining empirical chapters home in on some more specific
problems in understanding thé way that social identification may be
represented in behaviour.  The possibility that behaviour may not
reflect identity is pursued and, in particular, the nature of intergroup
self-presentation is explored. Intergroup behaviour often occurs in the
psychological or physical presence of others and it is clearly important
to understand how these factors may constfain or enable people to engage
in overtly competitive acts.  Another, equally weighty, factor is the
strength (as distinct from clafity) of identification with a group, and
the motivational forces at work when individuals do or do not display
intergroup discrimination,

These possibilities are explored in three experiments. The first

two (Chapters 8 and 9) involve sixth form public school pupils from two
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schools; each being a relevant outgroup to the other. Subjects are
led to believe that either ingroup, outgroup or no individuals will
inspect their intergroup evaluations. Thié design is replicated in the
1éboratory, in the experiment reported in Chapter 10, In addition,
situational manipulations of private and public self-awareness are
introduced in order to see how self-attention and audience variables
interact.

The thesis concludes by considering a range of factors and variables
which are likely to operate in intergroup behaviour.  Stress is iéid
on the possible conflicts between engaging in discrepant overt behaviours
while maintaining a coherent self-concept. In addition, the distinction
between 'individualistic' and 'social' social psychology (e.g. Tajfel,
1979) is scrutinised and a call made for a greater integration between
the social identification perspective and others in sgeial psychology.
Thus we return to the opening problem of how society lives within

individuals and how individuals can exist within society.
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NOTES

Another criticism is that social identity theory .is not able
to describe intergroup relations as they actually appear in
society (see Condor, 1984, for a comprehensive elaboration
of this kind of argument).

The Guardiaﬁ.(13.9,8a, p. 1) published a report by Aileen

Ballantyne about the Pplicing Skills Development Course. -

Following the 1981 Brixton riots in Lohdon, the Scarman Report
recommended that police training should include an extra 4

weeks, 'largely spent studying communication, and group and
self-awareness'. This technigue has been imported from the Florida
police force, and includes video feedback and role-playing.
Ballantyne's article concludes that the 27,000 participating
officers 'will then see for themselves if they are too aggressive

in their attitude, and can be counselled about this by the other
people in the group'. The theory and research produced in this
thesis challenge the assumption that self-awareness will necessarily
have such positive effects, particularly in intergroup contexts.




CHAPTER 1

SELF-AWARENESS

OVERVIEW

The aim ef this chapter is to provide an introduction to the
background, theery and research on self-awareness. The self has long
been acknowiedgedés one of the most powerful determinants of behaviour,
Social scientists have been greatly preoccupied with describing its
contents and enumerating its effects. The importance of adopting a
distinction between the presence of a self-concept and the awareness
of that concept has often been stressed by socioclogists (e.g. Mead,
1934; Strauss, 1977), but it is only recently that psychoiogists too
have incorporated it iﬁto their theories. This may have been partly
a result of‘a need to integrate person and situation parameters in a
more parsimonious way (for example, incorporating cognitive processes),
and partly as a response to the rich theoretical concepts which were
readily available in the writings of sociologists (e.g. Cooley, 1982;
Goffman, 1959; Shibutani, 1961). After a brief introduction to the
approaches to the self taken by such theorists we will come to a review
of the current social psychological theories of self-awareness, Although
three theoretical approaches are to be discussed, where the term 'self-
awareness theory' is used it should be taken to refer to the common
elements of the three, and thus will not distinguish between them. In
addition, throughout this thesis the terms 'self-attention', 'self-
focus', 'self-focussed attention', and 'self-awareness' will be used
interchangeably to refer to the state in which a person is attending
to some aspect of self.

An examination of the methodology adopted by self-awareness
researchers will lead on to a critical appraisal of the findings and

assumptions underlying each approach. In the final section it will
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be arqued that self-awareness theory suffers from possible cirecularity
of explanation, which may in turn make prediction problematic. Its
other major weakness - an excessively individualistic perspective - is

introduced as a point of entry for the present research.

Early theories

The psychology of the self has, from William James's time, relied on
coneeptual . frameworks which have divided the self into several components.
For James (1890), for example, the self could be described as a combination
of *Me' (self as object, as a set of facts) and 'I’ (self as experienced)}
’components. The 'Me' can be further described as being made up of spiritual,
material, social and bodily aspects; each of these being linked to feelings
of self-worth and esteem - a theme which reecurs in later psychological
theories. Further theoretical advances were made by both psychoanalytic
and sociological schools.  Perhaps the most enduring of these has been
Freud's (1946) conception of the tension between the id, ego and superego.
However, Freud and others (e.g. Adler, 1927; Jung, 1960), while using
gelf-examination in the therapeutic process, proposed that the self was
a regulating system in both the conscious and the subconscious realms.
Furthermore, the rather free way in which terms and concepts such as
tself' and 'ego' came to be used (Chein, 1944) served only to muddy the
waters and prevent any systematic theory of the self from developing.

These ambiguities surrounding the nature of 'self' have continued
(see Burns, 1979; Gergen, 1971), largely due to the fact that the
dimensions and components of the self have repeatedly been
reconceptualised, and each conceptualisation carves up the_‘self—
concept' in slightly different ways (e.g. Higgins, Klein and Strauman,

19843 Markus and Nurius, 1984).  These ambiguities may result from

attempts to define the self first as structure and then as process.



Since structure is often easier to describe it is tempting to start
from an assumption about structure in order to investigate the process.
Examples of such approaches abound (Carver and Scheier, 1981, Chapter
43 Markus, 1977), even though it is now commonly stated that the
processing and structural aspects of the self operate dialectically
(Bandura, 1982; Markus and Sentis, 1982).  Ironically, the symbolic
interactionists, on whose writings many of the social psychological
approaches to self are based, argued most strongly that it was the
process which should be the focus of interest,

Cooley (1902), in introducing the notion of the 'looking glass
self', stressed that 'the thing that moves us to pride or shame is
not the mere mechanical reflection of ourselves, but an imputed sentiment,
the imagined effect of this reflection on another's mind ... the
character and the weight of that other ... makes all the difference
with our feeling' (p. 3B0). It was, however, Mead (1934) who more
explicitly stated that 'the self, as that which can be an object to
itself, is essentially a social struecture, and it arises in social
experience ... it is impossible to conceive of a self arising outside
of social experience' (p. 384), His argument was that we come to
symbolise ourselves using shared and socially constructed meaning
(e.g. language) and that, at different times, we may acquire different
self-definitions, depending on who the ‘other' is. In modifying or
adapting our behaviour to suit different people we are implicitly
self-aware. However, as Cooley also pointed out, it is the other in
mind of whom we act in respect. Mead dwells on this point in
explaining how it is that the socially constructed self can still be
meaningful even in the absence of others, but only after it has already
been socially created, This philosophical point is at the heart of

many problems which have arisen in recent self-awareness theories,



as will be discussed presently. The key point is that we may have
independent and private experiences or knowledge but we only come to
define those on the basis of a socially prévided 'objective' conception
of what those experiences are.

Along with the writing of Mead, self-awareness theorists have
ocecasionally referred to Goffman (1959) and Shibutani (1961) as
sources of legitimacy for their ideas (e.qg. Scheier and Carver, 1981;
Wicklund, 1982)}. The incorporation of the dramaturgical perspective
and the importance of self-presentation (Fenigstein, 1979) and the
use of reference groups (Carver and Humphries, 1981) have been indicative
of self-awareness theorists' continual desire to accommodate both
cognitive (Carver, 1979) and social {Wicklund, 1975) models of self.
One of the attractions of self-awareness theory for social
psychologists is that it does allow for both social and psychological
factors to play a role in self-regulation.  Furthermore, these
theories suggest that a limited methodology can be adapted to examine
a wide range of phenomena. Some of the major reviews of the theory
have pointed to this fact as being indicative of the parsimohy of the
thecry,'but as problematic when trying to integrate the research
literature in a meaningful way (cf. Buss, 1980; Carver and Scheier,
1981a; Wicklund, 1975). On other 6ccasions the theorists have been
content to address only specific applications of their approaches:
to social facilitation (Carver and Scheier, 1981b); to self-definition
versus self-presentation (Scheier and Carver, 19871); to the socialising
impact of self-awareness (Wicklund, 1980, 1982); or the role of self-

awareness in persuasibility (Roloff, 1980).

THREE VARIANTS OF SELF-AWARENESS THEDRY

The present review will outline three theoretical orientations to



self-awareness (Buss, 19803 Carver, 1979; Wicklund, 1982} and evaluate the
methodology which has developed from these. The revieﬁ will then proceed
to describe the effects of self-awareness in six areas: task performance;
affect; moral behaviour; self-consistency; conformity and deindividuation.
The findings will then be evaluated in tefms of their interpretability, the
adequacy of the conceptual framework being used by the major thesrists and

the gaps which still remain to be filled in their approaches.

Wicklund's self-awareness theory

The whole area of selfuawarenesé received its first airing in
social psychology with the publication of Duval and Wicklund's (1972)
'Objective Selfwawareness' and several publications based on that
research. They agreed, following Mead (1934) and Piaget (1966), that
there are two possibilitias for‘the focus of attention - towards the
environment or towards the self (Objective Self-awareness, or 0S5A).

To be more or less self-aware is to spend a greater or lesser amount
of time attending to oneself.  They Furthér suggestéd that 'only when
the self becomes an object of conscious awareness can self-evaluation
oceur. Thé‘standards he uses for evaluation may be his own personal
values or else recently accepted‘societal standards' (Wicklund and
Duval, 1971, p. 321)., In this self-evaluative state, individuals are
thcught to become aware of a discrepaﬁcy between their behaviours and
their 'standards of correctness'. Because this would typically be
experienced as an unpleasant state, the individual would be motivated
to close the gap between the standard attained and that aspired to.

It was arqued that 0SA would be produced by any stimulus that reflected
the individual's status as an object. Thus exposure toc one's mirror
image, hearing a recording of one's own voice, being confronted with an

audience or with the knowledge of being filmed were all predicted to



make the individual objectively self-aware. Attention is then
focussed not on the entire self-concept But on 'whatever dimension
of self is most salient or dominant in that situation® (Wicklund and
Frey, 1979, p. 37). Two of the central tenets of their theory are
that the self-aware individual would attempt to escape his/her unpleasant
staté either by avoiding the self-reflective stimuli or by reducing’
the discrepancy.
Initial support for Wicklund's position was provided by effects
of self-awareness inducement on task performance (Liebling and’
Shaver, 1973; Wicklund and Duval, 1971, Expt. 3).  In both of
these studies subjects were asked to copy as much German or Swedish
prose as possible in 5 minutes. Half the subjects were alone in an
empty Toom while the rest were alone but sat facing a mirror. In
both studies mirror condition subjects copied more prose than did
control subjects. The assumption was that mirror subjects were more
cognisant of the diserepancy between real and ideal performance and
s0 worked harder to reduce that discrepancy. This finding was important
sincé it reproduced effects which had previously been attributed to
the drive inducing presence of others (Cottrell, 1972; Zajonc, 1965).
Another strand of research during this period was the use of
different standards for behaviour. ForAexample, in Experiment 1 by
Wicklund and Duval (1971) subjects did or did not hear the sound of
their own voices, played back on a tape recorder, prior to answerind
a political attitude questionnaire. They shifted from their own
prior attitudes in the direction of modal opinions which had been
(arbitrarily) attributed to undergraduates in general more in the voice
feedback than in the no-voice feedback condition.  There was no
difference in rejection of the negative reference group (of prisoners)

modal opinions though. Similarly, Duval (1972) found that subjects



who were presented with video feedback of themselves conformed more
to the stated modal opiniens of others when assessing the number of
objects in a visual field than did no-video subjects. Carver (1974,
1975) engaged subjects in a 'teaching task' using the Buss aggression
machine. In the Buss paradigm a stooge learner makes a set number
{in this case 35 out of 53) of errors in a recall task. it is the
teacher's (subject's) responsibility to administer an electric shock
(using a 10 level continuum) whenever the learner makes an error.

In both of these studies half the teachers had a mirror attached to
the machine facing them. However, in one {(Carver, 1974) subjects
were informed that higher shock levels facilitate learning, while in
the other (Carver, 1975) the standard for their behaviour was to be
their own attitudes to using punishment as a teaching method. In
both experiments subjects in the mirror condition adhered more to the
standar& provided than did control condition subjects.

The other important assumption made by Wicklund and DuQal was
that the self-aware state is aversive. Duval; Wicklund and Fine
(in Duval and Wicklund, 1972, pp. 16-20) found that subjects who had
been given anavourable feedback about their creativity-intelligence,
and were then left alone in a room, subsequently left that room more
quiekly if it contained a mirror. Gibbons and Wicklund (1976) also
found that males who had been rejected by a female confederate were
less prepared to spend time listening to a tape of own versus other's
voice than were non-rejected males.

In his 1975 review, Wicklund proposed that the first impulse
would be to avoid self-focus buf that if this were impossible than an
attempt at discrepancy reduction would ensue. In his later aﬁproaches
to self-awareness, Wicklund (1979, 1980, 1982) stresses its social

nature more emphatically. He supports Shibutani's (1961) analysis of



the individual as a part of the social grﬁup énd argues that being
different (Duval, 1976) or in a disrupted situation will induce a

state of self-awareness. Wicklund still suggests, however, that
'simple self-focussing devices should be added to the Shibutani method
... more generally, any symbol of the self should suffice to bring
attention increasingly on to the self' (1982, p. 212). He continues

to stress the potentially aversive nature of self-awareness but develops
the theme of 'discrepancy' by introducing the notion of tendpoints’,
These are ‘'goals, ends or purposes toward which the person is
behaviourally orientated' (p. 217). He argues that where a person

has conflicting endpoints 'those such as emotions or strong motivational
states generally take precedence over more static aspects of self
(values, logical thinking)' (p. 218) (see also Wicklund, 1978;

Wicklund and Frey, 1979). It follows that soccial pressures will

only be influential in the absence of strong internal affect. This
argument - one which recurs in self-awareness theory ~ rests on the’
assumption that the individual is a more potent force than the group

(Wicklund, 1980), and that the two entities are psychologically discrete.

The Buss/Scheier version of self-awareness theory

A second branch of self-awareness theory has emphasised individual
differences (Buss, 1980; Scheier and Carver, 1981) . An attempt was
made to develop a scale of dispositional self-awareness (Fenigstein,
Scheier and Buss, 1975), which is termed 'self-consciousness’ to
distinguish it from situationally induced self-awareness. The
development of this Self-consciousness Scale (SCS) is described in
detail in a later chapter. For the present discussion it is sufficient
to note that the SCS contains three subscales, two of which have

provided the basis for a great deal of research.



Buss (1980) arques that the self can be considered to be composed
of two domains - the public and the private. The simplest distinction
between these domains is that, while the public self is 'entirely overt'
and observable by others, the private self ‘can only be cbgerved by
the experiencing peréon' (p. 9). The distinction between 'public'
and 'private' has been adopted by most researchers in self-awareness
{(Carver and Scheier, 1981; Scheier and Carver, 1981), with the
exception of Wicklund. Typically, in this paradigm subjects are
divided into high and low scorers on the subscales of the SC5
as a basis for predictions about behaviour. People who are high in
private consciousness 'are presumed to be particularly attentive to
ltheir thoughts, feelings, attitudes and other private self-aspects
... [while those high in public self-consciousness] ... are especially
cognisant of how they are being viewed by others in their social
contexts and how those others are reacting to them' (Scheier and
Carver, 1981, p. 193).

The effects of these dispositional types of self-focus have been
linked with the effects of different situational manipulations. It
is currentlf claimed that 'mirror induced self-awareness yields results
comparable to selecting subjects who are high in dispeositional private
self-consciousness (e.g. Carver and Scheier, 1978; Scheier and Carver,
1977, 1980; Scheier, Carver and Gibbons, 1978) ... the presence of
an audience ... would seem to direct attention to the pﬁblic self’
(Froming, Walker-and Lopyan, 1982). In general, manipulations which
involve evaluation or heightened salience of the public self (e.g.
video feedback, audiences, etc.) are thought to induce public self-
focus,while those which involve perceptual feedback and no evaluation
(such as mirrors, heart rate, feedback, etc.) should induce private

self-focus (Froming and Carver, 1981; Scheier and Carver, 1981).
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Buss (1980) diverges from this position in so far as he distinguishes
between large and small mirrors. He suggests that, while small
‘mirrors (reflecting upper torso and face) reveal nothing new, and
hence lead to private ruminations, larger and 3-sided mirrors reveal
unusual aspects of ourselves,causing public self-focus,

A large proportion of research in this area has been directed
towards validating the publie/private distinction and using it to
promote themes relating to individuality (e.g. McCormick, 1979),
compliance (Froming and Carver, 1981), and ways of dealing with
dissonance (Scheier and Carver, 1980). The empirical review in this
chapter reflects that precccupation,while the theoretical critigue
points to some of the limitations of this framework.

Since the two dispositions are independent there may be a
problem in directly linking them with manipulated self-focus.

Indeed, Scheier (1980) specifies that there are 4 groupé of people
defined by being a combination of high/low self-conscious on the two
dimensions. It is those who are high in private and simultaneously
low in public who will behave in a manner most similar to a subject
in front of-a mirror. A person who is high in public but low in
private self-consciocusness will be most likely to behave as if an
audience is present. However, there are no clear predictions to be
made about people who are high on both or low on both of the dimensions.
Similar ambiguities may arise if one considers what might happen to a
high private self-conscious person in an evaluative context. Buss
(1980) argues that one domain will tend to take pricrity in any given
situation, a point supported by Scheier (1980). What is still
unresolved, however, is whether dispositional. self-consciousness is a
readiness to be made self-aware by situational factors (i.e. a

threshold phenomenon) or whether it operates independently of
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situational factors. These questions are respglved to a certain

extent by Carver's (1979) cognitive approach to self-awareness.

Carverfs self-regulation approach

Carver (1979) has concerned himself less with the particular
consequences of self-awareness and more with the nature of the cognitive
processes involved.,  The predictions which he makes are often compatible
with those of other self-awareness theorists, He differs on some
specific‘pcihts, but is concordant on at least two major ones:
first, that a discrepancy altering process is at work and, second,
that attention to different standards (Wicklund's 'endpoints') underlies
different behaviours., He is less interested in where those standards
come from than with how they are used. While it would be fair to
categorise Carver at the cognitive end of the continuum of social
psychological theory, his approach is still 'social' because it deals
with the application of a cugnitive model to social behaviour.

In several statements (Carver, 1979; Carver and Scheier, 1981a,
1981b, 1982) Carver has advocated the use of contrel theory and
cybernetics in the analysis of self-requlation processes. The basic
element in control theory is the negative feedback loop.  The commonly
cited example of a negative feedback loop is a thermostat. The
essential features are that an input (temperature) is sensed and
compared with a 'reference signal' or standard of comparison which
is set from outside the loop (the temperature set by the owner of the
thermostat). This 'test' between the actual and reference signals
either detects no difference {in which case no further action is
needed) or a discrepancy is detected. In the latter.case the mechanism
operates' (effects a change in temperature) on the environment.  The

impact of this operation is monitored again at the 'test' part of the
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loop. Continued modifications are made until there is no discrepancy
between the detected and reference values (temperature measured =
temperature set). Test-Operate-Test-Exit (TOTE) units have been used
as analogies for behavioural regulation extensively by cognitive
psychologists (Adams, 19763 Miller, Galanter and Pribram, 1960;
Powers, 1979). They are hierarchically ordered negative feedback
loops. The act of closing a door exemplifies their operation. At
the top of the tree is a reference value which we may call 'Door
closed'. 1In order to close a door one must first have contact with
it so that the 'Door closed' loop sets a reference value for a movement
loop which we shall call ‘Walk doorwapds’. That loop in turn provides
the standards for the placing of each foot, and so on. Clearly, we
aré relatively conscious of higher order reference values (or goals)
and relatively unconscious of subordinate ones - the latter operating
oh a much faster time scale. One important point is that higher order
systems may reset the reference values for lower order ones. So, for
example, in driving from Canterbury to Bristol one may either go
through London or through Kingston-upon~Thames. The higher order
reference vélue (get to Bristol) is unchanged but the subordinate
ones (route, speed, etc.) may vary.

Reproduced below is Carver and Scheier's (1981b) example based
on the model of hierarchical feedback loops adopted by Powers (1973},
The content is the writing of a manuscript. Carver and Scheier argue
that it is the Program control, Principle control and System Concepts.
levels which are most important for personality and social psychologists.
At the Program level are essentially systems of scripted (Schank and
Abelson, 1977) procedures for behaviour.  An example might be the
relative automativity or unquestioning nature of our behaviour while

eating sandwiches, making coffee, washing up, and so on.  Superordinate
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to this is the level of Principles which may be reflected in the
execution of many programs. Examples might be the principle of
always being pclite or of getting to places by the quickest possible
method. Beyond and above these principles are System Concepts,which
provide a degree of systematic unity tb the principles. Carver and
Scheier suggest that ‘one important system concept ... may be the sense
of integration and coherence associated with a person's ideal self.

The attempt to regulate behaviour with regard to that system concept

may be ... an attempt to maintain or enhance one's self-esteem’

(pp. 117-119).
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Figure 1

Behavioural self-regulation (example from Carver and Scheier,

1%, 118)

1981b, pp.
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This highly abstract account of self-regulation begins to relate
back to self-awareness theory when tﬁe question of which ievel of
control will be sqperordinate at any one time is raised. The answer
may, in part, be that 'whatever level is being attended to is superordinate
at that moment' (p. 120), while lower levels continue to self-regulate
automatically and higher ones cease to be impactful until attention
is redirected towards them. . While any level may theoretically
receive attention it tends to dwell at the Program and Prihciple levels.,
When we categorise our behavioural context (social or-other) the schema
that are evoked provide the superordinate behavioural reference values.
Thus, when categorising a person as black or white, friendly or
unfriendly, ally or foe, we are doing so with reference to an established
body of knowledge {(Cantor and Mischel, 1979 Hastorf, Schneider and
Polefka, 1970) which may also contain information about purselves
{Markus, 1977).. . More importantly, these schema may provide
reference values for behaviour (e.g. friendly versus unfriendly
orientation) and such behaviour-specifying schema may be closely
linked to specific situations (Price, 1974). For example, behaviour
while spectating a football match at the ground differs markedly from
that while watching one on television.

How does all this automated regulation relate to self-awareness?
Carver (1979) regards self-directed attention as being the Ttest'
component of the feedback loop in the superordinate control system.

This is the link between Carver's, Wicklund's and Buss's approaches -
that it is self-directed attention which is a necessary precondition
for a shift of behaviour in relation to a reference standard. While
Carver and Scheier have maintained complementary research programmes
they have distinguished their position from that of Wicklund in terms

of their conceptualisation of motivation. In particular, they argue,
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Wicklund (1979) has assumed that self-awareness involves an aversive
drive state which motivates discrepancy reduction. Carver and
Scheier {1981) assume neither a drive state, that discrepancies are
aversive, nor that they will always be reduced. To some extent
this controversy is a product of issues in social facilitation research
(Cottrell, 1972; Zajone, 1965). Wicklund certainly regards the
awareness of a discrepancy as motivating (cf. Hull and lLevy, 1979;
{iebling, Seiler and Shaver, 1974; Wicklund and Duval, 1971;
Wicklund and Hormuth, 1981) but not as being a drive state. Another
difference is that, whereas Wicklund regards avoidance of self-focus
as the prepotent resﬁonse and discrepancy reduction as the next
alternative, Carver and Scheier consider the 'matching to standard’
sequence to be prepotent. If the expéctancy of successfully reducing
the discrepancy is high then self-focus leads to increased attempts
to do just that. On the other hand, if expectancies are unfavourable
the result of self-focus is an‘impetus to withdraw from further attempts.
This has been demonstrated, for example, among subjects who expressed
a moderate fear of snakes. If a mirror were pléced behind a snake
pit those who felt they could successfully pick up a snake came
significantly closer to the snakes than those who thought they could
not {(Carver, Blaney and Scheier, 1979a). Similarly, subjects who
expected to fail or succeed were significantly affected by the presence
of a mirror (Carver, Blaney and Scheler, 1979b), whereas no-mirror
subjects® attempts did not differ with respect to their expectancies.
This approach-withdrawal aspect of the Carver and Scheier theory has
implications for self-esteem (Brockner, 197%9a) and social facilitation
(Slapion and Carver, 1981),as will be shown presently.

Along with these technical differences between the theories,

the other important areas of divergence concern the questions on which
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they focus. Three areas of interest can be identified.

Wicklund's (1982) approach stresses questions such as 'How.are

the partner, the small group, and the broader society benefited

by the self-aware condition of any particular member?' (p. 209).

That is, he is preoccupied by the social functions and nature of
self-awareness. The Buss {1980) and Scheier (Scheier and Carver,
1981) approach is to take a 'view of the self as a muitimfaceted
entity'® (Carver and Scheier, 1981a, p. 309) ... 'a particularly

useful distinction being that between the private and the public
aspects ... whether by disposition or situation, however, when an
aspect of self has been rendered salient, it presumably will be that
aspect of self that is accessed whenlattention is self-directed ...
and will subsequently influence behaviour' (p. 310). In short, that
approach is concerned with distinguishing between private and public
self-attention, both by means of dispositional measures and by
situational manipulations. The orientation becomes increasingly
cognitive as Carver's (1979) control theory approach is introduced
where the 'consequences of attentional focus are [considered to

be] best coﬁceptualised in terms of information processing' (Carver
and Scheier, 1981, p. 4). Some of the key differences between the
approaches lie not so much in their basic assumptions as in their

foci of interest. Consequently, the rest of this chapter deals with
research on the effects of self-attention in relation to different
types of situation and types of behaviour rather than with a comparison
between the social, personality and cognitive emphases of the theorists.
In general, the same body of evidence has been used to inform all
three approaches. The following section will therefore commence with

an assessment of the methodology employed by self-awareness researchers.
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METHODOLOGGICAL ISSUES

There seem to be two main methodological questions. Do
manipulations of self-focus actually induce self-focus? Do
different manipulations of self-focus lead to different aspects of
self becoming the object of attention? The tentative answer to
both is yes. There are, however, problems with the evidence and
reasoning provided to date.

The purpose of self-attention manipulations is to increase the
proportion of time that attention is self- rather than environmernt-
directed (Carver and Scheier, 1981a; Wicklund, 1975). One effect
of self-directed attention should be that self-schema are accessed
more readily relative to other types (Hull and Levy, 1979; Markus,
1977}, Davis and Brock (1975) had subjects guess what English personal
pronouns should be put in some German prose in which the personal
pronouns: were underlined. Concordan£ with its presumed self-focussing
effect the presence of a television camera led subjects to use more
first person pronouns than when the camera was absent. Geller and
Shaver (1976) found that subjects in a mirror and camera condition
took longer£0:1ame the colours of self-relevant words (based on the
Stroop [1938] colour word.test) than did control condition subjects.
ft was argued that the manipulation caused increased accessing of
the self-structure,and hence interfered with the task performance. For
words which were not self-related no interference in coleur haming
performance occurred.

In order to assess the distinct effect of a mirror Carver and
Scheier (1978) had subjects fill in Exner's (1973) self-focus completion
blank (a measure of egocentricity). ~ When completing sentence stems
subjects in the mirror condition filled in more self-related words

than did no-mirror subjects. Furthermore, this finding was replicated
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when an asudience was used to induce self-focus instead of a mirror
(Carver and Scheier, 1978, Experiment 2).  Taken together, these
studies do imply that mirrors, aﬁdiences and video cameras are all
potential inducers of self-focussed attention. Other reflective
stimuli may have similar effects. Fof example, receiving heart beat
feedback led subjects in an experiment by Fenigstein and Carver (1978) "
to take longer to name colours of self-relevant words in the Geller

and Shaver (1976) task than did subjects who regarded the feedback
merely as 'noise'.  Arousal might also increase the perceptual salience
of the self (Wegner and Giuliano, 1980). Subjects who ran on the

spot for 2 minutes prior te filling in the-Exner SFC blank made more
self—reievant completions than did those who had not taken any
exercise.

There appears to be little doubt that such manipulations do
increase the influences of self on information processing. What is
still questionable is the extent to which this is due to an altered
orientation to the information or to the awareness of discrepancies.

For example, Hull and Levy (1979} adopt the view that the validation
studies reported above reflect increased encoding in terms of self-
relevance rather than attentional focus on the self. They argue that
attentional shifts to self (e.g. in Geller and Shaver's study) should
detract from task performance in general rather than being restricted
to self-relevant words. On the other hand, if the manipulation
specifically affects encoding of information by using self-schemata
rather than (for example) colour schema then it will only be self-
relevant items which are affected.  Hull and Levy's position, then,
regards the motivational issues as less germane than do other theorists’'.
Carver and Scheier (1981) also argue that self-focus manipulations

serve to heighten the salience of self-schema, but add that such schema
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often incorporate behavioural standards and may serve in relation to
higher order goals. Wicklund and Hormuth (1981) take issue with Hull
and Levy more directly, arguing that awareness of 'endpoints' and

the need to reduce discrepancies are both characteristic consequences
of being in the presence of self-focus manipulatiohs.

If one is prepared to accept that (at the very least) such
manipulations do lead to a greater involvement of the self in behaviour
the next question concerns the extent to which different manipulations
involve different aspects of self. The strongest advocates of the
argument that video/audience and mirror manipulations differ in that
respect are Carver and Scheler (Scheier, 1980; Scheier and éafver,
1?80, 1981). They claim that mirrors andrprivate self-consciousness
have analogous effects (see also Buss, 1980).  These include the
clarification and intensification of internal states, greater reference
to personally held values and moral positions, greater self-consistency
and increased self-attribution. In contrast, video feedback, audiences
and public self-consciousness have different effects, They lead to
increased conformity, a variety of self-presentational strategies,
greater reféfence to one's behaviour (rather than personal standards)
and more reliance on social norms.  However,both private and publie
self-attention. can have similar effects - if, for example, private

standards and social norms are in concord,

THE EFFECTS OF SELF-ATTENTION

Focus of attention and task performance

One of the first launching pads for self-awareness research was
the reanalysis of social facilitation effects. 1t was argued (Wicklund
and Duval, 1971) that audjence presence led to improved performance

because the self-awareness (as opposed to drive or evaluation apprehension)
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made subjects more responsive to the discrepancy betﬁeen their actual
performance and that desired. That Wicklund and Puval were able to
obtain performance facilitation using a mirror instead of an audience
seemed to support this reasoning. A debate ensued {Hormuth, 198%;
Innes and Young, 19753 Liebling and Shaver, 1973; Liebling, Seiler
and Shaver, 1974; Paulus,Annis and Risner, 1979) about the role of
drive in self-awareness inducing conditions (see also Liebling, Seiler
and Shavér, 1975; Wicklund, 1975b). It is currently accepted that
mirrors and audiencés do induce different levels (Paulus et al., 1973 )
and possibly different types (Carver and Scheier, 1981c) of arousal.
One clear reason is that audiences are implicitly evaluative (Cohen
and Davis, 1973) and may produce evaluation apprehension (Cottrell,
1972).  This means that the performer is uncertain of the positivity
of the evaluation to which he/she is subjected.

in contrast, a self-evaluative mirror condition. involves relatively
unambiguous standards - those set by the performer (cf. Abrams and
Manstead, 1981).  Studies on the facilitation and inhibition of
aggression showed first that mirrors could make behaviour tend more in
either direétiqn (Carver, 1974, 1975) depending on the standard of
correctness and, second, that eye contact with an audience was necessary -
as opposed to mere presence - before a similar effect could be
reproduced (Scheier, Fenigstein and Buss, 1974).  Explanations for
these effects in terms of drive enhancement of dominant responses
were thus cast aside. However, it must be noted that delivering
punishment on an electric shock machine is gquite different from the
kinds of motor skills and nan-social tasks to which social facilitation
theory applied itself. Even so, if a dominant response is construed
as the behavioural component of a schema then the drive/self-attention

explanations may still be compatible.
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Wicklund (19823 Wicklund and Frey, 1979) points out that,
irrespective of the drive or motivational properties of self-awareness,
there is inevitably a balance between task complexity, self-attention
and task performance. Essentially, it is argued that ‘*the more
complex the task, the less self-awareness one can introduce without
dangér of disrupting performance' (Wicklund, 1982, p. 221}, On a
simple task such as copying prose, a moderate amount of self-attention
reminds subjects of the standards but does not hinder performance
(Wicklund and Duval, 1971), but if either the self-attention (e.q.
Liebling and Shaver, 1973) or the task complexity (Brockner, 1979a)
increases there is insufficient attentional capacity available to
perform well. It might well be, therefore, that the impact of
self-focus will be greater in simple deciéion making than in continuous
performance situations. On the other hand, attending to highly
automated acts may also be disruptive (Kimble and Perlmuter, 1970;
iWicklund, 1975). But, as mentioned earlier, it may be that evaluation
'aéprehension and test anxiety (Wine, 1971) also affect‘performance by
their effects on self—atﬁention, If affective states tend to demand
attention they may interact with positive or negative performance
expectancies and increase the reassertion / giving up tendencies outlined
in Carver and Scheier's (1981a, 1981c) control theory model.  There
is some evidence which suggests.that affect is readily accessible

via self-attention.

Attention to affect

An important development in self-awareness theory was an experiment
by Scheier (1976). Using the Buss aggression (teaching) paradigm
Scheier had the learner interact in one of two styles with the teacher

prior to the teaching session. In one condition the learner insulted
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and abused the teacher, while he was attempting the 'Tower of Hanoi’
puzzle; in the other the learner remained neutral.  Subjects had
all been pretested on their attitudes towards reactions to feeling
angry and did not differ in this respect. Subjects were divided into
high and low private self-conscious and were either in a mirror or a
control {no mirror) condition.  Scheier suggested 'when angry, a
self-aware person can either attend to his personal standards or to
his angry affect. When affect is strong it is reasonable to assume
that attention will be directed towards the affect rather than standards.
Such heightened attention to one's own anger should lead to greater
aggression' (p. 628). This was confirmed in so far as only within
the mirror condition or within highly private self-conscious subjects
were angered teachers more punitive than non-angered teachers. (1t
is surprising, however, that attitudes to punishment - personal
standards - did not predict aggression levels in the mirror/non-angry
condition.) It was concluded that fincreased awareness of one's
affective state enhances the tendency to fespond to that state! (p. 643).
In a series of experiments Scheier and Carver (1977) demonstrated
that subjecté whowere either made self-aware by a reflective surface
appearing between slides or who were highly private self-conscious showed
heightened rBSponsivenéss to the content of those slides. 'Specifically,
slides of nude women were rgted as more attractive and slides of
atrocities of war as more repulsive by these subjects than by control
or low private self-conscious subjects. Similarly, elatory or’
depressing statements led to more extreme experience of elation or
depression among mirror/high private self-conscious than among
control/low private self-conscious subjects.  Throughout these studies
there were no effects of public sel f-consciousness. Further evidence

of heightened awareness of affect due to self-attention was provided
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by a series of studies on suggestibility. Subjects who were led

to expect symptoms from a {placebo) drug resisted the suggestion

that they should feel aroused more in a mirror than in a no~mirror
condition, although the mirrer did nmf eradicate the suggestibility
effect (Gibbons, Carver, Scheier and Hormuth, 1979). A conceptual
replication (Scheier, Carver and Gibbons, 1979) of this was conducted
using supposedly attractive or unattractive slides of {pre-rated equally
attractive) female nudes. In a second experiment, it was found that
judgements of the relative strengths of the taste of two solutions were
more accurate and more resistant to counter-suggestion among high than
among low private self-conscious subjects. Consistent with this,
Scheier, Carver and Gibbons (1981) found that high private self-conscious
subjects either approached or did not approach a snake pit and either

did or did not volunteer to underqo a series of electric shocks more

on the basis of their fear of such situations than did lows. They
concluded that 'whether the self-focussed attention was manipulated or
assessed as an individual difference ... presence of an affect overode
the tendency of self-focussed attention to increase behavioural
conformity fo an experimentally established standard ... when affect

is strong it is the affect to which attention gravitates ... and determines
behaviour .;; self-awareness should also increase the tehdency for

a person's standards to be supplanted by a hedonistic orientation’

(p. 14). Wicklund (1982) conecurs with this view. Further corroboration
comes from the finding that private self-consciousness correlates
positively with the intensity of general depression (Swith and

Greenberg, 1981). One question which afises from all of these

studies is how far 'affect' and 'standards' are distinguishable, an

issue which will be discussed later.  An obvious link between the

two, however, is the role of morality in determining behaviour.
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Self-attention and the adoption of moral standards

A small, but important, section of self-awareness research has
dwelt on the effects of self-focus on adherence to moral standards.
There is a clear link between this and other research which has
attempted to associate self-awareness ana deindividuation. Following
from the basic finding that self-attention increased adherence to
personal standards, it was found (Duval, Duval and Neely, 1979) that
those subjects who were exposed to their own image via video feedback
immediatelz prior to, and following, & film about victims of a V.D.
epidemic, assumed greater responsibility for their lack of concern
and were more willing to offer help than were those who were given
delayed feedback. In short, it was argued that greater self-focus
led to a greater sense of moral responsibility.  This assumption is
shared by Wegner and Schaefér (1978), who suggest that helping behaviour
ig mediated by self-awareness. In a different vein, voice feedback
and mirror was found to prevent cheating (1 out of 14.subjects cheated)
relative to other voice/no-mirror conditions (10/14 cheated) (Diener
amd Wallbom, 1976), although there is evidence that this effect is
dependent on subjects being unconcerned with the presentatlon
of their own level of skill (Vallacher and Solodky, 1979).

Other rtesearch (Gibbons, 1978) has indicated that a person's
reactién to pornography is more reliably predicted by his/her pre-
measured sex-guilt under mirror conditions (r = .6) than under control
conditions (r = .1). This finding held both for males viewing
pornographic slides and for females reading erctic literature. A
study by Beaman et al. (1979) demonstrated that trick or treating
children transgressed against a 'take one sweet only' instruction less
when a mirror was behind the sweet bowl than when the mirror was absent.

One problem with these studies is whether the moral standard
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involved is a social norm or a personal value. Buss (1980) points

out that transgression against the former should lead to shame and
against the latter to guilt. An important implicaﬁion of this is

that shame ig supposedly a function of the public self, whereas quilt
is a function of the private self. Unfortunately, none of the studies
reported above adopted Buss's distinction and several other studies
(Gibbons and Wicklund, 1982; Karylowski, 1979) have found that neither
mirror.nor voice feedback,induaed self-focus promoted altruism

or even equity. The latter study found that only if subjects' self
concern were low, and the salience of helping high, did mirror presence
increase helping behaviour (Experiment 3). In sum, it is debateable
whether or not self-focus increases adherence to moral standards
because {(a) focus may be on a non—relevént aspect of self and (b)
little research has yet been conducted to identify a moral standard
that defies a societal norm. A part of this vagueness may be due to
the rather general (or systems concept) level of moral standards.
Research on adherence to attitudinal standards tells a less ambiguous

story.

Selfwattention and self-consistency

One major problem for social psychology is that there is rarely
a close correspondence between people's attitudes and their behaviour
(Wicker, 1969). This absence of valid self-report was of considerable
interest to self-awareness theorists. Since a major tenet of self-
awareness theory is that attending to self leads to a reduction in
discrepancies the same principle should apply to self-reports and
behéviour. 1t was indeed found that behavioural sociability corresponded
with self-reports taken a few days earlier more {(r = .65) if the self-

report occurred in a mirror condition than a control (r = .16) condition
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{(Pryor gﬁméi;; 1977).. Two further experiments by Pryor Simﬁi'
(1977) indicated that self-focus motivated subjects te reconcile
their self—repbrts_with prior behaviours, and increased the
‘predictive validity of their self-reports.

Subjects who had reported their tendency to be aggressive were
later used as subjects in the Buss teaching paradigm (Scheier, Buss and
Buss, f978}. Among highly private self-conscious subjects, self-
reported aggressiveness correlated highly (r = .66), whereas there was
virtually no association among lows (r = .09). Levels of public
self-consciousness did not predict self-report validity. Similar
findings are reported by R.G. Turner (1978b), by Scheier (1980}, and
in a study of self-reports of creativity {Hormuth, 1979).  Such findings
are consistent with those of Carver (1975) in that self-focus appeared
to close the gap between self-reported standards and behaviour. That
situational inducement of private self-attention and private self-
consciousness are similar in this respect is encouraging. Anotﬁer
approach to self-consistency can be found in studies which a&dress |

behavioural conformity to social norms or values.

Self-attention and reactions to pressures of social influence

In adopting the distinction between public and private self-focus
Scheier has also introduced a possible tension between views
of 'human behaviour as guided by and motivated by personal concerns
and private needs or as motivated by the desire to manage successfully
the external and public display of self’ (Scheier and Carver, 1981,
p. 191). He argues that either self-completion or self-presentation
may influence behaviour. The private or public aspects of self will:
'influence the person's behaviour only if that self-aspect

is taken, at least temporarily, as the object of the
person's own attention' (p. 192).
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[In order to examine these effects] 'situations must

be created in which one aspect of self would be

expected to have an impact on behaviour but the

other aspect of self would not. In such a case,

heightened attention to the relevant aspect should

influence behaviour, but attention to the irrelevant

aspect should have no effect ... both internal,

private motivations and self-presentational concerns

are operative in many behavioural centexts ...

each of these sets of motivational concerns has a

greater impact on behaviour when attention is

directed to the aspect of self which is relevant

to it' {(p. 197).

The data in support of these claims come from two types of
studies: those which seek to show that psychological reactance and
resistance to conformity is increased by private self-focus (Carver,
1977; Carver and Séheier, 1981c; McCormick, 1979); and those which
have shown that public self-focus increases the adoption of social
norms for behaviour (Carver and Humphries, 1981; Diener and Srull,
1979; froming and Carver, 1981; Wicklund and Duval, 1971). Indeed,
it is this branch of the research which has been marshalled in support
of the view that self-awareness can vary in the degree to which it is
a social phenomenon.

Manipulated public self-focus (via video feedback) increased
subjects' reliance on the norms of judgements made by 1,000 other (bogus)
students on a visual perception task (Duval, 1976). In a repeated
measure (self-aware/fon self-aware design) it was found that subjects
who thought they had surpassed social standards on a visual task
rewarded themselves more when self-aware than when non self-aware.

In contrast, when surpassing only.personal standards the self-aware
subjects rewarded themselves less than when non self-aware. it was
concluded that the video and own voice feedback 'shifted the weight
given the two types of standards' (Diemer and Srull, 1972, p. 420).

Later research incorporated manipulations of private self-focus

in order to demonstrate the potential for public and private .
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self-attention to have divergent influences on behaviour. for
example, Froming, Walker and Lopyan (1982) recruited subjects who
believed that most people's attitude towards the use of punishment

in teaching was opposed to their own view. Two experiments were
conducted, one using pro-punishment subjects and another using anti-
punishment subjects. In both it was found that an evaluative audience
increased adherence to perceptions of the social norm, while a mirror
increased adherence to personal norms when subjects later administered
slectric shocks to a confederate learner. Other research (Scheier
and Carver, 1980) demonstrated that the 'socialness' of the standards
used by publicly self-aware people need only refer to their own overt
behaviour. They found that, whereas mirror subjects seemgd to shift
their attitude less in the direction of a counter-attitudinal essay
which they had written, video subjects shifted more in the counter-
attitude direction relative to controls.  Similar results were found
among high pfivgte.and high public self-conscious subjects respectively.
All this was said to provide ‘compelling evidence‘that cameras and
mirrors make persons aware of very different aspects of themselves

«eo it may Qequire very litﬁle change in the situation for a rather
dramatic shift to occur in which self-aspect is actually salient'
(Scheier and Carver, 1980, p. 404).

Further evidence in relation to compliance phenomena suggests
that public self-focus involves awareness of being socially deviant
(Froming and Carver, 1981). Subjects were estimating the number of
clicks along with 3 co-subjects.  On certain trials the co-subjects
unanimously agreed on a humber,which was in fact either one or two
clicks in error. It was found that private self-consciousness
correlated negatively (r = -.43) with compliance, whereas public

self-consciousness was positively correlated with it, but only after
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private self-consciousness had been partialled out (r = .3), and only
on trials in which the error was 2 clicks.

In the investigation of the role of private self-focus it was
found that mirror induced self-focus increases reactance against
threatening communication (Carver, 1977), an effect replicated using
high versus low private self-conscious subjects (Carver and Scheier,
1980).  Similarly, McCormick (1979) found that mirror induced self-
focus inhibited conformity under group pressure and that self-consistency
was maximised under such conditions. The basic conclusion from
this research is that, while private self-focus increases adherence
to private siandards, public self-focus increases adherence to public
ones. Obvious problems with this argument include the guestion of
how a person who is high in dispositional self-focus of both types
might respond in situations when private and public expectations
conflict. Also of interest is the role of the group in creating or
preventing self-focus in its members. This is an important issue
since it appears from the preceding sections that self-awareness is

the mechanism by which our behaviour is regulated.

Deindividuation, group membership and self-attention

Several attempts have been made to delineate the relationship
hetween self-awareness and deindividuation (Carver and Scheier, 1981a,
1981b; Diener, 1979, 1980; Diener, Lusk, DeFour and Flax, 1980;
Iékes, Layden and Barnes, 1978; Nadler, Goldberg and Jaffe, 1982;
prentice-Dunn and Rogers, 1982; Scheier and Carver, 1981;  Wicklund,
19823 Zimbardo, 1970). Diener's research has found that, when they
are engaging in embarrassing tasks, subjects who are highly observable
or in ;maller groups feel more self-conscious than do those in larger

groups or with fewer observers. The anti-normative behaviours of
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deindividuated subjects occur because the person ceases to self-
regulate. In Carver and Scheier's (1981b) terms: 'The comparator
of the Program or Principle level has ceased to compare perceptual
input with the standard that is available to it' {(p. 126).  However,
Carver and Scheier (1981a; Scheier and Carver, 1985) propose that,
while anonymity might reduce attention to the public self, immersion
in group experiences only reduces attention to the private self.

 This position receives support from a study by Prentice~Dunn and
Rogers (1982). They argue thét lowered public self-focus is in some
sense analogous to greater anonymity and a lowered feeling of accountability.
It is this lowered accountability which may release 'anti-normative’
behaviours (where this refers to general social norms, not specific
group nNoTrms ). Private self-focus has its effects Xig.attentional and
perceptual processes. Specifically, 'the antecedent situation is
manipﬁlated to direct attention away from oneself, private self-focus
is reduced ... the person cannot retrieve standards with which to
compare.and adjust his or her behaviour' {p. 505). They asked subjects
either to attend to thémselves or to focus outward, and reinforced
these directions of attention by having subjects in a quiét brightly
1it Toom or in a noisy colourful room. Accountability was varied
by high or low anticipated contact with a 'learner',to whom subjects
were asked to administer electric shocks, in the Buss teaching paradigm.
As predicted, either low self-attention or low accountability produced
greater aggression. Furthermore, self-reports of public self-awareness
were affected by the accountability conditions and of ‘private self-
awareness only by the attention manipulations.

While that study did serve to distinguish between the roles of

the two aspects of self in deindividuated conditions, it still led to

the conclusion that reductions in any self-focus are in some sense a
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'bad thing'. Such a view is not confirmed by Wicklund (1982),
however, who notes that 'deindividuation may well be an index of a
secure society or group, with no concerns about individual members'
obedience and allegiance, that can afford the happy escape from self-
awareness' (p. 226).

One assumption of these approaches is that there is an emphasis
on the sbsence of self-regulation by group members. There is, however,
evidence that people may regulate their behaviour more by group standards
when they are self-aware. Recall that Wicklund and Duval (1971)
were able to induce shifts towards the attitudinal position of a
positive reference group using a camera manipulation of self-awareness.
More recently this finding has been replicated using dispositional
public self-consciousness (Carver and Humphries, 1981). It was
found that the tendency to renounce the opinions of a negative reference
group (the Casﬁro government in Cuba) was greater among high public
self-conscious Cuban Americans than among lows.  When the opinions
wefe unattributed, highs and lows did not differ in their endorsements.
Private selfmconsciouéness was unrelated to the effect. This evidence
led Scheier and Carver (1987a) to the conclusion that 'the phenomencn
was one of self-portrayal' (p. 210). The present position on groups,
then, is that immersion in a group involves a loss of private self-
attention and that the use of reference groups is merely a pragmatic
self-presentational tactic. This thesis challenges those assumpﬁions,

as will be seen in the next chapter.

ASSESSMENT “AND CRITIQUE
The preceding sections aimed to present self-awareness research
as a fairly coherent body of empirical findings. In fact, there are

a number of ambiguities concerning: (a) the generality of the findings;
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and (b) the adequacy of the theory. This section will examine these
issues, although the analysis of the self-consciousness scale as a

psychometric instrument is dealt with separately, in Chapter 4.

Assumptions of the theory

The first question is whether or not the bi-directionality of
attention (self-directed or environment directed) which is assumed to
oceur (Carver and Scheier, 1981a; Wicklund, 1575, 1980) actually does.
The important issue is not whether attention can be directed in these
ways bﬁt whether attending to one object necessarily precludes attending
to angther, The theory states that attention may oscillate rapidly
between foci, but it should be noted that information processing
theorists do not rule out the possibility that at least two different
sources of information can be attended to, especially if they occur
in different sensory modalities (cf. Kahneman, 1973). For example,

a musiciaﬁ can monitor the notes being played, their volume, and how
cold his or her hands are. However, it is probably a reasonable
assumption that one or other theme takes precedence at any given time.

There is, in fact, some evidence (Vallacher, 19/8) that self-
attention does have deleterioué effects on the processing of information
about other people. Even so, it may still be of use to allow that
attention can be simultaneously directed towards different objects
since this would enable (for example) a person to be assessing his
or her actions in'relation to both private and public aspects of self
simultaneously. To return to the performing musician, he or she may
be simultaneously aware of the act for the audience and feelings of
nervoushness or excitement. Indeed, it may only be the perception
of both sources of information that gives meaning to the performer's

actions.
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A second guestion is how standards of correctness (Wicklund's
*endpoints’) actually operate. It has been agreed that self-attention
will lead either to the perception of a within-self discrepancy or to
a general clarification of one's affective state. Indeed, if the
affect is strong it will be the affect, in preference to a standard,
to which attention is directed. It is even possible that arousal
(Wegner and Giuliano, 1980) or the perception of arousal (Fenigstein
and Carver, 1978) can induce self-focus. In fact, the evidence is
eguivocal.

Scheier's (1976) angry aggression study demonstrates the problem.
It was found that angered subjects aggressed more in a mirror condition
that did non-angered subjects and that their attitudes to angry
aggression did not affect this result. It was argued that the
mirror produced 'heightened responsivity to the affect' (Carver, 1979,
p. 1260). There are, however, two alternative explénatiens, First,

it could be that mirror subjects were more aware of the social standard

of  retaliating when taunted. Second, it could be that, while all
subjects were equally angry in the anger condition, the availability
to mirror sﬁbjects of visual feedback (of their facial expression)
provided a stendard for aggressive behaviour - 'I look cross so i'd
better behave cross' {cf. Bem, 1967). Similarly, in the Scheier
and Carver (1977) study, mirror presence may have made subjects more
aware of their responses to disgusting, erotic, depressing or elatory
stimuli and thence led to more extreme reports of such states.
Alternatively, subjects may have been more aware of the socially
appropriate responses to such stimuli, and responded more in accordance
with these standards.

The problem seems to be a function of trying to separate internal

states or views from standards for behaviour. In most cases these
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should be congruent. For example, the more accurate self-reports
of private self-conscious subjects (Gibbons et al., 1979; Pryor

et al., 1977: Scheier and Carver, 1979) may not be a function of
clarification of internal states but of the heightened salience of a
standard to report honestly (cf. Diener and srull, 1979). In any
case, it is unclear whether private self-focus increases awareness
of internal states per se or of reactions to those states (e.g.
facial expression). These explanations are made plausible by
replications of the Scheier and Carver (1977) study by Lanzetta,
Biernat and Kleck (1980) and Kleck et al. (1976), both of which
found that mirrors or audiences did influence facial reactions to affect-
inducing stimuli and that these facial cues influenced their self-
reports of affect too (cf. Kraut, 1982).

The basic point is that affect/internal states and standards
are not‘usually separable entities. An affective response is likely
to be based on the categorisation of a stimulus.  The schema evoked
may well incorporate behavioural standards too.  As Carver, Blaney and
Scheier’s (1979a) work demonstrated, the same fearful affect can
lead to different behaviours under self-focussing conditions, depending
on the standards (expectations) assqciated with it.

A third question is where the standards come from. Scheier (1980)
makes great play out of separating societal/public standards f?om
personal ones. However, it can be argued that all standards are
socialiy derived (e.g. Festiﬁger, 1954; Mead, 1934). The factor
being manipulated when we talk about public or private self-attention
may be the accessing of standards derived from an assessment of the
immediate situation as opposed to standards based on past encounters
with such situations. If this is the case, it represents a challenge

to the publie/private distinction. If, for a moment, we ask why a
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person focuses on his/her public self the answer must be 'because
he/she privately cares about it'. Hence the behavioural component

may be public but the motivational component is necessarily private.
Indeed, it is likely that we use others'! reacticons to our overt behaviour
as infurmation to assess our own emotions (Baumeister and Cooper, 1981;
Ellis and Holmes, 1982). It certainly seems probable that presentation
of self serves both audience-pleasing and self-constructive purposes
(Baumeister, 1982a, 1982b). As the following evidence suggests,

public and private selves are not always separable entities. More
importantly, manipulations which should induce differential focus

on the two self-aspects do not always have the predicted effects.

Conceptual distinction between public and private

It may be useful to ask why this distinction has been drawn.
One reason might be that the social and the cognitive elements of
the theories are not well integrated. If one just considers private
self-attention it is a cognitive process which need not involve anyone
but the individual concerned. It is manifestly asocial. Hence, it
is-private éelF~Focus which the cognitive theorists have examined
most concertedly. Public self-focus, on the other hand, is thought
to be entirely social in its nature. The reaction to public self-
attention is an increased orientation to a potential audience. Hence
the more social theorists have emphasised the public aspects of self.
Wicklund (1982) points out that the important issues concern which
‘endpoints' the self-aware person is using and why. It is as yet
unclear whether the individual chooses to attend to specific aspects
of self or whether there is some automatic process which is beyond
conscious control. Some authors (e.g. Rothbaum, Weisz and Snyder,

1982) suggest that use of the private and public domains {in their
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terms 'primary' and 'secondary' control) both represent efforts to
gain control over behaviour. That is, we can either feel in control
by acting on the environment or by bringing ourselves into line

with environmental forces. As mentioned earlier, this may be thought
of as adhering to a private standard to conform publicly,

Even within the self-awareness literature, there are examples
which suggest an inseparability of the private and the public selves.
Buss (1980) argues that shame is caused by the awareness of having
puBlicly transqressed a social rule. It follows (but is not stated)
that the ekéerience of shame cr_embarrassment'should be stronger under
_public than private conditions. However, this affective state is
(theoretically) a part of the private domain and should therefore be
less intense among publicly self-focussed individuals than among the
privately self-focussed. (Presumébly, then, neither form of self-focus,
alone, would be sufficient to exacerbate shame, since it is the knowledge
of public behaviour and its social consequences which causes and
gives meaning to the private affective state.)

The reverse may also hold true. If a guest at a dinner party
feels hungry after a first helping of the main course he .or she may
observe the behaviour of other guests before accepting a second
helping. Such a situation calls for the individual to relate a
private state to public behaviour. He or she is not either publiely
QE privately self-aware since each state on its own would lead to
inapprcpfiate behaviour. The conceptual distinction between these
two self-aspects should therefore be viewed with caution. Either
may be the object of attention, but it is uncertain whether the
separation between the two is common in everyday 1life. This question
will be dealt with more extensively in Chapter 4, with reference to

individual differences in self-conscioushess.
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Empirical distinction between public and private self-attention

Carver (1979) notes that,if private and public standards were
the same, self-awareness of any type would lead to the same reactions.
For this reason Scheier, Fenigstein and Buss (1974) found that either
a mirror or an audience with whom the subject engaged in eye-contact
led to a reduction in the intensities of electric shocks being
delivered toc a learner. However, when the experimenter provided a
public standard to deliver strong shocks (Carver, 1974) a mirror |
increased the intensities that were delivered; despite the later
reasoning that mirrors/private self-focus make subjects more likely
to react against threats to their freedom to choose for themselves
(Carver, 1977). More problematic for differential self-awareness
theory are the findings which directly oppose those which might be
predicted. |

The effects ér low self-esteem on task performance are exaggerated
among self-focussed subjects,  However, Brockner (1979a, 1979} found
that this occurred when self-focus was induced by mirror plus audience
plus video feedback manipulations.  Other research has indicated that
sensitivity fo negative within-self discrepancies is increased by
private self-focus via mirrors or private éelf—consciousness {Brockner
and Wallnau, 1981; Greenberg and Musham, 1981; Scheier, Carver and
Gibbons, 1981; Ickes, Wicklund and Ferris, 1973, Experiment 3) and
own-voice-feedback (Ickes, Wicklund and Ferris, 1973, Experiments 1
and 2; Steenberger and Aderman, 1979).  Since self-esteem is an
internal state it seems difficult to explain why its role may be
influenced by conditions which are supposed to induce public, as .
well as those which induce private, self-focus.

The ambiguity is demonstrated most clearly by one of the first

studies involving public self-focus. It was found that highly public
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self-conscious subjects reacted to being shunned (feelings of
rejection, antipathy, etc.) by others more extremely than did lows.
Private self-consciocusness had no effect (Fenigstein, 1979). In
a second experiment subjects were interviewed and were provided with
either positive or negative feedback by the interviewer. Half of
the subjects could see themselves in a mirror placed behind the
interviewer. These mirror condition subjects reacted more strongly
to negative feedback than did no-mirror control condition subjects.
Although the results were explained in terms of focus on the public
self, the mirror should have induced Egigg&p self-focus (at the same
time as the interviewer should have induced public self-focus).
In fact, these two experiments suggest that private feelings and
cognitions relating to feedback aboyt public aspects of self may be
intensified both by attending directly to those feelings and by
attending fa the nature of the social feedback more closely.

Self-directed attention seems to lead to more self-attribution,
but this is the case whether a mirror (Duval and Wicklund, 1973,
Experiment 23 Fenigstein,.1979) or video feedback (Duval, Duval and
Neely, 1979) are used to induce self-focus. Taking responsibility
for either positive or negative outcomes appears to be solely based
on private self-consciousness (Buss and Scheier, 1976). This latter
study found that both public self-consciousness and mirror presence
had no impact on self-attributions. They concluded, however, that
'taking the perspective of others provides no basis for making self-
attributions, and therefore public self-awareness should not be a
determinant of such attributions' (p. 464).

Direct evidence to the contrary was provided by Hull and levy
(1979) in their reappraisal of self-awareness theory. They found

that a mirror condition only increased self-attribution if subjects
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were identifiable and anticipated discussing their answers later on.‘
If these two factors were absent a mirror actually decreased self-
attribution relative to a control condition. Thus it was increased
publicity which led to an increase in self-attribution. In still
another study (Feﬂﬁgstein and Carver, 1978) heart beat feedback led
to greater self-attribution than no feedback. At the very least,
these experiments demonstrate that self-attention per se is sufficient
to increase self-attribution, but it is unclear whether the self-aspect
attended to is relevant,

An examination of studies which have attempted to demonstrate
the validity of various self-focussing stimuli cast further doubt on
the public/private distinction. Either a mirror or a camera led to
an increase in the number of self-referent statements (Davis and Brock, -
1975), and either a mirror, an audience or high private self-consciousness
increased the number of egocentric responses (Carve: and Scheier, 1978),
although high public self-consciousness did not. Geller and Shaver's
(1976) experiment used both camera and mirror, while "Fenigstein and
Carver's (1978) used perceptual feedback and Wegner and Giuliano's
(1980) used actual arousal to increase self-focussed attention. In
none of these was the public/private distinction adopted. In fact,
it seems to be public self-attention which is the unstable element.

Descriptions of public self-awareness have changed over a pe;iod
of years; At one time it was suggested that 'persons high in public
self-conscigusness may be aware of the kind of impression they are
making, but do little to use this knowledge either to gain approval
of others or to guide their self-presentation' (Scheier and Carver,
1979, p. 249).

This position was then modified so that public self-awareness wasl

said to make a person 'intensely aware of the kind of impression he or
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she makes on others ... [and] ... try harder to create a favourable
public image ... modulate their own beliefs to make them more consistent
with the beliefs of those around them' (Scheier, 1980, p. 515},
Finally (Carver and Humphries, 1981), it is indeed thought to be
'a self-presentational phenomenon’ (b. 547).

If video manipulations increase public self-awareness they should
aléo increase responsivity to others' behaviour (cf. Fenigstein,
1979). Contrary to that hypothesis, video feedback reduced subjects’
capacity to make reliable judgements about others (Vallacher, 1978).
It is strange that the data on which self-presentation is based (others’
behaviour) received less, rather than more, attention. Two other
studies suggest that video manipulations may not restrict attention to
the public self. Ickes, Layden and Barnes (1978) argued that increasing
self-awareness would 'lead to increased individuation as evidenced by
analysis of "Who am I?" responseé' (based on Kuhn and McPartland's,
1954, Twenty Statements Test).  The presence of a television camera
jed to the use of more unique attributes, activities and interests but
fewer categorical self-descriptiens, abstract identifications or sense
of 'unity’ felative to control conditions.  Surely, if the public self
had been the object of attention, public aspects such as group
membership and role identities should have been cited more, not less,
often. The evidence suggests that, in fact, the private self was
receiving attention., A similar study but using repeated measures
(Jonassen, 1979) found that subjects who completed the TST in a
video feedback condition showed a general reduction in the number
of cateqorical descriptions and an increase in attributive responses.
It was suggested that 'inducing this state ... reduces the need for
social anchorage ... subjects tended to relate self less to social

comparisons, engaging more in self-evaluation' (p. 263).  Taken
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together, the Ickes, Layden and Barnes (1978) and Jonassen (1979)
studies suggest that the effects of video feedback may be precisely
the reverse of those anticipated by self-awareness theorists (cf.
Scheier and Carver, 1980). In addition it has been found, on at
least one occasion (Carver and Humphries, 1981), that video manipulations
failed to replicate the effects of high public self-consciousness.
In that study of reference group behaviour private self-consciousness
had no effect either. It may therefore be more parsimoniocus to arque
that the video manipulation induced irrelevant private self-focus
in that experiment than to suggest that it did not ‘work'.

It is possible to adopt a more open position when approaching the
issue of public and private self-attention.  The problem might be
stated as a question: 'What makes an aspect of self salient?'.
By arguing that video and mirror manipulations have quite different
effects in the same situation (and likewise for dispositional public
and private self-consciousness) Scheier and Carver (1980) are really
saying that those attentional variations are inherently increasing
the salience of particular aspects of self. There is, however, no
reason to sﬁppose that other factors may not render a given aspect
of self salient and that any form of self-attention inducement will
enhance awareness of that aspect. Indeed, this position is quite close
to that of Carver (1979): 'If the prototypes to which the environmental
inputs correspond have cue implications for some specific self-
information, the selfwinférmation is probably accessed (in a preliminary,
preattentive fashion) by the very process of classifying the environmental
input. The aspect of self that is represented by that self-information
presumably will be more salient than other selfméspects when attention
is subsequently directed inward' tp. 1260). What is important here

is that the components of salience and attention are separated. Carver's
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position implies that the salient self-aspect becomes the object of
sttention,whereas Scheier's (Scheier and Carver, 1981% implies that
the direction of attention creates the salience (e.g. Froming, Walker
and Lopyan's [1982] comment that 'mirrors heighten the salience of
covert or private aspects of self', p. 477). Wicklund's (1980)
position is that 'self-focussed attention gravitates to wﬁatever part
of self is most salient at the time ... no matter what circumstances
cause the onset of self-awareness' (p. 190). In turn, the salience
of different endpoints or goals is determined by their 'centrality’
in 33@85' (1910) terms. Hence, emotional or affective states will
seize attention before volitional decisions,which themselves will
precede social norms. Essentially the more dynamic and the more
unique aspects of self will take precedence over the static and shared
(e.g. reference group or attitudinal) aspects of self when the
individual is self-aware.

The more general position, while having its attractions, does
create problems for the researcher. Specifically, if self-awareness
produces an effect which is different from those found previously
{cf. Rule, Nesdale and Dyck, 1975; Scheier, 1976), is it reasonable
to infer that different aspects of self had been rendered salient in
the two situations? This produces a danger that,whatever the outcome,
self-awareness theory cannot be refute&. In the case where self-focus
inducing manipulations produce no discernible effects there are a
number of plausible explanations: the manipulation may have failed;
the focus may have dwelt on an irrelevant (in terms of measurement)
aspect of self; decremental effects due to lack of task attention
may have balanced incremental effects of self-attention; the self-
aspect concerned may have alréady been so salient that self-attention

could not increase its effects.
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In an earlier assessment of this problem Abram56 argued
that three crucial variables should be manipulated in the following
order of priority: salience of a given self-aspect should be maximised.~
at the veryleast this would allow one to say which aspects of self are
influencing behaviour; foilowing this, any standards of behaviour
which the experimenter wishes to impose (e.g. moral versus performance
aspects in the Vallacher and Solodky, 1979, experiment}; and finally -
the tyﬁe of inducer of self-attention, which should encourage attending to
those aspects which are appropriate to the salience and standards
manipulations (i.e. a mirror if the salient self-aspect is deemed
to be essentially private and an audience if it is in a more public
domain). The view that it is the manipulation of self-focus that
determines which self-aspect is salient (and implies standards) is
probably an erroneous extrapolation based on the predictions which may
indeed be made on the basis of dispositional selfueonéciousness.
Types of self-consciousness probably do represent the tendency for
particular self-aspects to become salient and are a part of the
individual - rather different from situational manipulations of attention.
The distinction between salience and attention will be examined more
closely in a later chapter of this thesis, as will two other issues -
how self-awareness theory deals with group behaviour and developmental
factors in self-awareness. For the time being it will suffice to-
say that the important limitation:  of the theory with respect to
groups is that it has only sought to examine reference group behaviour
(Carver and Humphries, 1981; Froming and Carver, 1981; McCormick,
1979; Wicklund and Duval, 1971), and individuation (Diener, 1980},
but has never examined the role of self-awareness in membership groups.
The possibility of achieving an integration between self-awareness

theory and the theory of social identification (Tajfel and Turner, 1979)
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SUMMARY
Self-awareness theory has attempted to explain how individuals
regulate and direct their behaviour, both in terms of their privately
evolved standards or feelings and in terms of soccial influences.
It has been arqued that people hold standards or endpoints which they
are motivated to reach, and that the motivation is increased when
they are attentive to those standards. it appears that evaluative
and self-reflective stimuli as well as dispositions can be used te
generate high levels of self-attention, although it is debateable
how separable various aspects of self are. A distinction has been
made between the private content and the public content of self.
Attending to the former exaggerates affective experience and clarifies
internal states and attitudes. ‘Attending to the latter promotes
conformity to pressure from other individuals and a pragmatic orientation
to self-presentation. Attending to neither is equivalent to the state
of deindividuation and may lead to unregulated behaviour.
Self-awareness theory is unsound in so far as the public/private
distinction may be invalid on the conceptual and empirical levels.
Also, the theory has constantly divided 'self' into sub-components
such‘as affect, attitudes, morals, and overt behaviour, It is
unlikely that individusls' self-concepts are so discrete. VWhile a
more general conceptualisation of self-awareness may provide a more
parsimonious account of research to date it leads to ambiguities when
predicting the effects of self-attention on behaviour. In particular,
it is necessary to articulate the roles of salience of and attention to
aspects of self in combination with the behavioural standards associated

with these factors.
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CHAPTER 2

SOCIAL IDENTITY AND INTERGROUP BEHAVIOUR

The aim of the present chapter is to provide an account of the
social identification approach to intergroup relations.  This account
will be based on several reviews and statements made by the theory's
principal exponents (Brown and Turner, 1981; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel
and Turner, 1979; Turner, 1981, 1982). There have been two themes in
these statements. The first was to present the social identification
_model of intergroup behaviour. The second was to argue for the
conceptual and ampirical superiority of that approach in comparison
with the so-called 'individualistic' theories of intergroup behaviour
preferred by North American theorists. Indeed, it could be suggested
that social identity theorists best exemplify their own theory in
seeking to make it positively distinctive from others' (see Turner
and Giles, 1981, introduction). Their first task seems to have been
the critical dismissal of many individualistic approaches (Brown and
Turner, 1981; Caddick, 1981; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel and Turner, 1979;
Jurner, 198{, 1982) before introducing the social identity approach
as the panacea. This chapter will reverse the procedure. It will
first describe social identity theofy and then briefly address some
alternatives before identifying particular areas of interest or

uncertainty.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY

Social identity theory emerged from twe interests of Henri Tajfel.
First he was interested in the process by which people categorise and
perceive their environment (e.g. Tajfel, 1959) and, secondly, in the

psychological processes underlying social stereotyping and discriminatory
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intergroup behavinur (e.g. Tajfel, 1978b). In fact, Tajfel was very
much rooted in the Piagetian and Brunerian tradition of conceiving of
the cognitive world in terms of accommodation, assimilation, over-
inclusion and over-exclusion of objects into categories and the idea
of perception as an essentially cognitive process.

An important contribution which pointed to the development of
social identity theory was a paper by Tajfel and Wilkes (1963) which
reported that when a series of B lines of increasing length was
divided into 2 categories, 'A' (shorter) and 'B' (longer), the
differences between categories were perceived as greater than when the
lines were not labelled. This 'categorisation principle' (Turner,
1982) is assumed to have a cognitive basis.  The imposition of
discrete category labels (a 'peripheral' dimension) on a continuous
(focal) dimension of stimuli will lead to the accentuation of perceived
intra-category similarity and of intercategory differences. This
principle was later extended into the ﬁore social domain of attitude
judgement (Eiser and Stroebe, 1972).  Just as with perception of
phyéical stimuli, it appeared that the labelling of attitude statements
as belonging to one or other ends of a continuum led fo the perception
of more polarised, but not homogeneous, groups of statements than when
no categaries were provided.

These studies were concerned with the perception of entities with
which subjects had no personal connections. In a 'paradigmatic' set
of experiments Tajfel, Billig, Bundy and Flament (1971) examined the
impact of categories to which subjects were themselves assigned on
their behaviour towards others in their own or other categories.

The so-called 'minimal group' experiments were désigned to fulfil
several criteria. These were to eliminate all face-to-face interaction,

to have no direct conflict of interests and no prior history or group
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membership (Tajfel, 1979, Chapter 4). Essentially the procedure is

as follows. Subjects participate in a judgemental task such as
estimating numbers of dots on a slide projectien or stating preferences
for paintings. Their answers are collected in by an experimenter who
ostensibly codes or scores the responses. Subjects are then informed
that a second study involves 'decision making' and that they will be
required to allocate points of money to members of two groups. {These
may be labelled as ‘under-estimators' versus ‘over-estimators' of dots,
those who preférfad Klee or Kandinsky paintings or according to some
other eriterion.) The subjects are then provided with booklets
containing reward matrices. They are required to give points or

money to one anonymous (numbered) member from each group on each page
of the booklet. The only information they have is the category to
which they themselves belong and the categories of the anonymous

other persons. Therefore subjects have no idea which individuals
share their category membership and are merely required to allocate
rewards between members of their own (ingroup) and the alternative
category (outgroup).

The rewérd matrices are described in Tajfel (1978). What is
important about them is thét they allow the researcher to cbserve the
use of a variety of strategies used by subjects when deciding how to
allocate rewards. There are & basic strategies: (1) maximising
rewards to ingroup - 'Maximum Ingroup Profit' (MIP); (2) wmaximising
rewards to both groups jointly - 'Maximum Joint Profit' (M3P): (3)
'fairness' of rewards to each group (F); and (4) maximising the
difference between groups such that the ingroup wins over the outgroup,
irrespective of the absolute levels of gain (MD). The relative power
of these different strategiés can be ascertained from subjects' responses on

these matrices. Ipitial findings were that subjects opted for MD and MIP
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but only rarely for MiP.  There was also a clear tendency to use an
F strategy. In short, as well as being fair, subjects tried to
maximise ingroup profit but also to win over the outgroup.

At the time of the Tajfel et al. (1971) studies the explanations
offered were in terms of normative pressures and the possibility that
the (15 year old school boy) subjects had somehow learnt these
competitive intergroup responses. investigations of the bases of
these effects wili be discussed later. However, it is worth tracing
the development of research into categorisation effects a little
further. The effects of categorisation, in rendéring a group
membership salient, have considerable implications for the integration
of the self-awareness and social identity approaches to bebaviour, as

will become clear in the next chapter.

Socigl categorisation

One position on the effects of social categorisation has been
taken by Doise (1978). He has side-stepped the issues of motivation
and ingroup bias and has tended to concern himself more with the
cognitive aébects of social categorisation. He has argued the case
that 'in an experimental situation, behavioural, evaluative and
representational differentiations go together' (Doise, 1978, p. 162}).
The general idea is that,the clearer or more salient are the categories
involved, the more likely it is that inter-category differences will
be accentuated in perceptual and behavioural terms. Categories can
also be defined behaviourally, such as when two groups are placed in
competition. Doise and Weinberger (1973) conduéted a study in which
males found themselves either co-operating, implicitly competing or
explicitly competing with females either as individuals, or in dyads,

on a spatial motor task. It was predicted that the representations and
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ratings of males and females would be accentuated by competitive
conditions and where the categories were more salient (in dyads).
However, category differentiation was predicted to be reduced due

to a 'convergence' effect under co-operative conditions.  These
conditions were used in or&er that a categorisation model could be
applied to the domain of realistic conflict theory (Sherif and Sherif,
1969), which will be discussed below. The idea was that the provision
of a superordinate goal renders the perceptual categories {male and
female) less relevant because behaviour is independent of (uncorrelated
with) those categoriés. These hypotheses were confirmed.

While these data provided good evidence of inter-category
differentiation they did not shed light on the presumed corresponding
intra-category accentuation of similarities. Doise, Deschamps and
Meyer (1978) asked subjects to rate three pictures of boys and three
of girls using twenfy—faur tralt adjectives. However, half of the
subjects did not know that they would have to rate the outgroup pictures
until they were asked to do so. The others were informed from the
start that they would be rating both ingroup and outgroup photographs.
Those who were aware that both categories were relevant from the
start accentuated intra;category similarities more than those who
were not. These results, along with those of a second experiment,
prompted Doise et al. (1978) to claim that 'the same process is able
to account for the accentuation of differences between social categories
as well as for their subjective decrease within a socisl category'

(p. 16B).

However, there is other empirical evidence of the limits of
categorisation effects (see Doise, 1978), particularly when multiple
categories are involved. In an experiment which is also relevant

to a later chapter Deschamps and Doise (1978, Experiment 2) split
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groups of boys and girls also into arbitrary categories, red and blue.
It was found that subjects were only biased in favour of their own

sex group when that categorisation was not crossed by the colour
categorisation. Deschamps and Doise argued that because of the
'accentuation of differences and similarities inside each of the
categories and between the opposing categories ... the two opposite
effects ... lead to a decrease in the extent of categorieal
differentiation' {p. 145). This did occur in Experiment 1 where

age (young xggégg’adult) and sex were crossed. In Experiment 2 it
was the crossing of categories rather than their content which was
emphasised. While the red/blue simple categorisation did not produce
differentiation it inhibited inter-sex differentiation when colour and
sex were cro&sed:

Gne way to interpret such findings is that the introduction of
crossed categories diminishes the relative salience of each particular
dimension of categorisation.  Thus, rather than these.crosséd effects
being due to incompatible structural processes they may be due to
reduced amounts of processing of information distinctly relevant to
each catagofy. Some support for this interpretation comes from a
study by Doise and Sinclair (1973).  When collegiens and apprentices
rated each other either with awareness of the two groups or actually
facing one another in dyads there was greater differentiation than in
inter-individual encounters or when there was no encounter with outgroup
members.  Such manipulations are similar to others which have attempted
to affect the salience of categories (ékinﬂer and Stephenson, 1981;
Turner, 1975; Wilder, 1983) and which will be discussed in greater
detail later.

Tajfel’s (1982) inductive/deductive classification error model

has been the basis of much of the work deseribed. The inductive error
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involves attributing category characteristics from those of exemplary
members and the deductive error inveolves attributing characteristics
to individuals from their category membership. In line with the
discussion above,this model asserts that 'as caltegory memberships
become salient there will be a tendency to exaggerate differences on
the criterial dimensions between individuals falling into distinct
categories and to minimise differences within each of the categories'
(Turner, 1982, p. 28). The issue which is then unresolved is:

*Why is the ingroup and not the outgroup represented énd treated more

favourably?' (Doise and Dann, 1976, p. 295).

SOCIAL IDENTITY THEQORY

Many of the early minimal group studies were designed to assess
a variety of explanations for ingroup biases and particularly for the
tendency to use MD as a strategy. In these, the emphasis sﬁifted
from categofisation to more social variabléé, including interpersonal
attraction (Billig and Tajfel, 1973), social norms (Billig, 1973) and
self-esteem (Turner, 1975). It was at about this time that the concept
of social idéntifﬂ?ation appeared (Tajfel, 1972, 1974). - Social identity
is 'tﬁat part of an individual's selfmconcgpt thch derives from his
knowledge of & social group (or groups) together with the emotional
significance attached to that membership' (Tejfel, 1974, p. 69;

1972, p. 31).

The theory which emerged offered a framework within which social
identity operates., There is said to be a continuum of behaviour from,
at one end, the completely interpersonal relations between individuals
and, at the other, behaviour enacted solely in terms of intergroup
considerations. These two extremes are thought to engage correspondingly

different parts of identity. Interpersonal behaviour is mediated by
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personal identity (idiesyncratic aspects of self such as personality,
intelligence, etc.), whereas intergroup behaviour is mediated by

social identity. This continuum (Brown and Turner, 1981; Tajfel and
Turner, 1979; Turner, 1982) is said to have 'empirical reality', although
it is more likely to reach the intergroup than the interpersonal

extreme (see Brown and Turner, 1981, p. 43).

Intergroup behaviour, then, is characterised by the presence of
discrete social categories within which the members behave similarly
to one ancther and between which the members adopt a quite unified
orientation towards (usually against) one another (Tajfel, 1978,
Chapter 2). It is composed of cognitive, evaluative and affective
components which are 'switched on' by different situations (Brown and
Turner, 1981, p. 38; Turner, 1982, p. 20). More specifically:

'The number and variety of situations which an individual

will pereceive as being relevant in some ways to his

group membership will increase as a function of (1) the

clarity of his awareness that he is a member of a certain

group; (2) the extent of the positive or negative

evaluations associated with this membership; and (3)

the extent of the emotional investment in the awareness

and the evaluations' (Tajfel, 1978, Chapter 2, p. 39).

This model is clearly different from that of Doise in that it
specifically links cognitive factors with motivational ones. The
model proceeds from social categorisation to social identification on
to social comparison and psychological distinctiveness. The first
two features have already been described. Social comparisen refers
to Festinger's (1954) assertion that 'there exists, in the human
organism, a drive to evaluate his opinions and abilities', principally
witﬁin rather than between groups. However, Tajfel (1974) and later
Turner (1978a, 1981a, 1982) arque that social identities can only

be maintained by comparisons between one's own and other groups: 'No

group lives alone - all groups in society live in the midst of other
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groups ... and only acquire meaning in relation to or comparison
with other groups' (Tajfel, 1974, p. 70). It is further assumed
that 'we need to postulate that, at least in our kinds of societies,
an individual strives to achieve a satisfactory concept or image of
himself' (Tajfel, 1978, Chapter 3, p. 61}. A person will therefore
accept and adopt a social identification to the extent that it can
make him or her feel positively about it. This led on to one of the
more important assumptions about motivation made by the theory; that
social categorisation leads to:

‘s self-evaluative social comparison process ... one's

self-esteem as a group member depends on the evaluative

outcomes of social comparisons between the ingroup

and the outgroup' (Turner, 1982, p. 80).

This 'strive to achieve or meintain positive social identity!
(Tajfel and Turner, 1979, p. 40) leads people to make their ingroups
positively distinctive from outgroups. That is, they try not only to
make the groups different (differentiation) but to make their own group
better than the other. It should be said that people select the
dimensions on which these comparisons are made and restrict them to
"relevant reiational attributes' of 'relevant comparison groups' (p. 41).
Thus, the main interpretation to be placed on the use of MD strategiés |
by minimal groups is that 'social comparison generates "spontaneous”
intergroup competition' (Tajfel and Turner, 1979, p. 41).  Indeed,
this is regarded purely as 'social competition' since it does not
necessarily involve real goals or any interdependence between groups.
Social competition is 'motivated by self-evaluation and takes place
through social comparison, whereas [real competition] is based on
nrealistic" self-interest and represents embryonic conflict! {(p. 41).
The social identity principle, then, is that: 'Social categorisation

per se causes intergroup discrimination through its impact on
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self-perception' (Turner, 1981, p. 82).

The distinctiveness of the social identity approach

One éf the concerns of the social identity theorists has been to
demonstrate that their approach is more parsimonious than the
alternatives when accounting for discriminatory intergroup behaviour.

For example, Tajfel (1978; Tajfel and Turner, 1979) has been particularly
critical of the frustration-aggression explanation of intergroup conflict
(Berkowitz, 1962) on the grounds that it is absurd to explain aggression
on behalf of a group in terms of processes not involving that group.

To argue that relations between groups are ultimately reducible to
problems for the psychology of the individual is nalve, according to
Tajfel (e.g. 1978, p. 167) because such a view leaves no room for

long term social movements or the idea oflincreasing identification

with a group as a consequence of iniergroup behaviour. Brown and

Turner (1981) criticise beth the belief-congruence approach (Rokeach,
1968) and the contact ﬁypothesis (Pettigrew, 1971) of intergroup

relations because both assume that circumstances which seem to facilitate
interpersonél harmony will do so even when crossing intergroup bDUﬁdarieé.
Brown and Turner (1981) suggest that changes at the individual level

are more likely to be the effects than the cause of changes in intergroup
relstions.

There has also been some effort to demonstrate the inadequacies of
functionalist or instrumental explanations of intergroup behaviour.
Realistic conflict theory (Sherif and Sherif, 1969) has received
particular attention (e.g. Brown, 1978, 1983; Brown and Abrams, 1982;
Doise and Sinclair, 1973; Tajfel and Turner, 1979; Turner, 1978a,
19785) and behaviour in the minimal group experiments has been regarded

as providing important evidence that real conflicts of interest are not
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the sole cause of discriminatory intergroup relations (Turner, 1978a).
Individualistic explanations of intergroup ;elations seem to be
discrepant with observable intergroup behaviour in two other important
ways. First,the principles of equity which seem to prevail in
jnterindividual encounters appear to be inhibited in intergroup
encounters even when personal outcomes are not involved (cf. Walster,
Walsterand Berscheid's {1978] first principle that individuals will
try to maximise their own outcomes}.  Second, interpersonal attraction,
similarity and (hence) balance principles do not seem to affect intergroup
behaviour in the same way as interpersonal behaviour, In particular,
the assumption of social comparison theory that people will wish to
compare themselves with similar others since 'if the only comparison
available is a very divergent one the person will not be able to make
a subjectively precise evaluation of his opinion or ability' (Corollary
1118, Festipger, 1954, p. 121) is challenged. Tajfel counters with the
claim that 'in the case of intergroup comparisons the requirements of
social identity push towards comparisons between groups which may be
highly dissimilar and dichotomously separate’ (1978, p. 74). But
possibly the clearest inferpretation would be that intergroup
diffefentiation will he strongest between similar groups {(who are
trying to attain distinctive identities) whereas interpersonal
affiliation will be strongest between similar individuals (Schachter,.
1959). Hence the purpgses of intergroup and interpersonal social
comparisons may differ but it is still likely that similar rather than
dissimilar others will be more relevant (cf. Brown, 1984a; Turner,

1978b).

Social identification and reference groups

Social identity theorists have claimed that these alternative
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approaches ‘'deny the psychological reality of the group; misconstrue
group processes as in ppposition to individual rationality; and
disconnect the individual from social reality and produce thecories
difficult to contextualise in society’ {Turner and Giles, 1981, p. 32).
However, this position may represent the individualistic approaches
too simplistically as well as failing to recognise the contribution
of sociological and social psychological research into reference
groups. Reference group theories (Hyman and Singer, 1968) incorporate
some of the basic tenets of social identity theory and hence it is
worth examining some of the ideas developed in that body of work.
An additional reason for discussing reference group theory here is
that it is a point of convergence between the content of social identity
theory and self-awareness theory.

The term 'reference group' was coined by Hyman (1942) and was
later defined by Sherif (1953),who characterised reference groups as
'those groups to which the individual relates himself as a part or
to which he aspires to relate himself péychologically' (Sherif, 1968,
p. B6). Such a definition does not seem to fall foul of Turner and
Giles' critibism of the limitations of individualistic theories. Indeed,
reference group research developed in-boﬁh inter-~ and intra-group
perspéctives. Merton and Rossi(1968) in re-examining Stouffer's
(1948) study of the American soldier explicitly regarded the aim of
reference group theory as looking at the determinants and consequences
of those processes of evaluation and self-appraisal in which the
individual takes the values or standards of other individuals and
groups as a comparative frame of reference’ (p. 35). A quite clear
differentiation was made between membership groups and reference groups.
In a similar vein to the messagé offered by Tajfel and Turner, it

was stressed that subjective or psychological asscciations with groups
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could be the focus of interest, rather than objective relationships
between individuals and gfoups.
Where reference group theory and seocial identification theory
differ is in their accounts of group based behaviour which is unfaveurable
towards the membership group. Social identity theory assumes that
individuals adopt a simple orientation towards a membership group. If
the group deoes not allow for a positive sense of identity a person
may try to leave it and join a superior group (a strategy labelled
'social mobility') or may attempt to alter intergroup relations such
that the ingroup can be evaluated in a positive way relative to the
outgroup (social change). Reference group theory, on the other hand,
allows for public behaviour based on group membership while private
attitudes or preferences may be related to those of a different group.
Kelley (1968) distinguished between two types of reference group.
Normative reference groups ere those which actually provide rules and
norms as well as mediating rewards for complying with those normé.
He offers the example from Stouffer's study of the American soldier
of combat veterans who had a strong group code against any tendencies
of younger recruits to glamourise going.into battle. To gain acceptance
in this group the recruits had to adopt the attitudinal norms of the
veterans. The second‘type of reference group is 'comparative'.
Comparative reference groups are those which serve to locate 'a
standard or comparison point against which the person can evaluate
himself as others' (Kelley, 1968, p. 82)?. In contrast, social identity
theory presumes that identification with a group necessarily entails
QQEH normative and comparative reference processes (see Turner, 1982,
and also Chapter 3 of this thesis). The separability of the two
processes in intergroup behaviour is of interest since self-awareness

theorists have stressed the idea that public self-attention seems ta
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raise a person's vulnerability to normative pressures. If intergroup
discrimination is simply normatiye, then it should be increased when

public self-focus is heightened.  The extent to which discrimination
is normative may, of course, vary depending on the intergroup context.

Another distinction is that between positive and negative reference
groups. Newcomb (1947) adopted this distinction when explaining
attitude shifts among students at Bennington College.  These shifts
represented adherence to or rejection of the attitudes held by various
social groups, including parents, and the Bemnington student community.
In some ways the concept of negative reference groups {those from
whose norms and values we seek to distance ourselves) has advantages
over the simple notion of outgroup as Qsed by social identity theory.
For it is possible to reject strongly one set of values - to differentiate
oneself from a group - without necessarily adhering to a specified
other set. That is to say, reference group theory does not regard
reference group behaviours as being necessarily an inter group
phenomenon.  For example, it is possible to reject the views of the
National Front without identifying with a specific ingroup. Conversely,
it is possiﬁle to support and adhere to the norms of the Society of
Friends without recourse to comparisons with a specific outgroup.
Therefore, maintenance of a satisfactory self-image as a group member
need not always'be contingent upon the attainment of positive
distinctiveness.

In general; however, reference group theory proposes very similar
cognitive and motivational processes to social identity theory. For
example:

'The individual chooses a normative reference group so that
in fantasy or ultimately in fact he can feel himself part
of a more favoured group ... and, thus anchored, he has

a ready made perspective to order the distressing
complexities of the environment. For social comparisons



- 60 -

'he chooses a group so as to enhance his self-regard or

protect his ego.’'
Ffurthermore,

'gituational factors may heighten the salience of a

membership group and increase the likelihood of its

being used as a reference group whose perceived norms

then affect some specific sphere' (Hyman and Singer,

1968, pp. 13-15).

While reference group theory can include processes such as
relative deprivation (Runciman, 1966) under its umbrella, it has the
advantage, along with social identity theory, of not relying on a
state of conflict or interdependence of outcomes between groups.

On the basis of the quotation above, it too would predict social
competition under conditions where membership groups were placed
alongside a comparison reference group. It would also allow the
prediction that an MD strategy would be used in a minimal group
situation. On the other hand, while social identity theory predicts
that the drive will be towards intergroup comparisons, reference group
theory also encompasses the possibility that a person might orientate
towards only one of the two groups, without particular regard to the

otherz.

Intergroup, intragroup and interpersonal aspects of intergroup behaviour

Brewer (1979) has discussed the locus of bias in minimal group
experiments and points oﬁt that,where bias is calculated as a difference
score (ingroup rating minus outgroup rating), it is impossible to determine
whether an increase represents more ingroup support, more outgroup
derogation or both (e.g. Doise and Sinclair, 1973; Ferguson and Kelley,
1964). It seems that competitive conditions may increase outgroup
derogation (Rabbie, Benoist, Oosterbaan and Visser, 1974) but that in

the 'majority of studies ... increases in bias are associated with
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enhancéd ingroup evaluation, whereaé outgroup ratings remain relatively
canstant (Dion, 1973; Rabbie and Horwitz, 1969; Rabbie and Wilkens,
19713 Ryen and Kahn, 1975; Stephenson, Skinner and Brotherton, 1976;
Wilson and Miller, 1961; Worchel, Lind and Kaufman, 1975)' (8rewer,
1979, p. 321). Brewer goes on to argue then that ingroup bias involves
making the ingroup distinctive from the outgroup rather than vice versa.
This is said to be because 'membersrof the ingroup are perceived £0

he less differentiated from the self, while the distance between

the self and outgroup members remains unchanged' (p. 322). She also
feels that 'if one associates group identification with more general
concepts of unit formation ... awareness of differentiated social
groupings may be only one potential mechanism ... by which the self

is included in a bounded social unit' (p. 322).

The possibility that ingroup biases may often reflect only an
enhanced ingroup orientation poses problems for the interpersonal-
intergroup continuum (Brown and Turner, 1981). Specifically, it
means that when social identity is 'switched on' there may not be a
corresponding shift to intergroup behaviour but merely to interpersonal
behaviour within a new frame of reference., Intergroup differentiation
caused by social categorisation could then be conceived of as an
artifact of positive reference group behaviour rather than the need for
positive.distinctivenessj.

The idea that behaviour lies on a continuum from interpersonal to
intergroup is yet to be demonstrated empiriéally. However, it does
not fit easily with the idea of reference group behaviour since, from
that perspective, there is no inevitable outgroup for a given ingroup.
Furthermore, it is possible to behave as an individual towards anocther
person as a category member, or vice versa. For example, when asking

a policeman for directions one is motivated by personal needs (to get
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somewhere).  The policeman, in contrast, is constrained by his group
membership or role and has no’g@fBﬁhai‘reason to give directions.
Both participants are typically aware of this. Since many
institutions are designed to deal with individuals it is inevitable
that many day-to-day interactions must involve simultanecus intercategory
and interpersonal components. From this point of view, Stephenson's
(1981) description of interpersonal and interparty dimensions as
orthogonal seems better able to describe such behaviour than can the
social identity medel.  Stephenson argues that in union/management
negotiations there are often pefsuasive interpersonal styles in
addition to the intergroup content of negotiations and which may have
a major effect on their outcdme, However, as with the public/private
distinction it is unclear what happens (if anything) when beoth dimensions
are low. At least the continuum model does not leave a person bereft
of identity!

Although the social identity model dpes have limitations there
seems little doubt that, for éﬂ&gggtodp situations, it is of value.
The results of minimal group studies point to such a conclusion and
support the éssumptions made in the designs of non-minimal group
research. The importance of reference group theory is that it offers
some useful qualifications and parameters in addition to those which
social identity theory regards as determining intergroup behaviour.
Self-awareness theorists (e.g. Carver and Humphries, 1981) view compliant
and normative behaviour as reflecting the association between the
individual and the group. Although this may be reference group behaviour
it is quite compatible with a social identification model, It seems,
therefore, that the same behaviour is open to a variety of interpretations,
and that the social identification appreach might usefully accommodate

some of the more individualistic concepts available in social psychology.
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The following section represents an attempt to weld together some
social and individual processes, and suggests that some of the self-
requlatory processes cited by self-awareness theorists could plausibly

play a part in intergroup behaviour.

ALTERNATIVE MOTIVES FOR INTERGROUP BEHAVIOUR

So far intergroup behaviour has been described as a phenomencn
which requires a separate theory from other sorts of behaviour. In
this section it is suggested that some more general social psychological
processes may be influential in intergroup behavigur. This discussion
will consider cne model of outcome evaluation (equity theory) and
two models of self-evaluation (reactance and dissonance). Research
on intergroup behaviour has not accorded any of these perspectives
particular importance. However, given that they seem to be processes
which are influenced by variations in self-awareness (e.g. Carver,
1977; Carver and Scheier, 1980; Greenberg, 1980, 1983a; Reis and
Burns, 1982), it is worth showing how they might function in intergroup

contexts.,

Eq&ity:tﬁéory

One of the central tenets of equity theory is that, when allocating
rewards, people will strive at equalising the profit to input ratios
of two entities, and when these are not halanced there will be a drive
to restore a balance (Walster, Berscheid and Walster, 1976). As far
as groups are concerned, they will maximise collective rewards by
evolving accepted systems for equitability but sustain themselves by
rewarding their more equitable members and punishing the non-equitable
ones.

1t has been pointed out (Caddick, 1981, 19823 Ng, 1981,1984) that in
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minimal and other intergroup situations there is a clear tendency to
favour ingroup in terms of profits, even though ingroup and outgroup
inputs are ostensibly equivalent. It has been stated that 'minimal
groups are not both fair and discriminatory - they are discriminatory,
but to verying degrees' (Turner, 1980, p. 143} and more assertively
‘minimal groups are never fair but always discriminatory' (p. 131).

Caddick's (1981) review cited work by Commins and Lockwood (1979)
and Turner and Brown (1978) as well as by himself, which showed that
where two groups are in an inequitable relationship there are moves to
restore the equity. Despite the drawback that this conclusion was
clearly not applicable to the minimal grOUp_situation, Caddick concluded:
"While it is doubtful that intergroup equity is little more than an
experimental artifact, equity effects will be seen to be strbngest
where the opportunities for communication, scrutiny and influence are
maximal' (p. 24). It could be suggested, however, that under such
conditions the relations are at the interpersonal end of the person-
group continuum and can thus no longer be regarded as intergroup
behaviour.

Brown (§979) notes that many of the tenets of equity theory have
analogous concepts in social identity theory. For example, equity
theory's first proposition is that individuals will try to maximise
their own cuicomes - similar to that of social identity theory's 'need
for positive distinctiveness'. Despite some apparent similarities
of the predictioﬁs which the two theories might make, Brown points
to three important limitations of equity theory. First, intragroup
relations may tend £0wards equality rather than equity (Deutsch, 1973)
and in any case equity may not be the most important determinant of
(particularly non-economic) behaviours. Intergroup behaviour,

especially that between minimal groups, is usually competitive and
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directed towards attainment of superiority. A further problem with
equity theory is that it does not provide an historical basis for
individuals'® perceiving a relationship as existing between one another.
Brown {1979) argues that, through concepts such as social mobility

and social change, social identity theory 'suggests howrand when the
comparisons that comﬁrise the relationship are likely to be made in

the first place' (p. 102).

A third problem is that equity theory has no explanation for the
fact that subjective perceptions of equity or inequity may reflect
neither observable events nor be reciprocal between parties. In
contrast, social identity theory does try to account for these
factors.

Although it seems difficult to reconcile intergroup discrimination
with the propositions of equity theory, this does not mean that the
contribution that such a perspective might make should be ignored.

As suggested by Ng (1982}, we cannot be sure that intergroup reward
allocations refute explanations in terms of equity. The awareness

that the final amount of ingrdup rewards was dependent on joint
behaviours 6F the two groups in minimal group studies would make it
tlikely tﬁat the allocators of both groups had anticipated bias from

the other - and that,if the expected bias were unchecked, allocations
would become inequitable in favour of the opposite group' (Ng, 1984,

p. 4). Thus, according to this explanation, ihQIOUp bias is an artifact
of attempts to prevent inequity.

The position taken by Ng (1982, 1984) and by Caddick (1981) is
appealing since it fits well with both social ideﬁtity theory and
equity theories. Furthermore, several other theorists have proposed
that there may be two 'generic norms' operating in minimal intergroup

situations. One norm is to be fair and the other is to support the
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ingroup (Billig, 1973; Branthwaite, Doyle and Lightbown, 1979;
Brewer and Silver, 1976; Tajfel et al., 1971; Tajfel and Billig,
1974), although doubt still remains as to the presence of a fairness
norm (Turner, 1980).

Much of the debate hinges on a rarely explicit assumption - that
intergroup reward allecation is intergroup behaviour. For example,
Tajfel and Billig {1974) assert that maximum difference strategies
'had no utilitarian value for the subjects themselves, since they
were giving money to two other people' (p. 161). Implicit is the
idea that there is no individual gain in the reward allocation; that
it is all based on category identification and differentiation.

However, minimal intergroup aiscrimination can be interpreted as
ig&gggroup oriented behaviour (as was also suggested above). Specifically,
maximising rewards to ingroup members and also ensuring that ingroup
members do relatively better than outgroup members may be a response
to the greater contribution made by ingroup members' characteristics
to the subjects’ self—coﬁCEpt. Thase who share one's attributes may
be seen as more deserving relative to those who do not.  Furthermore,
it may be that other ingroup members can be expected to see things the
same way, and thus there would be an implicitly reciprocal duty ‘amongst
ingroup members to reward each other more than they do outgroup mémbers,
whose 'inputs' are of less worth., This kind of interpretation fits
in well with Brewer's (1979) proposal that subjects orientate the
group around the self rather than vice versa. Also it can be quite
comfortably incorporated into the social identification model since
the need for positive distinctiveness and for maximisation.of own
outcomes are both satisfiable within equity terms. What has been suggested
here are two mechanisms by‘which equity principles operate in minimal

intergroup situations. To reiterate: one is the,possibly normative,



- 67 -

expectation that the outgroup will be biased (Ng, 1982, 1984) and
the other is that ingroups® 'inputs' are of greater value since
personal outcomes are dependent on all ingroup members giving each
other greater rewards.
The first of these mechanisms appears to lack empirical support.
For example, Billig (1973) found little in the way of anticipated
intergroup bias and St. Claire and Turner (1982) found that,when subjects
were asked to anticipate the behaviour of minimal group members, they
predicted a greater degree of intergroup fairness than actually
oceurred among group members.  Confidence in these data is somewhat
eroded by Calland and Manstead's (1984) finding that predictor subjects
ﬂgzg accurate though, in a similar experiment to St. Claire and Turner's.
The second mechanism, although more complex, is also more plausible.
There is evidence that, irrespective of competitive or co-operative
orientations, ingroups persistently evaluate (and perhaps perceive)
their own products or characteristics as being superior to those of
outgroups (Blake and Mouton, 1961, 1962; Ferguson and Kelley, 19645
Rabbie and Wilkens, 1971).  If ingroup inputs.are greater than outgroup
inputé théﬁrsu should ingroup rewards be greater than outgroup rewards.
The individual Qiéhiﬂg to maximise his or her outcomes can
be more sure of doing sc through intragroup equitability than through
intergroup equitability since he or she can have gfeater certainty
that other ingroup members will regard ingroup inputs favourably
than that outgroup members will.
All this discriminatory behaviour ocecurs against the clear
backdrop of fairness. Perhaps it would be reasonable to suggest that,
while intergroup discrimination results From'igggggrbup equity behaviour,
intergroup fairness reflects intergroup equity behaviour; such a

proposition is backed by Brewer's (1979) observation that outgroup
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derogation is much rarer than ingroup favourability as a source of
ingroup bisas.
A major problem with an equity theory account of intergroup
behaviour is that it does depend on people over-evaluating the worth
of ingroup inputs. The same problem that confronted Doise and Dann
(1976) reappears - why should they do this? While the explanation
given above is sufficient it is less parsimonious than that offered
by social identity theory since it can explain reward allocations, but
not the biases in perception of inputs. In other words, equity may
provide sténdards for intergroup behaviour, but does not seem to provide
an obvious motive for the initial bias. Therefore it is likely that
equity considerations come into play at the end of the sequence outlined
by Tajfel and Turner (1979) to explain minimal intergroup discrimination.
This possibility is shown séhematically, below:
Intragroup equity)
Categorisation « Identification + Comparison - )
Intergroup equity)
Here, the effects of social identification are twofold. The
difference from Tajfel and Turner's (1979) original formulation is that
people adopf the social norm of equity to determine their actions rather
than behaving as if there are no rules (other than one's own desire
for positive self-esteem). In sum, what equity theory does for the
analysis of intergroup behaviour is to provide a socially acceptable

means of expressing ingroup biases.

Reactance and dissonance theories

Clearly, the contribution of equity theory to the social identification
model is one which assumes people are rational or at least contemplative
of the relations between groups or objects. In contrast, both reactance

theory (Brehm, 1966, 1972) and dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) are



- 69 -

based on assumptions about motivation and drive. These two theories
also differ from equity thecry in that they are concerned with personal
rather than interpersonal processes - equity can only exist between
people, whereas dissonance can easily reside within a person.

It is fairly easy to see how a person with insufficient justification
for being in a group might experience dissonance over having to act as
a group member. It is quite possible that subjects in experimentally
created groups are in just this position. Take, for example, the
minimal groups produced by Billig and Tajfel (1973) who assigned
membership by the toss of a coin.  With éuch a flimsy 'reason' for
belonging to a group the subjects might well have experienced a
dissonance between the required behaviour (intergroup rewarding) and
their state (flimsy group membership). It is plausible that ingroup
bias in such experiments reflects subjects’ attempts to justify, by
increased commitment, their group membership. One study of the
effects of dissonance in intergroup contexts was conducted by Cooper
and Mackie (1983). They either forced or asked Ronald Reagan
supporters to write pro-Jimmy Carter attitude statements. Half of
the subjecté-were led to write statements which contradicted 'definitional’
ingroup attitudes (like Turner's, 1982, teriterial attributes®), whereas
the other half were led only to contradict attitudes relevant to but
not definitional of group membership.  The outgroup (Carter supporters)
was significantly more disliked, and there was less attitudinal change
among high choice-definitional subjects in comparison with those in
qll other conditions. Such results suggest that group membership can
be such a strong element in any dissonance equation that people adapt
their perceptions to it rather than compromising their ingroup
comﬁitment.

Cooper and Mackie's study assessed the impact of dissonance in
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pre-established groups. As arqued above, the initial commitment
to a group may depend on the perception of having freely chosen to
join it (or at least lack of coercion).

Two experiments by Turner, Hogg, Turner and Smith (1984) explored
this possibility. In one experiment success and failure on a task
were manipulated. following failure, subjects who had freely chosen
to join the group expressed greater attraction to the group than did
those with no choice. A second experiment varied subjects’ commitment
to their group. Those with higher commitment were again more
attracted to the group, following defeat in an intergroup competition,
than were those with low commitment. In both experiments these
results were feversed if the group succeeded or won. It was argued
that increased group identification ocecurs in ofder to justify and
explain voluntary behaviour (joining fhe group) which incurs costs.

However, it can alsc be the case that group cohesiveness can be
high despite (perhaps because of) lack of choice about belonging to
that group {(cf. Jaspars and Warﬁaen, 1982; Tajfel, 1982, Chapter 16).
Fxamples include the cohesiveness of ethnic minorities, of stigmatised
social groubs such as homosexuals, or the nationalism and patriotism
of many Briﬁish people. One processlwhich seems relevant in explaining
commitment to such groups is psychological reactance (BrEhm,'1966).

Reactance theory proposes that when people feel that’ their free
choices or options are under threat they will be motivated to restore their
'freedom'. 1t has been used as a model of 'bloody-mindedness'
since much of the research generated has adopted disobedience as a
dependent variable (e.g. Hammock and Brehm, 1966). An everyday
example of reactance is the child who, although hardly able to keep
its eyes open, steadfastly refuses to go to bed when told. Reactance

can take at least three forms: re-establishment of freedom by enacting
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the threatened free behaviour; inéreased attraction to 'forbidden
fruits' or behaviours; and aggression towards the agent restricting
one's freedom. Threaté to freedom can take the form of direct orders
or coercive attitude communications - for example, the statement:

‘YDQ have no choice but to accept that cigarettes cause cancer’ would
very'likely elicit more disagreement than one beginning: 'It seems
likely that ...'.

Ingroup bias in the minimal group paradigm could perhaps be
described as a reassertion of subjects' freedom. The position taken
by a reactance theorist might be aé follows: subjects in minimal
groups are aware that, while they can make decisions, their own fate
is in somebody else's hands.  They have no way of knowing who will
determine their outcomes, but they do know whether these others belong
to their own category or not. What probably happens, therefore, is
that subjects try to maximise ingroup profit and relative gain on the
basis that this restores any freedom which-the cutgroup might attempt
to limit. However, subjects also show many fair responses which
might be a reaction against ingroup constraints on their behaviour.
Some evidenée for this interpretation comes from Turner (1975, 1978).
Specifically, if subjects were awarding themselves iﬁ addition to
ingroupers and outgroupers,they favoured themselves clearly over
outgroupers but also slightly over ingroupers.

Brewer and Silver (1978) noted that minimal group studies tend to
create implicitly competitive conditions.  Brewer and Silver devised
a situation whereby 3-person groups mediated intragroup rewards in such
a way that each person received what the other two awarded him. {(This
could be considered to be restriction from within the group.) The
intergroup reward structure was then manipulated so as to be independent,

competitively or co-operatively interdependent. It was found that
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relative gain strategies were used in the independent or competitive
conditions, but much less so in co-operative conditions. A reactance
‘theery explanation would be that this was because threat to personal
outcomes was perceived as coming in equal part from all otheré under
co-operative conditions, whereas it is perceived as coming more from
the outgroup (with whom the subject has no interaction) under other
conditions.

While dissonance and balance theories may be helpful in our
understanding of commitment to an ingroup {Worchel, 1979}, it seems
that the notion of reactance can help to explain outgroup derogations
since, at least in interpersocnal contexts, aggression towards a
threatening agent has been fﬁund to follow the arousal of reactance
(Worchel, ’!974)4° Given that both dissonance and reactance processes
are intensified under conditions of self-awareness, it would seem
reésonable to suppose that the effects on infergroup behaviour would
also ‘increase under such conditions.

The next chapter will assess some of the more cognitive elements
in the eguation describing the psychological determinants of intergroup
behaviour. | For thelpresent, what we have are a number of social and
personai forces which can be sﬁbsumed under a soéial identification
model. Social categorisation may give rise to dissonance, and hence
strengthened identification with one's category. Perceived dependence
en outgroups‘may eglieit psycﬁelogical reactance, motivating differentiation
from, and discrimination against, such outgroups. However, such

behaviour may well be moderated by equity considerations.

SELF-ESTEEM, IDENTIFICATION AND INTERGROUP BEHAVIOUR

Having discussed categorisation, comparison and behaviour it is

now appropriate to examine the most crucial part of the model -
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identification. Perhaps the basic question is 'Why identify at all?*.
One reason seems to be that many group memberships may mediate rewards
(Lott and Lott, 1965). At a symbolic level, one can only win the

F.A. cup by identifying the team aims as one's own (cf. Cialdini et al.,
1976).  Groups may also be composed of many like-minded individuals
and thus bolster one's security, 'balance' one's attitudes and provide
emotional support {Schachter, 1959).  Such accounts of identification
tend to be rejected by social identity theorists as being over
individualistic. Nevertheless, the dynamic model they propose

always returns to the individual's need for a positive self-image.

If the group cannot provide a positive self-evaluation the individual
may seek to leave it (Tajfel and Turner, 1979; Turner, 1982), to |
re-evaluate it or to create new dimensions on which to make intergroup
comparisons.  The model is unclear as to at which point the need for
positive self-image and identificatidn with the group meld. One
possibility is that, given a social categorisation, the need for
self~esteem leads to ingroup identification so that one can then make
social comparisons using criterial attributes of the group rather than
the self. Another is that the need for positive self-image in terms
of those attributes is caused by rather than a cause of identification
‘with the group.

These two possibilities differ primarily in that the former leads
to an individualistic and the latter to a collective motive for ingroup
bias. This is the difference between self-serving (what can I get
from this group) and self-sacrificing (what can I do for this group)
modes of self-enhancement.

There is some limited evidence for the 'self-esteem' motive
proposed by Turner (1981, 1982): ingroup bias occurs 'not because

there is any realistic conflict of group interests but simply to
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differentiate themselves and maintain a positive social identity
for their members' (Turnef, 1982, p. 34). One of the few direct
tests of this proposition was conducted by Oakes and Turner (1980).
They predicted that 'minimal intergroup diserimination [will] increase
subjects' self-esteem' (p. 295). In their experiment bhalf of the
subjects engaged in a2 minimal group paradigm session while the rest
read a newspaper article instead. Following this all subjeects weré
required to complete three measures of self-esteem: the Twenty Statements
Test (TST) (Kuhn and McPartland, 1954), Julian, Bishop and Fiedler's
(1966) version of the semantic differential and Rosenberg's (1965) self-
esteem scale. The minimal group subjects used MIP and MD as expected.
1t was found that these subjects reported higher self-esteem on the
TST and SD but not on the RSS relative to control subjects. An open
verdict was passed on two alternative eﬁplanations of the results:
-'Self—esteem may increase ... either because subjects discriminate
or because such behaviour makes their group memberships salient'
(p. 300).

There is another way of viewing Oakes and Turner's results. An
examination of the TSf means reveals that control subjects seemed to
report negative self-esteem. These means are represented below (the

scale ranges from +1 to -1):

. Measure
Condition I57 Factor score
Experimental 0.18 .01
Control -0.84 ~0.41
F, df = 1,46 ps <.01 10.96 9,39

1t is clear that on the TST the experimental condition subjects have
only marginally positive self-esteem (probably not different from zero),

whereas control condition subjects have much more obvious low self-esteem.
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It is guite possible that something about the newspaper article or the
newspaper (a Guardian article on arranged marriages) or possibly boredam
actually temporérily deflated the self-esteem of control condition
subjects. This problem is perennial in self-esteem research and

the obvious remedy (to have é condition designed to induce low self-
esteem) raises serious ethical issues for the researcher {(Wells and
Marwell, 1977).

A second flaw in the experiment was that there was no index of
subjects' 'need' for a positive selfuimage,which is supposed to be the
basis of intergroup discrimination. In other words, we cannot be
sure that the discrimination and self-esteem of experimental condition
subjects are causally related. Intergroup discrimination may raise
self-esteem, but that does not mean that the need for positive self-
esteenm éauséd‘the discrimination.

Oakes and Turher's (1980) paper has been examined in some detail
because it is the most often cited reference in support of the motivational
part of secial identity theory. The assumption of self-esteem
motivated behaviour has also received criticism from othér quarters
(Paicheler, 1981). Turner's (1981b) reply seems almost contradictory
to the statement of the Tajfel and Turner (1979) model of intergroup
behaviour. He claims: 'Self-esteem and ingroup bias are not key
concepts at all ... They are only relevant as evidence ... I do
assume that there is a need for positive self-esteem, not és an axiom,
but on the basis of extensive research (into, for example, social
comparison, cognitive dissonance, interpersonal attraction, self-
presentation, defensive attribution, and so on)t (Turner, 1981b,

p. 113). For some reason no specifie references are to be found
for any of this 'extensive' research.

This is a hardly satisfactory treatment of what, after all, is
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supposed to be the fundamental motivational component of social identity
theory. It is doubtful whether the self-esteem part of the theory

can remain in its present form (Abrams and Hogg, in submission),

No successful replications have been published and other studies using
self-esteem (e.g. Hogg et al., in press; Turner, Hogg, Turner and Smith,
1984; VWagner et al., in press) have not given any clear indication of
how self-esteem affects intergroup behaviour. One problem is that

the theorists have not specified what it is about the self which is

to be made positive. For example, Tajfel and Turner (1979) refer

to a striving 'to maintain or enhance their self-esteem: they strive
for a positive self-concept’ and thus 'a positive social identity'

{p. 40). Turner (1982) further distinguishes between 'the self-
concept as a cognitive Stfucture and the self-images which are produced
by the actual functioning of that structure' (p. 19).

Tﬁe problem arises that a positive self-image (be it a social or
personal image) may be discrepant with core aspects of the self-concept.
For example, the act of beating up a member of a different gang at
school provides a positive self-image as a gang member but an extremely
.negative ohekas a 'ﬁdral' or 'good' individual. It is therefore
always possible that there will be a conflict between the immediate
self-image and the enduring self-concept following intergroﬁp discrimination.
This conflict may be expepienced as pride over ingroup superiority versus
shame over acting unjustly.

Apart from the argument that there are two sides to the coin for
self-esteem as a discriminating group member, the very notion that
individuals are striving to enhance or maintain their self-esteem as
positively as they can is open to doubt (cf, Wells and Marwell, 1977).

In particular, the more empirical of self-esteem theories (Deaux, 1972;

McGuire and Millman, 1965) simply state that individuals strive to behave
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.in a manner which is consistent with their self-esteem. Indeed,
self-awareness reseafchers have found that self-esteem is used as =a
reference point and an index of how confident people should be when
confronted with noﬁel situations (Brockner,.1979a); Although it is
tenable that people may generally have a need to improve themselves
(Maslow, 1954; Rogers, 1951).it is unlikely that this directly leads
to continuous attempts to make self-images positive (Gergen, 1982)
since these self-images are transitory and sometimes temporary parts
of the SEIfucohcept. As such it is rarely worth investing too much
in any one image.

If self-esteem is not the only motive for ingroup biases and
intergroup differentiation it is necessary to provide alternatives.
Part of the problem with the self-esteem formulation as offered by
Turner (1978a, 1982) is that it posits a simple bipolar evaluative
dimension along which a person places his or her social identity. However,
Wells and Marwell (1977) suggest that affective and evaluative components
of the self or. selves are distinguishable - one could feel good about
failing or feel bad about succeeding; such would be the experience
of winning a race but thereby causing distress to a competing friend.
More fundamentally, however, self-esteem may simply be irrelevant to
many intergroup and other behaviours. Many intergroup encounters
involve real conflicts with real gains and losses over even symbolic
goals. .For one group of football supporters to beat up another might assure
physical safety from that other group in future. Failure to rise to
the challenges of an opposing group can mean long-lasting subordiqation.
Such are the nature of many management/union relations. If the goals
involve personal well-being, wealth or security then self-esteem as a
group member must surely come as en effect rather than the root cause

of intergroup relations.
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What is needed, therefore, is a slightly enlarged model of the
motivational processes in intergroup relations. Such a model would
have to incorporate the self-esteem motive proposed by Turner (1978a)
but would also have to encompass at least the two alternatives discussed
earlier. Dissonance theorists have already suggested that the self-
concept is a crucial part of the dissonance Equatioh (Aranson, 1979)
but they have not restricted their discussion tc self-esteem. Reactance
theory refers to a 'threat to freedom' which may implicate self-esteem
but may not. Both perspectives, however, assume that there is some
kind of need for defending the ego, protecting the self from attack
or abuse and for a state of equilibrium, It is this aésumption
that I wish to pursue and briefly develop.

Tajfel's early account of the motivation for intergroup behaviour
drew on Bruner's (1957) work on value and perception. Tajfel (1959)
referred ' to the 'emotienal or, if one prefers the term, value relevance
of the classification to subjects' (p. 20). A category can be imbued
with value by beceoming Familiar.w which enhances its subjective utility
(Tajfel and Wilkes, 1963). In extending tﬁis reasoning to social
categorisatibn,‘Taerl stated that: 'This need to preserve the
integrity of the self-image is the only motivational assumption we
need to make in order to understand the direction that the search for
coherence will take' (Tajfel, 1969, p. 92).

Although the need for coherence or clarity oé.self—concept was
later replaced by an hypothesised need for self-esteem, the earlier
formulation still holds certain attractions. In fact, soceial comparison
theory (Festinger, 1954) also includes two motivations: one for self-
knowledge and the other for self-esteem (a view which was endorsed in

Reykowski's [1982] review of social motivation).
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Pragmatic self-preservation

It may be that the need for coherence reflects a more general
need to have a stable and predictable self-conception (Swann and Ely,
1984), It can be proposed that the general motivation with regard to
the self or selves is that of preservation. That is, péaple‘s first
concern will be to preserve aspects of themselves in a satisfactory
state in any given situation. This is done by two mechanisms -
cognitive switching (as with the switching on or off of social identity)
and self-portrayal. This model assumes that the self is multi-faceted
rather than unitary (Gergen, 1982; Greenwald, 1982) but that it is
also organised hierarchically (Carver and Scheier, 1981).  In plain
language, although there are many different aspects of the self, some
are more enduring and fundamental than others to our sense of selfhood
and our social being. This means that, while we may assess ourselves
!ié transitory social comparisons and situationally speéifie standards,
we may also maintain and develop a relatively stable self-system (Markus,
1977, 19843 Markus and Sentis, 1982; McGuire and McGuire; 1982);. Just
as certain social standards or norms take precedence over others, so
there are pérsonal values which take precedence over others; These
tvalues' are what Carver and Scheier (1981a) locate at the top of their
self-regulatory Hierarchies and call 'principles' and 'system concepts'.
The present discussion places 'self-preservation' very high on the
tree. It is a systems concept; a general way of organising behaviour
in relation to the self.

The motivational component of a self-preservational system is to
keep each aspect of the self in a satisfactory state. This can be
done in a variety of ways. First, if a given aspect of the self is on
show to others or if it is particularly salient one may try to promote

and support that aspect of self, Taking the image of self as a diamond,
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one may try te present the diamond in such a way that a particular
facet catches the light. Examples of this come from the literature
on self-serving biases in attribution (Zuckerman, 1979), as well as
the finding in social comparison research that people try to make
comparisons whereby they can positively evaluate  themselves (Suls
and Miller, 1977). But an important implication of a multi-faceted
model of the self is that a person may have little cross-situational
consistency.hdeed,he ‘or she can be ‘promoting' discrepant aspects of
the self with equal vigour in different situations. The switch from
personal to social identities proposed by social identity theorists
is an example of this.

However, self-promotion would be only one function of a system
designed to preserve the self. The second function would be to
operate the ‘switch' mentioned above. Take, for example, the
footballer who 'kicks hell' out of his opponent on the field but enjoys
a friendly chat and drink with that opponent after the game.  These
states may correspond to intergroup and interpersonal modes of
interaction, but many social psycholdgical theories would find the
discrepancy hard to account for (for example, dissonance and balance
theories). Perhaps a good way to describe what happens, therefore,
is that the discrepant. behaviours are rarely introduced into the same
equation. Returning to the diamond analogy, as the interpersonal
facet of self is brought into the light, the intergroup one is sometimes
shaded., Little conflict is experienced because the self-preserving
system, by illuminating one self-aspect,simultaneously shades the
other and inhibits comparisons between them.  This model allows for
minimal intergroup diserimination on the basis that it promotes the
salient aspect of self at the same time as inhibiting feelings of guilt

which might arise if another aspect were also being considered.



- 81 -

The functions thus far conddered are primarily assertive.

Another function of a self»preserving system would necessarily be
defensive (cf. Arkins®' [1981] acquisitive and protective self-
presentation).  Suppose that, having attended an 'away' football
match, one is about to walk to the local railway station. While
walking along one becomes aware that a rowdy QPOUp of *home® supporters
is following close behind. They.are dressed in all the regalia and
garb of the home team: scarves, hafs, badges, rosettes, and (most
important of all) some rather hefty looking 500ts. In terms of social
identity theory all this should make one's group membership highly
salient. Where social identity theory and a self-preserving motive
part company is in the prediction of how one would behave in the
pituation described above. For social identity theory, if group
membership is salient.then intergroup behaviour ensues. However, a
defensive tactic for self—préservation would be to conceal one's

group membership from the outgroup so as to avoid intergroﬁp conflict.
This is precisely what many 'away' supporters do. They take off their
scarves,hats and badges and thus reduce their identifiability as group
members.  So, while social identitylis highly salient, the self-
preserving value' 'I do not wish to be harmed’ makes overt behaviour
appear discrepant with that identity.

I have just described an exercise in self-presentation (Arkin,
1981; Jones and Pittman, 1982) or impression management {(Goffman, .
1959), A self-preservation model also departs from these in that
pﬁblic behaviour is viewednot just as the‘unthinking, easy going, shallow
pragmatism that is often assumed (e.g. Scheier and Carver, 1981).
Rather, it is a strategy which deliberately.obscuras those facets of
the self which are at risk or are endangered by a situation. The

analogy is that, while the light strikes one facet (makes it salient), the
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self-preserving system deflects it so as to emerge from another. Within
social identity theory the security and stability of identity are

used to predict intergroup behaviour (Tajfel and Turmer, 1979; Turner
and Brown, 1978). To some extent these factors may be predictive

of whether a person will adopt an assertive or a defensive self-
preservational strategy when social identity is salient.

It is also possible that the value a person places on each of his
or her self-images varies. Perhaps those who are disposed to attend
to public aspects of themselves will be more concerned to be soecially
accepted than will those who are disposed to concentrate on private
aspects of themselves.  Self-preservation in an intergroup context
might therefore take different forms, depending on thch aspect of self
is being attended to. In general, the model is probably useful in
so far as it raises several possibilities faf behaviour in an intergroup
context, It provides a way of combining self-awareness theory and
social identity theory by superimposing the former on the latter.
Intergroup behaviour is the consequence of the self-regulatory system's
mediation of social identity with reference to a value of self-
preservatiuﬁ.

It seems likely that minimal group experiments allow dissocnhance,
reactance and equity considerations to-influenéa behaviour. | In real
groups and real intergroup setting, however, it is probable that any
feelings of dissonance, reactance or injustice,and self-esteem are less
directly influential on behaviour. People must also take into account
external constraints (such as the possibility of being sacked, attacked
or blacked) and decide (a) whether to pursue intergroup behaviour in
order to promote social identity and if so (b) how to manage that
behaviour. Part of the argument put forward in this thesis is that

self-awareness is a process which is necessary for the making of such
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decisions.

SUMMARY

This chaﬁter has presented a basic outline of social identity
theory and has pointed out its compatibility with several other
theoretical perspectives. A number of issues have been raised and
it is worth reecapping the main points. Social identity theorists
distinguish their model from others by arguing that it is more 'social’.
It deals with individuals qua group members and explains intergroup
behaviour using the group as the level of analysis, rather than the
individual, It has been suggested here that, while intergroup behaviour
cannot be accounted for without reference to collective goals, there

has not been sufficient attention paid to the psychological processes

mediating such behaviour.

One problem for social identity theory is how gr6Up membership
would influencé behaviour in the absence of an outgroup. Reference
group theory appears better able to deal with such a situation.
Reference group theory is alsc capable of predicting behaviour in

situations where two interactants are not acting reciprocally in terms

of group memberships. However, reference group theory is compatible
with social identity theory in many ways and it was important to relate
the two since self-awareness theorists have only investigated instances
of reference group behaviour. It will therefore be necessary to
translate hypotheses which they have applied to reference group theor}
into the terms of sﬁcial identity theory.

The second problem for social identity theory has been to explain
the processes demonstrated by intergroup reward allocations in minimal
group studies, It has been argued here that, in addition to the need

for positive self-esteem and positive distinctiveness, there are other
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variables of some importance which may impinge on intergroup behaviour.
An example of a social normative variable was provided by an analysis

of equity considerations in intergroup and intragroup reward allocation.
In addition, two examples of motivational sources of bias were suggested;
the disscnance aroused by insuffiéient justification for éroup membership;
and the reactance caused by outgroup (or ingroup) control over own
outcomes. It should be stressed that these variables are only possible
influences. In any case they do not detract from the adequacy of

the basic social identification model. Even when they are incorporated,
it is still necessary to assume the existence of a social categorisation,
and the definition of self in terms of that category. It is that which
seems to be the initial (and crgcial) step on the path leading to
intergroup béhaviour.

Consideration of these variables also introduces the problem that
not all apparently igﬁgggraup behaviour actually istso. It is likely
that ingroup bias may often be an arfifact of ingroup support
irrespective of outgroup ratings. This argument suggests that social
'categorisation may'lead to intra- buﬁ not intergroup behavigur,

Despite theée reservations, it was pointed out that minimal group
studies probably do engage intergroup behaviour.

The fourth general problem is that, even when an intergroup
definition of identity is 'salient', it is unclear how behaviour will
be affected. No direct link can be assumed between salience and
behaviour, The link between a salient social identification and positive
differentiation is weakened by the likelihood that not all intergroup
behaviour is motivated by a need for positive self-esteem. A general
motivational model based on the value of 'self-preservation' was offered
as an example of a bridge between a salient identity and behaviour.

Although this model could be applied to any aspect of identity it takes
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into account the social context within which the identity is salient as
the basis for predicting behaviour. The model is compatible with
both social identity and self-awareness theories but is meant more
as a sounding-board than as any kind of definitive statement. The
idea is just to show how a range of alternative behaviours can be
derived from a2 combination of social, personal and situational
variables, in an intergroup context. An imporfant assumption of
the model is that behaviour is often pragmatic, and this would imply
that some degree of self-reflection méYbe réquireds.
This discussion leaves several important issues untouched.  The

purpose of the following chapter will be to fill in the picture and

suggest how self-awareness theory can be applied to the expressioﬁ of
social identity in behaviour, The aim will he to show how social
identity theory? deindividuation research and self-awareness theory
can be brought together to provide a more complete descriptien of group
behaviour., There are three guestions to be asked: how.does awareness
of self affect group behaviour; what is the role of 'salience' of a
self-aspect in group behaviour; and can we properly describe such
behaviour as being regulated in terms of distinctions such as those
between personal and social or private and public selves? Frbm a
discussion of these issues specific hypotheses will be derived, leading

to the empirical part of this thesis.,
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NOTES

Kelley regards normative functions as relating to motivational

-aspects and comparative functions as relating to cognitive

aspects of behaviour. As such, these twe components are
similar to the identification and categorisation parts of the
social identification approach.

In a minimal group situation, for example, if subjects merely
regarded the ingroup as a positive reference group they would

opt for MIP rather than MD, The fact that minimal group
subjects opt for both MD and MIP suggests (in reference group
terms} that the outgroup is being actively rejected and regarded
as a negative reference group. It is likely that the form of
reference is principally comparative since there appear to be no
pre-established norms for group or intergroup action (Billig,
1973; St. Clare and Turner, 1982). This reasoning is in line
both with Hyman and Singer's (1968) conclusion that *the
comparative reference group [works] through the intervening
variable of the self and the normative more directly through

the internalisation of what is perceived as appropriate behaviour'
(p. 19} and with Turner's (1978a) assumption that bebaviour in the
MGP is essentially aimed at self-enhancement.,  However, a
reasonable prediction from reference group theory is that, if
ingroup norms were specified which explicitly rejected the use of
an MD strateqgy, subjects would adhere to that standard, since a
favourable self-image could be gained purely on the basis of
ingroup acceptance (cf, Wetherell, 1982).

This possibility is acknowledged by Turner (1982) in his discussion
of intragroup processes, which will be discussed in the next
chapter.  An important difference between Brewer's (1979%a) and
Turner's (1982) account is that the former assumes the self as a
statie entity around which other knowledge is organised, whereas
the latter assumes that self-images can be varied and transitory.
Hence for Turner it is possible to stereotype oneself in terms

of the criterial attributes of one's group when group membership
becomes salient.

If part of the definition of self as an ingroup member depends

on the perception of 'common fate' (Lewin, 1948) or 'interdependence
of outcomes' (Horwitz and Rabbie, 1982) then intergroup relations
will be inherently reactive.

In a later chapter, the self-presentation approach will be considered
in more detail, since it too stresses pragmatism, The self-
preservation model regards self-presentation and self-definition

as distinguishable conceptually but not phenomenclogically.

Hence, pragmatism can serve self-definitional concerns as well

as answering self-presentational demands.

Abrams, D. (1981): Self-awareness and contingent social behaviours,
Paper presented at the Annual Conference on Postgraduate Psychology,
Durham, April. '
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CHAPTER 3

INTEGRATION OF PERSPECTIVES

In this chapter the aim is to bring together social identity

theory and self-awareness theory. In doing so we shall reconsider

two other perspectives: reference group theory and deindividuation
theory. The debates and problems arising from the application of
self-awareness theory to reference group behaviour and deindividuation

are useful in illuminating the issues which are also problematic in
applying it to soccial identity theory. Following a careful consideration
of these, it will be possible to conclude the chapter with a statement

of theoretical perspective and propositions.

DEINDIVIDUATION

Deindividuation research has its roots in Le Bon's (1893) work on
the crowd. He asserted that the viclence and chaos of crowd behaviour
was associated with a mass submergence of the self and emergence of a
‘racial unconscious'. He held that this primitive and bestial
unconscious Was particularly suséeptible to release among the lower
orders of society (i.e. the working classes). A psychological
explanation for becoming immersed in the crowd was offered both by
Freud (1922) and later by Fromm (1941). Fromm suggested that the
emergence of excessive individuality led to experiences of isclation
(cf. Durkheim's [1951] analysis of egoistic suicide), which motivated
a ' return' to the group. Initially the concept of ‘deindividuation’
was based on a loss of, or lack of, 'individuation'. Jung (1946)
defined individuation as 'a process of differentiation, having for its
goal the development of the individual personality’ (p. 561; quoted

from Dipboye, 1977). Thus the basic conceptualisation of deindividuation
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was as a loss of personal identity. These perspectives directly
contributed to the first laboratory studies of deindividuation,

The‘First laboratory examination of the phenomenon was conducted
by Festinger, Pepitone and Newcomb (1952). They asked subjects in
small groups to discuss their feelings about their parents. It was
found that there was a significant correlation (r =-.45) between the
number of others who coqld identify a participant and the release of
constraints on that person (i.e. the less people viewed each other as
individﬁals, the more rash and daring were their contributions to the
discussion)}.

Several other researchers alse pursued the line that deindividuating
conditions such ag anonymity lead to the loss of restraints. The
hallmark of that approach, then, is that there are aggressive or
violent impulses which are somehow released and activated by immersion
in the group (McDougall, 1927). Perhaps the best known work on
deindividuation as a social psychologicai event was conducted by
Zimbardo (1969). He specified the antecedents of deindividuation as
being anonymity, large group size, diffusion of responsibility and the
presence of coacting others. In addition to these variables he also
suggested that the subjective world becomes altefed. Specifically,
he suggested that a lowering of self-consciousngss occurs, resulting in
a 'weakening of controls based upon guilt, shame, fear and commitment’
{p. 259).

Dipboye's (1977) review of much of the research indicated that
lack of identifiability and the wearing of nondescript uniforms leads
to a greater propensity to aggress towards an individual victim
(Dion, 1970; Donnerstein, Donnerstein, Simon and Ditrichs, 1971).
Dipboye notes, however, the findings of Diener (1976) and particularly

of Zimbardo (1969). In one of Zimbardo's studies Belgian soldiers were
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less aggressive when anonymous, dressed in baggy clothes and hnodé,
than when identifiable. Dipboye's conclusion was that 'the inhibiting
effects of anonymity seem more likely to occur in an established group
of a group of acquaintances, since an individual is more likely to
seek support from such a group than from a group of strangers' (p. 1060).
Another possibility is suggested by Turner and Killian's (1957) emergent
norm theory. This proposes that the cues provided by active or
distinctive group members sets a norm which others tend to follow.
However, there seems no reason to suppose that this norm will necessarily
be aggressive.

Perhaps the most comprehensive conceptualisation of deindividuation |
is that provided by Diener (1980). He has placed a greater emphasis
on the phenomgnclogical aspects of deindividuation and has explicitly
rejected the idea that anonymity is always associated with the
deindividuated state. His 'definition' is as follows:

'A deindividuated person is prevented by situational

factors present in a group from becoming self-aware.

Deindividuated persons are blocked from awareness

of themselves as separate individuals and from

monitoring their own bebaviour®' (Diener, 1980, p. 210).

He regérds the psychological state of a group member as being on
a continuum from 'extreme self-awareness to a total prevention of it'.
His model proposes that focussing attention on the group, perceiving it
as a whole unit, physical activity and a 'high conseious-processing load’
prevent self-awareness. This means individuals do not monitor themselves
or retrieve norms and standards from lpng term memory; they do not
reinforce themselves and they do not plan or think out their actions.
Consequently, they are rendered susceptible to immediate stimuli,
motivations and emotions. To guote again:

'People who are deindividuated have lost their self-awareness

and their personal identity in a group situation ... Thus
prevented from self-attention ... they become more reactive
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'to immediate stimuli and emotions and are unresponsive

to norms and to the long term consequences of their

behaviour' (p. 210).

Anonymity, however, may not always give rise to such states (e.qg.
Zimbardo, 1969). In fact, anonymity can even serve to heighten self-
awareness, if, for examble, one is the only anonymous person amongst
identified individuals.  Diener (1980) cites the example of a masked
bank robber in support of this reasoning. Furthermore, in his own
research it was found that anonymous alone children stole fewer sweets
at Halloween than did anonymous children amongst a group of others
(Diener, Fraser, Beaman and Kelem, 1976). Diener argues that anonymity
reduces the threat of punishment for transgression bgt that it does
not reduce self-awareness. Referring specifically to the hood and
robes type experiments conducted by Zimbardo, he suggests that such
uniforms communicate non-verbally to subjects what the experiment is
about (i.e. imply norms) which would combine with self-awareness to
increase eagression (Carver, 1974, 1975).  Alternatively, if the self-
awareness dwells on internal standards, aggression will decrease.

Diener has invested considerable energy into demonstrating the
importance 6f lack of self-awareness which is crucial for his theory of
deindividuation. For example, Diener (1979) had people in groups of
eight (of whom six were confederates) engage in group activities for half
an hour. There were three conditions. in the Self-Awareness condition
subjects wore name tags, were referred to by name and were asked to
fill in personal questionnaires. Furthermore, the subjects wore
overalls but the confederates did not. Subjects were also required to
read out personal information to one another. Iin the individual Non-
Self-Aware condition all participants wore overalls, had to rate jokes
and had to press a pedal rhythmically (this manipulation was intended

to direct their attention outwards). In the Deindividuation condition



-9 -

the confederates also created a warm atmosphere, touched the subjects
and all sang and swayed together in unison. Following these sessions
subjects were asked to choose individually in which of 40 activities
they would like to engage.

It was found that Deindividuation condition subjects reported feeling
less self-conscious, acting more spontaneously and feeling more positive
towards the group compared to subjects in the other conditions. They
also chose to engage in more disinhibited behaviocurs.  Important for
Diener's hypothesis was the finding that Individual Non-Self-Aware
subjects' responses fell mid-way between those of Deindividuated and
Self-Aware subjects on most measures. The correspondence between
low self-awareness and disinhibited behavigurs was alsg confirmed by
the results of a factor analyéis. Lack of self-consciousness, group
unity and lack of evaluation apprehension all loaded on the same factor.

A second factor was labelled 'altered experience'.

Further evidence that 'the deindividuated person has lost the self
in the group' (Diener, 1980, p. 230) comes from a study by biener, Lusk,
DeFour and Flax (1980). They found that, as group size increased,
feeling self;conscious showed a corresponding decrease (but that the
presence of observers produced increased self-consciousness). One
problem with these three expériments is that increasing group size was
also associated with lowered group influence over behaviour. This
finding seems to be inconsistent with Diener's contention that deindividuated
persons are more susceptible to the influences of immediate or environmental
cues.

A further problem resides in the possibility that, although
disinhibited behaviour may be associated with reduced self-consciousness,
we do not know why: nor can we be sure that lack of self-consciousness

is necessary to enable the disinhibition of behaviour. Particularly
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inrDiener's experiments it is likely that demand characteristics led
subjects who were told to focus outward to report having felt less
self-conscious than those who were told to foeus inward. Indeed,

in the experiments mentioned above (Diener et al., 1980) it was found
that 'the chronic trait forms of self-consciousness measured by the
personality scele does not predict the intensity of self-consciousness
felt in a highly evalﬁative situation®. In other words, even those who
Qere supposed to be highly self-conscious did not report experiences
different from lows. Crucially, for Diener's theory, dispositional
self-consciousness was not predictive of behaviour. Thus it seems
that the view of deindividuated behaviour as stemming directly from

reduced self-requlation in the group is rather dubious.

Diener's formulation suffers from a limitation of perspective.
It has, however, been the basis of éeveral intéresting developments.
In particular, it has been suggested that different aspects of the self
may have different influences‘in deindividuétion. One approach has
been to ask whether structural differences in self-concepts render
people differentially susceptible to immersion in a group. Nadler,
Goldberg and Jaffe (1982) identified two groups of subjects., Using
Witkin, Goodenough and Oltman's (1979) rod and frame test, they put
highly differentiated (separate from the environment) and undifferentiated
(defined by their environment) subjects in anonymous or identifiable |
conditions with two confederates. These confederates set norms either
by donating to a cause or by stealing sweets. It was found that,
while self-differentiated subjects behaved similarly in all conditions

and felt equally self-censcious in all conditions, the undifferentiated
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subjects followed the behavioural norms when anonymous more than when
identifiable and felt less self-conscious in the former conditions than
in the latter. Thus, it was argued, only among undifferentiated persons
does anonymity lead to deindividuation. However, the interpretaﬁien

of results is problematic since increased adherence to norms is supposed
to result from self-awareness {Wicklund and Duval, 1971) but increased
disinhibited behaviour results from the opposite (Diener, 1980). If
the norms of the situations are 'to behave as you wish or as others do'
then increased disinhibition of action could result from both increased
and decreased self-attention. The treatment of deindividuation,
disinhibition and lack of self-awareness as being equivalent therefore
begins to look untenable.

Recently, there have been moves to incorporate the variables used
in self-awareness research into deindividuation research in a more
specific way. One statement (Prentice-Dunn and Rogers, 1982) (see
also Chapter 1) proposes that public and private self-attention
have differing roles in deindividuation. They state that 'it is
only when antecedent variables decrease private self-awareness
that the deindividuation process is evoked' (p. 504). One relevant
antecedent variable is 'accountability cues'. These influence public
self-attention in such a way that lower accountability cues 'decrease
concerh with soeial standards and reduce conformity ... fThus] ...
antecedent conditions that lower public self-awareness produce
disinhibited actioﬁs, but not through deindividuation' (p. 505).

Quite simply, if one does not feel accountable for one's actions there
is no reason not to do as one wishes.. In contrast, 'attentional
cues' alter private self-attention: 'A decrement in private self-
awareness is the crucial mediator in the deindividuation process [since]

the person cannot retrieve. standards with which to compare and adjust
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his or her behaviour' (p. 505).

Tt will be recalled that this model was tested in an experiment
involving groups (one member being a confederate) in which the members
were asked to deliver electric shocks to a "learner' {as in the Buss
aggression paradigm). There were four conditions. Two levels of
attentional cues were manipulated by having subjects focus outwards,
with loud musie in the background (external) or inwards on their thoughts
and feelings (internal). Additionally accountability was high (all
shocks delivered were being recorded and a meeting with the victim
anticipated) or low (nho contact or record). There were main effects
such that either lower accountability or external attention produced
increased aggression. Also of importance was the finding that heightened
accountability led to increased feelings of public self-consciousness
(but not private) while internal focus of attention increased feelings
of private self-consciousness (but not public). It was concluded
that 'one ecategory of group a§gréssion results from a group member's
active ecalculations that his or her attacks on another person will not
be subject to scrutiny or possible retaliation oo [the other] ... may
result from decreased cognitive mediation of behaviour’® {(p. 512).

There are a number of problems even with this formulatién. First,
as the Nadler, Goldberg and Jaffe (1982) study showed, lack of self-focus
can lead to increased prosocial as well as antisocial behaviour. There
is no reason why decreased self-attention should increase aggression
other than that modelling (Bandura, 1973) and reactivity to cues of the
moment serve as standards. An alternative course of action could be
complete indifference and lack of involvement.  The other problem is
that, yet again, the supposed mediating variables (self-attention/
accountability) were made explicit by instructions to subjects and

thus strong demand characteristics could have influenced their responses.
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Loss of identity as an explanation for group behaviour

Deindividuation research has concentrated on explaining the
phenomenon of crowd violence rather than the processes of crowd and
group behaviour. A good example is Haney, Banks and Zimbardo's
(1973) prison experiment. This replicated the phenomenon of group
mediated aggression amongst subjects who were role playing as guérd$1.
The tendency has been to regard disinhibited behaviour and particularly
aggression as a part of the processes of immersicn in the group rather
than merely as one possible outcome. It is partly as a consequence
of this emphasis that recent research has been aimed at partialling
out factors such as private and public self-awareness in order to
account for non-deviant group behaviour.

The loss of identity approach has also received some eriticism
from researchers asking why individuals seek to enter a group or crowd
(Dipboye, 1977; Maslach, 1974). In a rather pointless confusion of
terms Maslach makes the €ase, that a process of 'collective indiViduation}
may occur whereby 'one loses oneself in the group and in doing so gains
a new self, a new identity rooted in the group' (Maslach, 1974, p. 234).
The group ié_a positively reinforcing entity in such circumstances.
Examples might include joining the Ku Klux Klan or the Hells' Angels.
Alternatively, Fromkin (1972) and Dipboye (1977) identify one major
source of the extremity of crowd behaviour as 'a retaliation against the
source of the deindividuation and a reaffirmation of identity rather
than a loss of self-control resulting from the freedom of anonymity'

(p. 1058}, It therefore seems that being in a crowd can have either
positive or negative affective consequences but that in any case more
extreme behaviour may ensue. An important point which emerges from
these debates is that immersion in the crowd does seem to alter self-

perceptions and identity, and that there does seem to be motivation
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either to confirm the collective identity or to reaffirm individual
identity. This is an important departure from the 'loss of identity'
explanation of so-called 'disinhibited behaviour'.
There are problems even with these abproaches. In particular it
. is hard to see why, if a person is seeking to re-establish individuality, he or
she shoulddo so by excessive demonstration of group affiliation (e.g.
by being an extreme demonstrator against the police) rather than by
total rejection of group aims. This issue is discussed below.
For the moment it is worth follewing the argument that individual

differences may explain why such choices are made,

Individual differences in group behaviour

Greenwald (1982) summarises deindividuation research in the

following way:
1Deindividuation is sometimes associated with a less of

identity but other times with the acquisition of

identity via a distinctive group (of which one is

an indistinguishable member); it is sometimes sought

but other times avoided; and it is sometimes associated

with chaotic, norm violating behaviour but other times

with conforming uniform behaviour' (p. 72).

He Tesolves these contradictions by pointing out that the research
has really been examining two forms of behaviour. The first,
characterised by a lack of social control, can be called ‘deindividuation’.
The second, which is ‘characterised by a high degree of social organisation',
he calls 'sociated'. Greenwald (1982) contends that two kinds of
situations are particularly relevant in deindividuation research.

*I-type' situations focus attention on the self and perscnal standards
while 'S-type' situations engage the social system and focus others'
attention on te the subject. These situations are considered to be

similar to those that induce private and public self-~consciousness

respectively.
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A motivational component is then introduced. In so far as self-
esteem is the capacity of the self-system to retain dominance, people
with low self-esteem should have self-systems which are predisposed to
vacate control in the direction of either deindividuation or sociation.
People low in S-type orientations will become deindividuated, whereas
people high in S-type will become sociated.  CGreenwald explicitly
states that 'the I-type and S-type orientations correspond approximately
to,and may prove to be measurable by Fenigstein, Scheier and Buss'
(1975) scales of private and public self-consciousness respectively’

(p. 175).

There are two things to note here. One is that this formulation
direcfly contradicts those which propose a simple lack of self-awareness
ag being characteristic of deindividuation. The second is that this
is another characterisation of group behaviour in negative terms. It
is only those low in self-esteem who\are allegedly susceptible to
deindividuation or sociation. They either conform helplessly or
totally disengage and behave wildly.

So far deindividuation has been characterised as being undesirable
and as resuiting from a loss of control in terms of personal identity
and a shift into impression management, conformity or sheer abandon.
What seems clear is that self-awareness and therefore the self are
implicated. At this point it is worth noting the position adopted by
self-awareness theorists themselves, since they are rather less confident
than deindividuation theorists of the processes governing greup action.

Their general view is consistent with Diener's in so far as they
think that 'self-focussed attention, if it cannot be escaped, is
generally a civilising agent ... the person ... is responsive to those
values that society has tried to inculcate' (Wicklund and Frey, 1979,

p. 54}.



- 98 -

Carver and Scheier describe the effects of deindividuation from a
cognitive perspective:

'The person whose self-attention is low (e.g. in

deindividuating eircumstances) does not seem to

behave; he simply ceases to requlate at higher

levels of abstraction' (Carver and Scheier,

1981a, p. 177).

... 'a state in which the comparator at the Program

or Principle level has ceased to compare perceptual

input with the standard that is available to it

(Carver and Scheier, 1981b, p. 126).
They are, however, aware that group behaviour is more complex than is
usually allowed for. They argue that tdeindividuation involves decreased
awareness of the private self' (Scheier and Carver, 1981, p. 211),
but point to the 'inadvisability of equating deindividuation with the
absence of attention to the public self' (Carver and Scheier, 1981a,
p. 176), since anonymity is iﬁsufficient to induce disinhibited behaviour.

Wicklund's (1982) more social view of group influences assumes that
'the group' is equivalent to 'society' and that society has control over
the individual member in so far as the person's self-awareness can be
maximised. However, he always regards strong internal states and
emetions as'more potent directives for behaviour than group influence.
Therefore, 'if the group sets out to guide the individual's behaviour
it should first ensure that the person is not experiencing a strong
emotion' (p. 226). It seems that Wicklund's account of deindividuation
is based on the idea of 'individuals' harmony with the group' {p. 2113
cf. Shibutani, 1961). In Wicklund's view,peocple exist on a continuum
from self-control to group control with strong emotions at one extreme
and deindividuation at the other. Deindividuation is viewed as a state

where the individual is not the locus of control.  Wicklund (1982)

states:
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*To the extent that individuals colleet in deindividuated

units, thus transforming the unit of analysis from "i" to

"we", the potential of each individual member for the

discomfort of self-focus is thereby reduced ... [thus].

... lowered control via values and personal standards

... @ condition just opposite to self-awareness will

arise ~ that of deindividuation - which éntails the

relaxing of standards and morals' (p. 226).

A, perhaps unkind, paraphrase of this might be 'to the extent
that people are deindividuated they will not be self-conscious'. This
is self-evident because deindividuation is defined by lack of self-
consciousness! A more important point arises from Wicklund's
discussion. How or why does the unit of analysis get transformed from
ry to 'we', and does this really entail the relaxing of standards?

Within U.S. research the picture is consistent with the model
below. Other theories such as social impact theory (Jackson,
and Latané, 1981; Latané, in press; Latané, Williams and Harkins,
1979; Williams, Harkins and Latané, 1981) are supportive of the idea
that immersion in a group, lack of conspicuousness (e.g. by a small
audience) and similar variables do lead to less responsibie behaviour.
However, recently serious criticisms have been levelled at this approach
(Reicher, 1982). The basic criticism is that deindividuation theorists
have misconstrued crowd behaviour as being the sum of many individuals'

behaviour, Reicher suggests the alternative approach - social identity

theory - provides a more appropriate level of analysis.

ENVIRONMENT  STATE MODE OF REGULATION BEHAVIOUR
(LACK OF)
GROUP * PRIVATE * SELF-PRESENTATION =
(AND PUBLIC} = OR +  DISINHIBITED
SELF-ATTENTION UNREFLECTIVE/AUTOMATIC
( MOTIVATION TO )
(DIFFERENTIATE SELF FROM GROUP )
( OR )
( EXPRESS *ID' )

Figure 2: The deindividuation/self-awareness model of the psychological
consequences of being in a group




- 100 -

A SOCIAL IDENTIFICATION APPROACH

Social identification model of crowd behaviour

Reicher's (1982) approach to crowd behaviour assumes that social
factors have fprimacy' over individual ones. He directly challenges
individualistic determinism as the ideological root of theories of
crowd behaviour, He criticises the work of Le Bonand Zimbardo for
its inflexibility and unjustified assumptions. Specifically, he
points out that crowd members are often not anonymous and that they
are not always aggressive either. He regards the identity versus loss
of identity characterisation of crowd behaviour as inadequate.

One alternative, mentioned earlier, is 'Emergent Norm' Theory
(Turner and Killian, 1957). This suggests that people in crowds are
often searching for norms or cues for behaviour. They therefore
locate people who areiﬁeﬁtifiably different or prominent in the crowd
and are led by these individuals into various extreme behaviours.
Reicher's criticism of this approach is that it does not explain why
crowds are‘uﬁified in their actions rather than being composed of
disparate sub-groups. In fact, this theory has also been criticised
by Diener (f?BD) but not for the same reason. For Diener it is
normlessness which characterises the crowd and unself-consciousness
which enables normlessness. Hence it is absurd to regard crowd
behaviour as norm-regulated, since this impliés sel f-awareness too.
Of the two criticisms, Reicher's seems more valid and rejects Diener’s
assumptions. A recent test of Emergent Norm Theory (Mann,Newton and
Innes, 1982) failed to find support for it. Subjects were more
aggressive when anonymous than when identifiable even when a norm of
leniency had been established by a confederate. This experiment,
however, does nothing to support Reicher's explanation of crowd

behaviour in terms of social identity.
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Reicher's definition of a crowd - 'a set of individuals who share
a common social identification of themselves in terms of that crowd’
(p. 68) - is the same as Tajfel and Turner's (1979) of a group.
Reicher's key assumption is that common self-definition in terms of
criterial attributes, which occurs in groups (Turner, 1982), also
occurs in crowds. *The crowd differs only as a matter of degree!
(p. 69). In order to assess Reicher's view properly it is necessary
to recount Turner's (1982) account of ingroup cohesion, since it is this

on which Reicher bases his ideas.

Ingroup cohesion

Turner (1982) argues that variables such as interpersonal
attraction, similarity, common fate and physical proximity are often
unnecessary for group formation. Rather, he suggests cohesion within
a group is often the consequence of group formation. Social identification
can lead to social cohesion through intragroup (as opposed to interpersonal)
attraction. Following Tajfel, it is argued that people both deduce
each other's attributes on the basis of their eétegury memberships and,
via inductidn, work out the criterial aspects of a category from the
attributes of exemplary members. These distinguish between groups
in terms of those attributes which are criterial for membership.
For example, height does not distinguish between French and English
people, whereas it may do between Japanese and English people.

According to Turner (1982): 'As group membership becomes salient,
perceived intragroup similarity and intragroup liking tend to be
enhanced' (p. 29). More importantly, people stereotype themselves
in terms of the criterial attributes of their own group - a process
which can occur 'rapidly and transitorily as well as relatively slowly

and stably' (p. 29). The way that this is done is by what Turner
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calls referent informational influencé. Essentially social
identification with the group leads a person to learn its norms and
criterial attributes. ‘When membership is made salient those specific
norms are adopted and the person behaves in accordance with those
norms which he or she believes apply to all category members. For
Turner, the influence of the group on behaviour is not reducible to
conformity pressures, modelling or social comparison but is directly
related to social identification. He regards this conceptualisation
as being of value because 'it suggests a way of accepting that group
hehaviour has superordinate or suprapersonal properties which cannot
he reduced to interpersonai relationships whilst explaining such

processes in terms of individual psychological processes' {(p. 23).

The crowd as a group

It is clear to see how Turner's model can apply to crowds.
Reicher (1982) points out that the homogeneity of crowd behaviour is
likely to be a result of their acting in terms of a common sociai
identification, once members have inferred 'eriterial attributes of
the crowd's social identity from the actions of its members' (p. 70).
They do this partly on the basis of the reason for the crowd's
existence (to support a football team, object to police actions,
demonstrate against the cuts) and more specifically from the particular
characteristics of the concrete situation.

The spread of ideas or intentions through a crowd operates via
referent informational influence, according to Reicher. He argues:

"1t is fair to assert that,in the case of an individual in

a crowd, group salience is extremely high.  Therefore

the act of identification with the crowd will lead to

an instantaneous assimilation of its criterial attributes

«.. to the extent that any new idea, emotion or behaviour

becomes a criterial attribute of the crowd, it too will
be assimilated' (Reicher, 1982, p. 72).
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A valuable aspect of this approach is that in one 'crowd' there may
be several psychological groups (e.g. at a soccer match) whose criterial
attributes differ, and thus whose salience leads to different behaviours.
Without this perspective it is impossible to account for the partisan
nature of (for example) soccer violence.

Reicher's approach seems to make more sense of much crowd behaviour
than does the Deindividuation model.  The mass picket at Grunwick,
the riots in Toxteth, huge C.N.D. demonstrations and the Greenham
Common peace camp cannot be explained other than in terms of a cémmon
cause. Other psychological theories of mass behaviour have been so
preoccupied with the relative extremities of the actions of individuals
that they have not understood the importance of the social context
within which those actions take place. On the other hand, there is
little hard evidence for the immediate self-stereotyping which Reicher
proposes as crucial in ﬁrowd behaviour. Nor is it impossible that
crowds do form from the amalgamation of individuals who each have their
own views and personal identifications in relation to a cause (e.g.
the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament). Given that individuals often
make their decisions to enter crowds in a premeditated and personally
motivated way, it is open to question whether social identification
is always the most important mediator of crowd behaviour. More
problematic is that Reicher has defined the crowd in terms of a
psychological state (of social identification), has explained behaviour
in terms of that state but has also argued that the crowd usually
causes that state (social identification comes into play because the
crowd makes it salient). Empirical evidence is needed to demonstrate
that social identification does occur in crowds. A recent attempt to
assess the value of social identity theory in explaining apparently

deindividuated behaviour has been made by Reicher (1983).
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Reicher's (1983) hypothesis is that, quite often, so-called
deindividuation is merely depersonalisation. That is, immersion
in the group increases the salience of social identity and decreases
that of personal identity, rather than leaving the person without
identity. He recognises the possibility of absolute deindividuation,
however, thus preserving the distinction referred to earlier between
a mere lack of private self-regulation and regulation with reference
to the group. For Reicher, though, the latter is not merely conformity;
it is Eeferent informational influence' based on social identificationj.
Specifically:

'Deindividuation of individuals gua individuals will

decrease the salience of social identity and will

consequently decrease adherence to group norms ...

[whereas] ... deindividuation of ipdividuals in a

group will increase the salience of social identity

and hence increase adherence to group norms'

(Reicher, 1983, p. 6).

To test this, Reicher had Science and Social Science students
express support or rejection for vivisection. They were led to
believe that the Social Science norm was anti- and the Science norm
was pro-vivisection. The subjects were either all randomly mixed
together or were in specifically identified Science and Social Science
groups (Group Salience manipulation).  Half of the subjects were in
deindividuated conditions, wéaring overalls and hoods, while the
other half were in normal attire, and thus were individuated. Pro-
vivisection attitudes of Science students were stronger in the High
than in the Low Group Salience condition, but only among deindividuated
subjects. Among the Social Scientists, anti-vivisection attitudes
were stronger in High Group Salience conditions, irrespective of the
deindividuation conditions,

One clear implication of these findings, for Reicher, was that,

*far from becoming de-regulated, behaviour comes under the control of
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norms relating to the appropriate social identity' (p. 13).  Although
deindividuation can inhibit social identity, 'deindividuation, in
whatever sense it is used, acts by manipulating the salience of social
identity ... [and]l ... to the extent that crowd members are made
anonymous this anonymity will increase the salience of social identity
and hence increase the regulation of behaviour' (p. 16).

Unfortunately, Reicher's results do not permit such canclusions,
nor does that experiment adequately test his hypotheses. Diener (1980)
has pointed out the individuating effects of wearing hoods and baggy
overalls. In so far as Reicher's (1983) deindividuation conditions
used these manipulations, we cannot be sure what aspects of identity
they made salient. Self-report measures, such as those employed in
Diener's experiments (e.g. Diener et al., 1980) might have usefully
illuminated this problem. Second, increasing conformity to a group
is often an effect of self-awareness, but not necessarily of identification
with that group. This point will be elaborated later on (see also
Chapter 1 sbove). It is also possible that subjects in Reicher’s
study were just following cues from the group, rather than 'regulating’
in terms ijmembership of that groupz. The ambiguities and difficulties
raised by this discussion are essentially the result of a conflict
between conceptual frameworks. In the following section a resclution

to this conflict is proposed.

THREE PERSPECTIVES: A POSSIBLE RESOLUTION

We are presented, then, with three rather different accounts of
group behaviour. Deindividuation theorists posit a loss of identity;
social identity theorists posit a switch of identity. The third account
is that of reference group theory. In this alternative the group is

used as a reference point for defining one's personal attitudes.
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According to reference group theory, there is no need for immersion
in a group or identification with that group for group related behaviour
to occur. In fact, there is little reéson to regard the three
perspectives as being incompatible.  An examination of the research
orocedures adopted by proponents of the different approaches shows
why they cannot agree about {for example) crowd behaviour. Experiments
on deindividuation are based on a model of intragroup processes. It
is therefore unnecessary to invoke a theory of intergroup behaviour to
explain the results. If anonymous group members are aggressing towards
a victim, the notion of categorical differentiation is simply irrelevant
to the situation. The ﬁbverse of this is that if social groups are
in conflict it is inappropriate to seek explénations for their actions
purely at the intragroup level.

Reicher's account of the crowd suffers from over generalising
from Ehe group to the crowd. Many crowds are mere conglomerations
of individuals (e.g. at a folk festival, a fair, or at the sea-side)
who may have a commen interest but do not have a common outgroup or
share a social identification. AL such events disiphibited behaviour
is not unusdal to behold. It seems likely that,in such crowds,
Diener's deseription of individuals as lacking in self-consciousness
may be very accurate. Such crowds should be distinguished from those
whose presence results from a collective and unified aim and who
probably dﬁ behave as a social group. In the latter case Reicher's
analysis does seem more relevant.

In characterising group behaviour as, at one extreme, the loss
of personal identity and,at the othér,the maximisation of social
identity, the middle ground has been left uncovered. In this middle
ground it seems probable that reference group behaviour is commor.

That is, individuals define their personal identity by means of positive
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and negative comparisons with their stereotyped perceptions of the
attitudes and attributes of various groups. For example, a person

can define him or herself as 'not a Conservative', and as 'not a

member of the Labour Party', and_might.say that hig or her 'lLeft wing views
differ from those of the Labour Party in the following ways ...'.

The rest of this chapter will be concerned with showing how these

three aspects of group related behaviour (deindividuated, reference

group and social identification) can be integrated and seen as operating

via a general system of self-regulation.

Conceptual framework

Gelf-awareness thecrists have conceptualised the self as having
distinct affective and cognitive components (e.g. SCHeier, Fenigstein
and Buss, 1974; Scheier, 1976; Scheier and Carver, 1977). These may
compete for attention and influence behaviour to different degrees.
This view, while not unreascnable, ignores to some extent the fact
that affective and cognitive states are more usually congruent than
not. As discussed in Chapter 1, a situation that gives rise to anger
is likely also to denote an aggressive standard for behaviour.

The second distinction drawn by self-awareness theorists is that
between private and public aspects of self. This is problematic since
the theory is based on sociological premises about the construction
of the self-concept (Mead, 1934; Shibutani, 1961). Thus, even those
'standards of correctness' which are privately held are usually related
to the standards adopted by significant others. Furthermore, those
behaviours based on self-presentational concerns also may have private
significance. The degree to which a person presents himor herself as
supporting a group may be directly related to the extent to which he or she

valués that group. Thus, publicly observable and private aspects of
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the self are not always separable or indepéndent because of the
existence of private feelings and evaluations of public behavicur.

It is possible that a social-personal distinetion might he as
useful as the private/public one, when describing aspects of the
self. Even so, personal and social domains may not always be
phenomenologically distinguishable. For example, a person might
feel personal anguish over being socially rejected. However, the
idea here is to use the distinction to describe the way the self is
orientated to a given situation or to informétion, rather than the
content of that situation (or indeed of the self). What is important
is not whether the content of self-evaluations is social or personal,
but whether that content is evaluated in terms of its sccial or personal
meaning. For example, I may evaluate my hairstyle in terms of its
social appropriateness or I may evaluate it in comparison with my
past and (fantasised) future hairstyles. Similarly, at a dinner
party, the meaning of a stomach ache is dependent on whether one is
concerned primarily with its painfulness or primarily how one should
deal with it. The advantage of this scheme is that it allows
supposedly ﬁrivate attitudes and emotions to have social meaning.

The self-awareness theory assumption that private aspects of self are
necessarily asocial is untenable, within the present framework.

In order to make sense of the social/personal distinction it is
probably necessary to add in a historical dimension. That is, people
do not just requlate their behaviour in terms of who or what they are
but also in terms of their past roles and intended actiens.  Self-
attention theorists (particularly Wicklund, 1980) acknowledge the
importance of this dimension but do not really distinguish between
attention to present and past aspects of self. The past is usually

thought of as providing a standard but this depends on the novelty of
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the situation., Certainly it could be argued that intergroup
behaviour makes more sense if it isconstrued as part of an historical
proéess (Marx, 1963). To the extent that the self is implieated in
such behaviour the past, present and anticipated implications of group
membership for the self may well provide standards for behaviour
(Rabbie and DeBrey, 1971).  An interesting possibility arising from
this framework is that aspects of the self which have been initially
defined purely in social terms - such as one's occupational categories -
may later be defined as strictly personal in so far as they serve.to

_ distinguish the self from other individuals.  To have been a typist
in a typing pool is not a personal aspect of self until it is a part
of one's self-concept,which is different from those in one's social
environment. This conceptualisation of the self is different from
that offered by Tajfel and Turner (1979) and Brown and Turner {1981)
in that the present framework allows that social identities can become
'personal' after a period of time. In some ways this idea is compatible
“with the view of Stephenson {1981) that personal and social aspects
(or rather interpersonal and interparty aspects) are orthogonal rather
than on a simple unidimensional continuum. While other advantages

of this framework will be mentioned later, it is more important now to
delineate the relationship between social identity and self-awareness.
The basic argument is that self-awareness can increase the impact of

social identity on behaviour,

Integration of theories

The Capver and Scheier (1981a) model of self-awareness makes it
quite clear that adopting a reference value for behaviour requires self-
attention. To the extent that one's membership of a category or group

provides a reference value, it too will influence and guide behaviour if
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it is attended to. All of the research on self-attention to date

has induced or measured self-focus purely in relation to persenal

or interpersonal considerations. The general finding is that private
self-attention increases resistance to normative group pressure while
public self-attention encourages conformity. In all cases, however,
subjects are acting as individuals rather than as group members.
There is little éxplicit guidance and no empirical evidence as to what
the impact of private or public self-attention would be on social
identity.

The obvious answer would seem to be that, since public self-
attention is equated with an increasing social orientation (Fenigstein,
1979), it should be relevant in mediating social identity (cf. Cheek
and Briggs, 1982). However, in various ways it is likely that private
self-forus is implicated more strongly in the mediation of sccial
'identity.' The reasoning behind this assertion is that it is private
self-focus which is said to increase regulation in terms of organisational
and perceptual schema. A social categorisation is one such schema
(Tajfel, 1980). Alsoysince social identity is a part of the self-
concept (Turner, 1982), it follows that it is regulated by focus on
self-definitional aspects of self., This type of self-focus is
identified by Scheier and Carver (1985) as being private rather than
public. The third reason why private self-focus should mediate
social idenﬁity is that the motivational component of social identity
is held to be the desire for positive self-esteem. Self-esteem is
an entity which has been shown to be patticularly influential on behaviour
when subjects are privately self-focused (Brockner, 1979a, 1979b;
Carver, Blaney and Scheier, 1979a, 1979; Carver and Scheier, 1982a).

This position is directly contradictory to the accepted line on

self-regulation in groups. The deindividuation theorists mentioned
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earlier all agree that group behaviour is characterised by the
absence of private self-regulation. According to them, any increase
in private self-awareness should inhibit group-based requlation of
behaviour. There has been one (foot) note of dissension from this
line. Carver and Scheier (1981b) are somewhat equivocal. While
generally agreeing that disinhibited behaviour in groups results from
the cessation of control at the Program or Principle levels, they hint
at the idea of a superordinate 'Systems Concept', which may come into
play. This means that, although private self-attention may encourage
behaviour that obeys the principle of 'maintaining a positive self-
image', this cen have different implications depending on whether the
system concept is that of an individual {encouraging self-consistency
and resistance to pressure) or as a category member (encouraging
positive differentiation between one's own and other categories).
Scheier and Carver (1981) refer to this latter condition as 'a sort
of "group regulation" which might be construed as SUperardinate to
normal self-regulation' (p. 135).

The role of public self-focus appears tc_be‘more simply connected
with the imﬁediate regulation of overt behaviour. Public self-

attention seems to increase adherence to norms of interpersonal

behaviour and bow to consensus or conformity pressures rather

than to behaviour based on the self-concept. As mentioned above,

there has been some discussion over the importance of public self-
attention to deindividuated behaviour. A reasonable conclusion is

that public self-regulation comes.into play where the situation is
ambiguous and individuals are seeking norms or cues as to what behaviour
is appropriate. Such a situation is present when one is immersed

among a group of anonymous and sometimes unidentifiable others. The

suggestion here is that, in an undefined group of undifferentiated
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individuals, it is likely that people will regulate their behaviour
with regard to interpersonal norms and cues. On the other hand,
where the group is an identifiable entity in its own riéht (e.g. given
a group name or label, or defined in relation to another grbup),‘then
focus on social identity and self-stereotyping in terms of criterial
attributes of the group should occur. It is not the anonymity/
identifiability of the individusls which is important but of the group
as a whole. In the former case public, and in the latter private,
self-focus would seem more influential. This line of reasoning is
supported by the results of studies such as Reicher‘s (1983),
discussed earlier.

To summarise the position so far, it is argued that,to the extent
that social identity is a part of the selfuconcept;its influence on
behaviour will be mediated by a system of self-regulation. Despite
the fact that the empirical and theoretical bases of self-awareness
theory are individualistic; there are good reasohs'why social
identity should be one of the systems by which behaviour is organised.
Therefore, in contrast to recent theorising, group behaviour may well
demand self-regulation.  Specifically, private rather than public

self-attention may be the crucial factor.

‘Unresolved issues

Perhaps the most serious issue is how to use the private/public
and the personal/social distinctions. It is possible to see ‘public’
and 'private’ as being shorthand for 'self-presentational' and 'self-
definitional' regulation, respectively. Given that this distinction
does not contradict or invalidate a social/personal one, there is no
reason to abandon either. Indeed, information can be regarded as

being meaningful in social and/or personal terms, and self-regulation
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can be self-definitional or self-presentational depending on which
of these strategies best preserves the meaningful aspect of self.
There are, moreover, several good reascns for retaining the private/
public distinction. It is a part of the self-awareness paradigm.
There is plenty of evidence that it is useful in predicting the
influence of self-attention. Finally, it seems t§ be a robust,
reliable and valid characterisation of self-attention.

A secand problem is whether 'awarenmess' is a necessary part of
self-regulation (cf. Hull and Levy, 1979; Wicklund and Hormuth, 1981).
It may be that the amount of attention which needs to be devoted to a
social identity for it to regulate behaviour is dependent on the extent
to which that identity is integrated into the 'I' (Mead, 1934) part
of the self. For example, although men and women act in terms of
their éex much of the time (e.g. men playing cricket while théir
female partners make tea and sandwiches), it is unlikely that they
see this as a function of their group membership.  Rather, they are
aware of their personal desire to play cricket or prepare provisions.
In self-regulation terms, they attend to the principle or program level
of self, aléhough the system concept which has been engaged is not
of self as an individual but (the social identity) of self as &
ericketer or tea lady.

While attention to a social identification may not always be
necessary, it is likely that where one's category membership is highly
distinctive or novel one will attend to it.  Thus, sudden confrontation
with rival football supporters may initiate the processes of referent
informational influence posited by Reicher (1982) and Turner (1982).
Clearly this requires reflection on what the criterial attributes and
behaviours of one's category are.

The general arqument, then, is that the more deeply internalised is
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a social identification the less is it necessary to attend to it as

a part of self-requlation. Sex identity is a good example. It is
so pervasive that it provides an overall schema which determines other
parts of the self. It affects both interpersonal (aiming to attract
an individual of the opposite sex) and intergroup (doing down the
opposite sex) aspects of behaviour. It also determines personal
choices about behaviour (to do needlework or woodwork at school).

It is improbable that sex identity is attended to in all of these
circumstances,but it does provide a framework for behaviour.

In contrast, subjects in an intergroup experiment, particularly
of the minimal group paradigm {Tajfel et al., 1971), would probably
have to attend to their category membership because there would be no
established or automatic implications for behaviour. Hence, for a
transitory social identification to be influential, attention must
be drawn towards it. In fact, in minimal group experiments there is
little else to attend to. A reasonable test of this hypothesis might
be to set up competing attentional demands and see wﬁat impact they
have on intergroup differentiation. Research on the effects GF.
eriss-crossed categorisations (Brown and Turner, 1981; Deschamps and
Doise, 1978) show that this reduces ingrodp biases. It is still
unclear whether such results are due to a 'ecancelling out' effect of
different identities or whether they are more directly attributable to
attentional demands of the task making program and principle levels of
requlation superordinate - preventing attention to the social

“identifications.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The preceding discussion, and the reviews of self-awareness

theory and social identity theory presented in Chapters 1 and 2,
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raise a number of issues. These include the guestion of what level

of self-regulation groups activate, and the extent te which such
regulation is mediated by focus of attention. It is also necessary

te explore the motivational bases of group-regulated behaviour. For
example, impulse (as inferred by deindividuation theorists), self-
presentation (as inferred by self-awareness theorists) and identification
(inferred by social identity theorists) have each been accorded

importance in the explanation of the behaviour of group members.

Theofeticai issues

.The first question must simply be: does self-awareness have
any impact on intergroup behaviour? If the answer is yes, then the
evidence available at present suggests that the impact would be to
increase selfmpresentatioﬂal_affiliation to the ingroup and rejection
of the outgroup. Specifically, focus on the public self should
encourage reference group behaviour. If that is the only impact
of self-awareness, then any attitude or expression asscciated with
the ingroup will be adopted more willingly than will those associated
with an outgroup. Positively differentiating between groups may be
less important than appearing to agree with the views of ingroupers.

However, if we pursue'the line that groups act not only as a social
frame of reference, but also as a part of the self-concept, other
possibilities present themselves.

To the extent that a social categorisation may embody a cognitive
motivationdl bias to perceive one's own category favourably, and to
exaggerate intercategory differences, increased awareness of such a
categorisation should also increase those biases. There is good
reason to suggest that self-awareness will produce a clearer conception

of oneself as a category member and that self-focused attention should
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therefore elevate intergroup differentiation.  Similarly, to the
extent that self-focused attention alerts people to their ceovert and
motivational states, it should also increase the potential for such
states to impinge on intergroup behaviour.

Another important consideration is the influence of identification
with a group on intergroup behaviour. Again, since self-focused
attention can bring a person to adhere to prior commitments, it seems
likely that identification with a group will have increasing weighf
as the person becomes self-aware. Similarly, if self-esteem as a
group member is at stake, in intergroup contexts, it seems plausible
that moves to maintain or enhance that esteem will depend on how
aware of it the individual is. Much of the early self-awareness
research explicitly stressed the motivational impact of the real/ideal
self discrepancy which is highlighted during self-focused attention.

These proposals must be qualified in the light of (possibly) self-
preservational pressures which may also arise in intergroup contexts.
It is not uncommon, for example, for intergroup behaviour to be enacted
in the presence of others. Presumably, the composition of such an
audience (Fof example, the presence of ingroup and outgroup members)
may demand a variety of ways of présenting'oneself in the light of
one's group membership.  Some audiences may encourage a masking or
re~casting of the self. (Others may allow full expression of a
self-image. Furthermore, individuals may vary in the extent to which
they regard the way they express themselves and the way they conceive
of themselves. Those who are dispositionally high in public self-
consciousness may be attuned to self-presentational possibilities,
and those who are high in private self-consciousness may be attuned to
the self-images which constitute their self-definition at various times.

It may be the case that, whether by situational or dispositional influence,
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regarding oneself in these different ways evokes different standards

and schemata for behaviour. The impact of generic social norms (for
example, of‘equity) and of personal motivations (such as dissonance,

reactance and self-esteem) on intergroup behaviour may therefore

depend on the way in which attention is focused on the self.

Methodological issues

The next chapter examines the Self-Consciousness Scale (Fenigstein,
Scheier and Buss, 1975) in some detail. If so much is contingent
on the empirical reality of the private/public distinction then it
seems appropriate toc explore its empiric&l hasis.. The two main
subscales should be reproducible through factor analysis of the entire
scale. In addition, it is important to establish the relaticnship
between private and public self-consciousness and other variables which
might be theoretically related to those. 1f, for example, one form
of self-consciousness is correlated with self-esteem or with Machiavellianism,
while the other is not, then their effects on iﬁterQIDUp behaviour
could be expected to aiFFer; On the other hand, if the private and
public scaleé correlate highly with each other, then it is unlikely
that the effects of the self-consciousness fhey measure would differ.
It is also important to be able to assess the effects of different
experimental manipulations of self-focus. It should be possible to
cross-validate the Self-Consciousness Scale and the manipulations by
showing that their effects converge or diverge where appropriate.

Another factor which may bear ﬁn the results of enquiries into
the theoretical iSsues raised above is the nature of the groups involved.
it may be that the effects of self-focused attention depend in part on
how established or artificial is a subject's social group. Pre-existing

social relations between groups, and expectations concerning intergroup
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behaviour, may provide different yardsticks for self-evaluation than
would exist in the case of experimentally created groups. In
particular, it may be important to distinguish between a salient
social categorisation of self and an already meaningful identification
with a social group, as will be argued in later chapters.

The general aim of the empirical part of this thesis is te bring
together self-awareness and social identity thecries, thereby challenging
the notion that self-awareness and immersion in the group are mutually
exclusive processes. It is also intended to distinguish between
the roles of self-awareness when a group is used merely as a reference
point for self-evaluation and when self is defined as a group member.
These two forms of association with groups are not mutually exclusive,
but they may have discernibly distinct effects on behaviour. The
pursuit of these goals may bring a more social perspective to research
on self-awareness at the same time as delving more deeply into the

psychological parameters of intergroup behaviour.
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NOTES

Curiously, those acting as prisoners did not become disinhibited,
but changed from being acquiescent to demonstrating a degree of
solidarity against the guards, Thus, both guards and prisoners
actually developed quite clear identities, defined purely in
intergroup terms.

In any case extending Reicher's argument to explain crowd
behaviour may be unjustified, given Mann, Newton and Innes’
(1982) findings that group normative cues can be weaker than
deindividuating ones in their impact in some situations.

Turner (1982) uses this term to refer to 'a distinct form of
social influence produced by the cognitive processes associated
with self-stereotyping' {(p. 31). It differs from normative

influence in that actual normative group pressure and accountability

to actual group members are not required. It differs from
informational influence in that the person is only susceptible to

information concerning the criterial norms of one's social category.
Referent informational influence occurs when one's self-definition
as a group member is salient.




~ 120 -

CHAPTER 4

THE MEASUREMENT OF DISPOSITIONAL SELF-CONSCIQUSNESS

This chapter describes the Self-Consciousness Scale (SCS) (Fenigstein,
Scheier and Buss, 1975), its development, validation and assessment in the
U.5.A. and Wesf Germany. An investigation of the nature and properties
of the scale on several samples of British subjects will be presented,
and an overall review of the adeguacy of the scale will follow. The
reasons for devoting an entire chapter to this subject are as follows.

In three of the four sets of studies presented in this thesis the

design and analyses incorporate self-consciousness measures in order

fo test hypotheses. Second, the Self-Consciousness Scale provides
convergent validity with manipulations of self-awareness and thus can

be used to confirm or add weight to empirical findings based on
experimental manipulations. Third, the scales have become an established
part of self-awareness research; it is therefore entirely appropriate
to subject them to critical scrutiny in the same way as would be done
with other research tools, Finally, it is intrinsically interesting

to see how dimensions of self-conscioushess are represented in different
cultures and among different subject populations. Exploration of these
issues may enhance our general understanding of the nature of self-

attention.,

THE SELF-CONSCIQUSNESS SCALE (SCS)

The SCS was developed by Fenigstein, Scheier and Buss (1975).
Initially they made up 38 items devised to relate to the following
seven areas: (i) preoccupation with past, present and future behaviour;
(ii) sensitivity to inmer feelings; (iii) recognition of one's positive

and negative attributes; (iv) introspective behaviour; (v) a tendency
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to picture, or imagine, oneself; (vi) awareness of one's physical
appearance and presentation; and (vii) concern over appraisal by
others. A Varimax factor analysis of the responses of 210 subjects
revealed that the first three factors accounted for 43% of the-variance.
These facters were labelled 'private', 'public' and 'social anxiety'.
These items were then used as a 'scale' and were presented to 9
different samples of subjects (amounting to 1,821 subjects in all).

For all nine samples the same three factors emerged. The 23 significantly
loading items were then presented to 179 male and 253 female subjects.
Three factors were retained for final rotation. The factors and item
factor loadings were consistent and éimilar for both sexes. Finally,
the 23 items comprising the 'scale' were presented to another 152
subjects. The same three factors emerged. The final version of the
seale is presented in Table 4.1 below. Subjects are asked to rate on

a 5-point Lickert scale the extent to which each item is ‘extremely
uncharacteristic' (1) to 'extremely characteristic' (5) of themselves.

(An example of the scale as subjects see it is presented in Appendix A1).
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Table 4.1

Items comprising each Self-Consciousness Subscale

{Fenigstein et al., 1975)

Private Self-EConsciousness

Item number

1
3(")
5

7
9(*)

13

15

18

20
22

I'm always trying to figure myself out
generally I'm not very aware of myself

I reflect about myself a lot

I'm often the subject of my own fantasies

I never scrutinise myself

I'm generally attentive to my inner feelings
I'm constantly examining my motives

I sometimes have the feeling that I'm off somewhere
watching myself

I'm alert to changes in my moed

I'm aware of the way my mind works when I work
through a problem.

Public Self-Consciousness

item‘number
2
6
1
14
17

19
21

I'm concerned about my style of doing things
I'm concerned about the way I present myself
I'm self-conscious about the way I look

I usually worry about making a good impression

Gne of the last things I do before 1 leave wy
house is te look in the mirror

I'm concerned about what other people think of me

I'm usually aware of my appearance.

Social Anxiety

Item number

4

8
10
12(=)
16
23

It takes me time to overcome my shyness in new situations
I have trouble working when someone is watching me

I get embarrassed very easily

I don't find it hard to talk to strangers

I feel anxious when I speak in front of a group

Large groups make me nervous.
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Fenigstein et al. (1975) used the term 'self-consciousness' to
distinguish the dispositional tendency to engage in self-attention
from situationally induced ’self—awareness'1. Fenigstein et al. defined
private gelf-consciousness as 'attending to one's inner thoughts and
feelings'; public self-consciousness as 'a general awareness of the
self as a social object that has an effect on others'; and social
anxiety as 'disccmfért in the preéence of others' {(p. 522) - a reaction
to self-focused attention.

Following this initial work, Cafver and Glass (1976) sought to
demonstrate the discriminant validity of the scales (Campbell and
Fiske, 1959). They decided that seven variables, in particular,
might be invoked as being more parsimonious than either private or
public self-consciousness in explaining so-called effects of these
factors in earlier studies (e.g. Fenigstein, 1979). They measured
intelligence, need for achievement, test anxiety, activity level,
sociability, emotionality and-impulsivity using a variety of standard
scales. Scores on these were then correlated with scores on the
sCS of 105 subjects. Public self-consciousness correlated weakly
with sociability (r = .22) and emotionality (r = .20). Social anxiety
correlated negatively with sociability (r = -.46), with activity level
(r.: -.27) and with 10 {(r = -.21). This last correlation was not
anticipated. Carver and Glass {1976) concluded that the Private and
: Public subscales 'may be employed as selection instruments for future
research with little fear of their being confounded with the variables
tested here' (p. 172).

The other major validation study which inspected correlations was
conducted jointly using six large samples of subjects (Turner, Scheier,
Carver and Ickes, 1978).  The three SCS subscales were correlated with

scores on the following others: Guilford-Zimmerman Thoughtfulness;
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Paivio Imagery; Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability; Self-Monitoring

(in 4 samples); Gergen self-Esteem; Bem Sex Role Inventory,

Masculinity and Femininity; Emotionality; Sociability, and Test

Anxiety.  The total number of subjects was 1,395 and the average
sample size was 233. In this study the authors discussed both the
discriminant and the construct validity of the 5¢5.  They found
significant correlations between private selfuconéciousness and
thoughtfulness (r = .48) and iﬁagery (r = .30) providing 'support

from the construct validity of the Private Self~ConSeiQUSnéss subscale'
(p. 286). Those subjects who report being privately self-conscious
also report being reflective and phileosophically inclined.  With
respect to the significant (p < .01) correlations between public
self-consciousness and self-monitoring (r = .24) the authors argued
that 'these are still discriminable constructs with minimal shared
variance' (p. 288). Interestingly, social‘desirability was not
significantly porrelated with any of the subscales. Self-esteem was
significaﬁtly negatively correlated with both private and public self-
consciousness (rs = -.26) and with social anxiety (r = -.35),as might
be expectedz. Social anxiety correlated significantly with every
scale apart from imagery, thoughtfulness and social desirability. It
would therefore seem sensible to doubt the discriminant validity of
the Social Anxiety subscale.

Wicklund and Gollwitzer (1983, in submission) have pointed out a
problem with these correlational studies. As discriminant validation
increases so construct validation decreases (and vice versa). That is,
if private self-consciousness correlates at r = .48 with thoughtfulress
then it lacks discriminant validity - although Turner et al. (1978)
claim that the correlation is 'not so large as to undermine the

distinctiveness of the subscale' (p. 288). The danger is that this



- 125 -

argument could be applied to almost any variable that promoted the
construct validity of the scale, though Wicklund and Gollwitzer
(1983) appear justified in their claim that the initial validation of
the SCS was rather unsatisfactory.
Further validation, particularly for the Private scale, was
provided by Carver and Scheier (1978), who found that high scorers
made more self-focused sentence completions on Exner's (1973) measure
of egocentricity. Also Turner (R.G., 1978a, 1980) has found that people
high in private self-consciousness tend to use more and remember more

trait terms in self-description than do lows.

Limitations of the scale

Cne problem with self-consciousness research is that it has almost
invariably been restricted to undergraduvate subjects. Because of this
it is impussiblé to tell whether the SCS subscales are measuring
enduring personality traits or whether they merely reflect short term
preoccupations and habits. If the scales reflect enduring dispositions
we should expect that their structure would be reproducible in subject
populations‘of different ages. 1f, on the other hand, these scales
merely reflect situationally induced habits of self-attention (just as
'studying' could be a factor in a student's iife, bﬁt would not represent
a trait of personality), we should expect considerable differences
between age groups.

The second, related, problem is that the scales may be culture
specific.  Self-evaluation may take different forms in cultures with
different values. A culture which prides itself in allowing individual
freedom may generate a self-preoccupied 'private' self-focus factor in
its members. It is possible that cultures with more collective values

would not produce such a clear 'private' factor. This issue was
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addressed by Heinemann (1979, 1983), who produced and assessed a
German translation of the SCS. Heinemann's data will be discussed
more fully below.

The third issue is whether there are sex differences in self-
consciousness. In fact, McDonald (1980) has found that females are
more attentive to such things as clothing and hairstyle than males are.
Thus, although males' and females' degree of self-consciousness does
not differ (Jurner et al., 1978), it seems that it differs in terms
of content. This area has received scant attention so far. Detailed
analyses of sex differences on responses to individusl items on the
SCS may be illuminating.

In addition to these issues are two empirical questions which
require further investigation. The first is that the validation
studies described above did not obtain correlations between the 5CS
subseales and extroversion/introversion or stability/neuroticism.
Both public self-attention and social anxiety involve a concern over
social behaviour; private self-attention involves a rather asocial
orientation; and social anxiety also inveolves tension and feeling
stressed. There is therefore good reason to suppose that extraversion
and neuroticism may correlate highly wiﬁh the 5CS subscales. furthermore,
the relationship.between dispositional self-evaluation as measured by
the SCS and subjects'® level of self-esteem requires further investigation.
This is particularly true with regard to this thesis since self-esteem
is thought to be an important motivational factor in the determination
of intergroup behaviour.

Of equal importance is the evaluation of the distinction between
the SCé subscales. Of 18 studies from which the correlation coefficients
between the Public and Private Scales were published, only 7 also

published'Public—Social Anxiety correlations and only 5 published
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Private-Social Anxiety correlations (see Table 4.2 below). These
correlations show a fairly wide variation, particularly those between
public and Private. As Wicklund and Gollwitzer have also pointed out,
the existence of correlations of r = .61 and © = .56 would seenm to
undermine the diseriminant validity of the Public and Private scales,
although correlations of r = .17 and r = .21 allow greater confidence.
Although the correlation between private and public tends to be about
¢ = ,30, the variation is sufficiently large to cause some concern.
The evidence here suggests that correlations between subscales should
Eiﬂﬂiﬁ be provided in order to facilitate the accurate interpretation
of results based on SCS median splits. Unfortunately, the majority

of studies using the 5CS do not report these correlations.
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Table 4.2

Summary of intercorrelations found between subscales of

Fenigstein, scheier and Buss's (1975) Self-Consciousness

Scale, derived from all available published sources

Private- Private- Public~

Study (n) Public Social Anxiety Social Anxiety
+ Bernstein (1982) - .61
 Buss & Scheier (1976) 49 L23%

Carver & Glass (1976) 105 .33 ~.05% - 02¥%

Carver & Humphries (1981) 50 42

Carver & Scheier  (1980) 60 .27

Cheek & Briggs (1982) 214 .39

Fenigstein (1979) 40 AT

Fenigstein et al. (1975%) 152 .26 -.06% .20

(1975b) 452 .23 1 21

Froming & Carver  (1981) 54 .21

He inemann (1979) 317 .39 .79
+ Hoover et al, (1982) 42

Scheier (1976) M .34

Scheier et al. (1978) 152 .27

R.G. Turner (1977) 142 .37

R.G. Turner (1978a) 64 .35 2% .29

R.G. Turner (1980) 62 .56

R.G. Turner et al. (1978) 1,395 .31 4 .21

All significant at p < .05 with the exception of those marked with an
which are non-significant (p > .05) (calculated from Chambers, 1938,

*

p. 157, Appendix B).

+ from Wicklund & Gollwitzer (in submission).

2
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Beyond assessing the validity of the SCS, its reliability remains
rather under-investigated. The only test-retest correlations for
the scales were those from the original Fenigstein et al. (1975) study
{these were T = .79, r = .B4 and r = .73 [n = 152] for Private, Public
and Social Anxiety subscales, respectively).  Thus, test-retest
reliability requires further assessment.

Reliability can also be assessed in other ways. A commonly
adopted method is to calculate Cronbach's alpha coefficient of internal
reliability - essentially an index of the intercorrelation among items
in a scale. In fact, only one study has incorporated alpha coefficients
for the SCS subscales (Turner, R.G., 1980). The alphas were a = .66,
@ = .76, o = B0 for the Private, Public and Social Anxiety scales,
respectively. This evidence points to a weakness in the internal
reliability of the Private subscale. It is possible that the moderate
reliability of that scale either reflects considerable error variance
or that the scale is tapping more than one dimension. (1t should be
noted that the former explanation is concordant with the larger number
of items in the Private subscale than in the other subscales.) Ihternal
scale reliability clearly requires further attention.

Another useful method of assessing reliability is via factor
analysis. It will be recalled that the original factor analytic study
of the SCS (Fenigstein E§~§l°r 1975) retained only three factors for
rotation. If the scales are reliable these three factors should be
readily reproduced using any sample of subjects. A check on this can

be made using confirmatory factor analysis (Child, 1970}. For the SCS

responses of any given sample of subjects three factors can be produced
after rotation. It is then possible to examine the, factor loadings of
each item and see the extent to which the 3 factors comprise the items

predicted on the basis of their belonging to one of the 3 SCS subscales.
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In other words, this procedure is a check on the reliability of the
difference between internal structures of the subscales.

Finally, the more usual exploratory factor analysis should mérely
reflect the confirmatory one. However, in exploratory factor analysis
the computer is allowed to rotate all factors with an eigenvalue > 1.

If any of the SCS subscales have more than one underlying dimension these
should be revealed using exploratory factor analysis.  Of all published
stuaies of the SCS following the original Fenigstein et al. (1975) work,
only one (Heinemann, 1979) has published a confirmatory factor analysis

and none has published exploratory factor analyses. Clearly, it would

be valuable to conduct such analyses before using the SCS with confidenceB,

The remainder of this chapter describes the administration of the
SCS to a number of samples of undergraduates, as well as two attempts
to use a modified SCS with children. The responses to these scales
were examined by factor analysis, correlational analyses, reliability
coefficients, t-tests for sex differences and also by comparison with

the studies conducted by Heinemann (1983).

SUBJECT SAMPLESY AND ADMINISTRATION OF SCALES

Undérgfadﬁate students (age 18+)

Five separate samples of undergraduate students were asked to
complete the SCS. Thé first of these (UKC 1980) responded to a 4-point
format rather than the usual S5-point format of the standard scales.

The remaining four samples all completed the standard version of the
SCS (see Appendix A5).  Two of the samples (UKC 1983 and UKC SURVEY
1983) filled in the SCS as a part of a larger study. The subjects in
~ UKC SURVEY 1983 also completed the Eysenck Personality Inventory (Form
B), which measures extroversion/introversion and neurcticism/stability;

they also completed Rosenberg's (1965) Self-Esteem Scale.,  The EPI is
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responded to in a binary (yes/no) format, and yields one total score
for extroversion and another for neurcticism.  The RSES is a Guttman
scale yielding a single score based on responses to ten items on f4-point
scales.

All samples with the prefix 'UKC' were first year undergraduates
at the University of Kent. 'MANCH 1980' is a sample of first year
undergraduates in psychology at the University of Manchester. The
sample sizes and sex compositions are given in Table 4.3 below:

Table 4.3

Number of subjects in each undergraduate sample to
‘whom the SCS was administered

Sample Males Females { Jotal
UKC 1980 31 56 67
UKE 1981 29 42 71
MANCH 1980 22 51 77
UKEC 1983 25 43 68
UKC.SURVEY. 1983 '| 114 . 49% | 1B9*%
TOTAL 23 221 478%

* 26 subjects' sex was uncoded.

‘Sixth form students (age 16-17)

Experiments were conducted using sixth form students at two-schools
in Kent. The first (named 'BOYCOLLEGE*® in this thesis) was an all-
male sixth form. The 42 subjects at BOYCOLLEGE completed the standard
SCS prior to participatingin the experiment.

The second school (named 'MIXCOLLEGE' in this thesis) was mixed sex.
The SCS was administered twice. In the first session (MIXCOLLEGE A) 99
males and 35 females completed the SCS, the EPI and the RSES prior to
completing some pretest materials for an experiment (see Chapter 8).

Tn the second session (MIXCOLLEGE B),several weeks later (retest), 94
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males and 30 females completed the SCS. 118 subjects completed

the SCS in both sessions, of which 89 were male and 29 were female.

Children {age <14)

Bne experiment was conducted in a junior school (see Chapter 6).
1t involved 33 male and 30 female children in their final year {ages
10-11). A set of 12 items was selected and re—ﬁorded from the SCS.
private and Public self-consciousness subscales subjects were asked to
show how strongly they agreed (1) or disagreed (7) with each statement
by circling a number (see Appendix A2).  This sample is called
"MINIMAL GROUP'.

In another experiment, conducted with Rupert Brown (Brown and
Abrams, 1982; see also Chapter 7), another modified version of the
5C5 was administered on two occasions.  All subjects were aged 12-13.
In the pre-test 82 malesand 100 females completed the scale. ‘In the
re-test 37 malesand 43 females from the pre-test completed the scale
again. This scale comprised 15 items based on the three SCS subscales
and also includes 3 items based on the Pettigrew (1958) conformity scaleG.
Sub jects were asked to rate the strength of their agreement with each
item by placing a.crcss on a line labelled 'strongly agree' at one end
and 'strongly disagree' at the other. This line was later scored as
a 7-point scale (see Appendix A3).  The pretest sample is called
'SIMILARITY A' and the retest sample is 'SIMILARITY B'.

The versions of scales administered to children cannot be regarded
as equivalent to those given to sixth formers or adults. No previous
reliability or validation work has been done on the children's scales.
Therefore these were used in a more exploratory way, as will become

Clear7.
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Summary

478 first year undergraduates, 176 sixth formers, 63 eleven year
olds and 183 thirteen year olds have compléted versions of the self-
consciousness scale. Of these there are test-retest data for 118‘sixth
form students and for 80 thirteen year olds. In addition, 187
undergraduates and 126 sixth form students who completed the SCS also
completed the EPI Form B and the RSES. ALl in all, these data represent
eleven different testing sessions over a period of 3 years. The various

analyses performed on these data will now be reported in turn.

CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSES

The distinction between exploratory and confirmatory - or
hypothesis testing - factor analyses (e.g. Child, 1970) is an
important one for the present research. The former is conducted when
there is no explicit hypothesis on the nature or structure of the items
to be analysed, whereas the latter 'treats factor analysis as a test
that will either confirm or disconfirm expectations’ (Marradi, 1981,
p. 27). Here, the distinction should also be made betﬁeen ‘expioratmry‘
and 'blind"(purely empirical) factor analysis (Eysenck, 1953).  That
is, in both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses reported in
this chapter the intention is to make sense of the factors in terms of
self-attention; the intention is not just to see what emerges. While
the other side of the coin is 'the brutal feat of making almost any
data fit almost any hypothesis' (Hurley and Cattell, 1962, p. 2607,
Marradi (1981) notes that 'most users of factor analysis are neither
unfailing conformationists nor blind factor-fishers' (p. 29). He '
argues that it is important to use both methods as an aid to interpreting
data (Joreskog, 1969).  For the present data it was decided to do just

that. Analyses of scale responses will begin with the ‘*test' of
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whether, when a 3-factor solution is specified, the three subscales
of the SCS are reproduced.

For all samples, data were subjected to factor analysis using
SPS5-PAZ method.  Both Varimax (orthogonal) and Oblique solutions were

obtained, and factor inter-correlations were derived from the latier.

Undergraduate samples

The 'UKC 1980', 'UKC 1981' and 1JKC SURVEY 1983' data all fall exactly
into the 3 subscales as predicted (see Appendix A4).  For all three
of these the Oblique solution is marginally superior to the Varimax one,
in that the relevant items load more clearly on the appropriate factors.
A summary of the analysis of UKC SURVEY 1983 is reproduced in Table 4.4,
below., The private/public factor inter-correlations are 35, .25
and .18 for each of the three samples, respectively. These.data allow
some confidence in the distinction made between the subscales (see
Appendix A4).

The patterns are similar for 'MANCH 1980* and 'UKC 1983'. However,
while the social anxiety items all loaded on only one discrete factor
for these sémples, the public and private factors were not so clear.
This was particularly evident for items 2, 6 and 11 from the Public_
Self-consciousness subscale. For MANCH 1980 item 2 only loaded on the
private factor; item 6 loaded equally on both public aﬁd private factors.
Item 11 loaded marginally on the social anxiety factor (as well as loading
strongly on the public factor). For 'UKC 1983' item 11 only loaded
on the social -anxiety factor. The remainder of the Public subscale
items clustered together on a single factor. Thus there may be some
question as to what item 11 is measuring.

Some Private suhscale items also behaved inconsistently on the

"MANCH 1980' and 'UKC 1983' samples. While these items only loaded



on one discrete factor in
significantly on that factor (or on any other factor).
worrying is the pattern obtained in 'UKC 1983',

and 18 loaded on a discrete ‘privale' factor.
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'MANCH 1980' neither item 7 nor item 18 loaded

Slightly more

ITtems 1, 5, 9, 15

However, items 3, 7, 13

and 20 loaded on the séme factor as the public subscale items. In

other words, for this sample, the Private subscale seemed to have a

substantial 'publie' component (see Appendix A4).

Table 4.4

Confirmatory faclor analysis of data from UKC SURVEY 1983

(loadings below .30 are omitted)

ROTATION
VARIMAX 0BLIQUE
Items Factor 1 2 3 1 2 3
(Scale) Variance % 45.0 37.9 2% .1 - - -
e

1 .66 67

3(-) 31 .32

5 .52 .51

7 .

9(-) .59 .59
13 .49 .49
15 .50 .47
18 .40 .39
20 42 42
22 44 46

(Public)

2 .57 .55

6 .66 .65
1 .68 .69
14 .56 .55
17 34 .34
19 .59 .57
21 .57 -.35 .59 34

(Social Anxiety)

4 .73 .73

8 .34 34
10 .67 .67
12(-) .45 a4
16 .60 .61
23 46 46

For the five undergraduate samples the overall picture is fairly

encouraging.

The social anxiety and public subscales were all clearly
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reproduced. In only one (small) sample the Private subscale was also

clearly reproduced.

Sixth form samples

The MIXCOLLEGE A (pretest) and MIXCOLLEGE B (retest)} samples both
produced discrete sets of factors., For both samples the Social Anxiety
subscale reproduced itself perfectly. The Public subsecale items all
loaded on a single factor in MIXCOLLEGE B, although item 17 was missing
from the MIXCOLLEGE A factor. As with the adult samples, the Private
subscale was less robust., In the MIXCOLLEGE A only jitems 1, 5, 18 and
20 loaded significantly on their own factor. The remainiﬁg six 'private'
items did not load on any of the three factors. In the MIXCOLLEGE B all
items except 3 and 7 loaded on a unigue factor - providing greater
confidence in the integrity of the Private subscale (see Table 4.5,
below). Item 3 loaded weakly on the same factor as the public items

(see Appendix A5).
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Table 4.5

Confirmatory factor analysis of data from MIXCOLLEGE B

Ttems Factor
tale) Variance %

1
54,0

VARIMAX

Z
30.2

ROTATION

3

_15.8

1

OBLIQUE

2 3

(Private)
1

3(-)
5
.
9(-)
13
15
18
20
22

37

.35

5

.55

49
.58
.53
49
.40

.34

.80

.59

44

.06

.50
.39

{Public)

2

6
11
14
17
19
21

.59
64

.31

(Socisl Anxiety)
4
8

10

12(-)

16

23

.82
.38
.67
W55
.56
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The BOYCOLLEGE sample was very small, and the factor patterns
should be regarded as providing only weak evidence. However, all of
the Social Anxiety items and all of the Public items held together on
discrete factors. There was slight overlap in that item 21 of the
Public scale also loaded on the social snxiety factor, while item 10
of the Social Anxiety scale also loaded on the public factor. 0f items
from the Private scale, six loaded on a discrete factor (see Appendix
A5).  The public/private intercorrelation was .12.

Taken together, the data from the sixth form samples may be regarded
as providing further evidence in support of a discrete factor structure
for the 3 subscales of the 5CS. However, the items of the Private

subscale appear to lack coherence.

Summary of undergraduate and sixth form samples' factor analyses

In all eight administrations of the SCS the Social Anxiety and Public
Self~Consciousness subscales were factorially reproduced. However,
from the Private subscale certain items were consistently missing from
the relevant factor. In particular, items 3, 7 and 13 seemed either
to disappear‘or to load on the same factor as the Public subscale items.

These items are:

5CS Tiem No.

3(=) Generally, I'm not very aware of myself
7 I'm often the subject of my own fantasies
13 I'm generally attentive to my inner feelings.

It seems that these correspond to the 'sensitivity to inner feelings'
dimension that Fenigstein et al. (1975) were trying to tap in their
original canstruction of the scale. It should be stressed that in five

out of eight analyses the Private subscale did adequately reproduce itself.
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The point here is merely that its unidimensionality is more open to

question than is that of the Public or Social Anxiety subscales.

General discussion of confirmatory factor analyses

The results of these analyses allow some confidence in the distinction
between the public, private and social anxiety dimensions which the 5C5
is supposed to measure. Despite this confidence it seems prudent to
view the Private Self-consciousness subscale with some doubts.  From
these data reservations could be held about the extent to which items
3, 7 and 13 can be said to be measuring the same construct as the other
items on the subscale. These doubts receive some substantiation from
data published by Heinemann (1979).

Heinemann's original German replication of the SCS was sub jected
to a confirmatory 3-factor analysis (n = 317). He found that the three
subscales were reproduced quite well.,  However, some items from the
Private and Public subscales straddled more than one factor. From the
Private subscale item 3 did not load significantly on the private factor.
Item 7 loaded weakly (.35) on the private factor but also loaded on the
public (.235 and social anxiety factors (.32). From the Public subscale
item 2 (*I'm concerned about my style of doing things') only loaded on
the Efivéte factor (.51} and item 11 ahly loaded on the social anxiety
factor. Despite these discrepancies Heinemann felt confident that
there was 'elose correspondence’ between the German and American versions
with 'structural similarity' making the German scale 'a potentially
useful research instrument' (p. 336).

Furtﬁer work on the German scales (Heinemann, 1983) used confirmatory
factor analysis on 5 samples of subjects' SCS responses. In 3 of these
item 3 failed to load significantly on the’private factor. Item 7 was

found to load on more than one factor in all 5 samples. Item 22 from
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the Private subscale was also rather unstable. These data provide
corroboration for the findings reported from the present research. it
should be noted, however, that none of Heinemann's (1983) samples
reproduced the three subscales as cleanly as those used in the present
research. This may reflect either translation error or cultural
differences in the nature of self-consciousness. For the moment it
seems that the Self-Conscicusness Scale does indeed measure three
distinct dimensions, on the basis of confirmatory factor analyses.
Finally, although the three subscales can be reproduced, it is of
_interest to discover whether the SCS actually measures more than three
factors. Exploratory factor analyses should reveal more than three

factors if this is in fact the case.

ﬁXPLORATBRY FACTOR ANALYSES

Undergraduates (see Appendix A6)

When the analyses were allowed to produce their best solution
(SPSS, PAZ) three of the samples produced seven factors and two produced
eight factors from the SCS (see Appendix A6). These will be discussed
in terms of fhe coherenée of items within each subscale; i.e. how much
they tend to load together on a single factor.

(i) Social Anxiety: For UKC 1980, MANCH 1980 and UKC SURVEY 1983

the Social Anxiety scale was feproduced on a unique factor. No other
items loaded significantly on that factor. For UKC 1981 item B loaded
on a different factor from the other Social Anxiety items, and item 17
from the Public scale loaded on the social anxiety factor. for

UKC 1983 items 8 and 10 loaded on a different factor from the others.
Thus, with respect to the Social Anxiety scale, there is a fairly

" readily reproduced factor.

(ii)  Public Self-consciousness: Only in UKC 1981 was there a perfect
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reproduction of the Public Self-Consciousness subscale. For UKC SURVEY
1983 items 17 and 21 loaded on a different factor from the others.

For UKC 1980 item 2 loaded on a different factor and for UKC 1983

the Public items did not all hang well together on any particular
factor. Thus, for the Public Self-consciousness scale one might hold
reservations about the eontributions of items 2, 17 and72§.

(iii) Private Self-consciousness: This subscale has the largest

number of items (10) and therefore the potential for the largest number
of factors. In fact, the items did not ali fall on a single factor
for any of the undergraduate samples. Doubts have already been raised
about the validity of item 3, on the basis of the confirmatory factor
analyses. UKC 1981 reproduced the Private scale on a single factor
but with item 3 absent. Generally, however, two factors emerged from
the Private scale items. One of these includes items 13 and 20 and
sometimes items 18 and 2Z. The other is more substantial; it is based
around items 1, 5, 15 and 18, with the occasional addition of items

7 and 3, Despite this lack of internal coherence, the items from the
private scale loaded on factors associated with the other two subscales
only occasiqnally. This was the case for UKC SURVEY 1983 (see Table
4.6, below). These findings are congistent with the fact that the

Public and Private subscales correlate at about r = .3.
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Table 4.6

Exploratory factor analysis of data from UKC SURVEY 1983

TTEMS

Factor

{Scale)

Variance

3
2

i

z .

ROTATION

VARIMAX
3 4 5 6 7

16.7 12.5 10.0.6.4 5.7 4.7 4.6

OBL IQUE

A¥2}
fon

-

PRIVATE

"
3(-)
5
7
9(-)

13

15

18

20

22

L31 .43 .38
.57
.59
1
.50
.35 .42
77

- 35

.57
.35

S8 -0

-.B2

.56

- 30
-.68

~.a0

PLALIL

2

6
1
14
17
19
21

.50

T
.36

iy

.51

10

.B5

4

8
10
12(-}
16
23

SOCIAL ANXIETY

77

.68
43

g
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Sixth form students8 (Appendix A7)

(i) Social Anxiety: In MIXCOLLEGE B these items all loaded on

a single factor and no items from the other subscales loaded on that
factor. In MIXCOLLEGE A items 4, 10, 12 and 16 also held on a unique
factor but items 8, 16 and 23 loaded on a factor withitem 5> from the
Private subscale,

(11) Public Self-consciousness: This scale was reproduced on a

unigue factor in both the MIXCOLLEGE A and MIXCOLLEGE B samples,

(i1ii) Private Self-consciousness: Three factors emerged from

MIXCOLLEGE A and 4 from MIXCOLLEGE B. One of these centred on items

1 and 15, another on items 5 and 9. A factor comprising items 13

and 20 (and which was obtained with undergraduate samples) also emerged
from the retest, The results of the MIXCOLLEGE B analysis are

presented in Table 4.7, below (and in Appendix A7).
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Table 4.7

Exploratory factor analysis of dats from MIXCOLLEGE B

légég#% Variznce

TTEMS  Factor

1

% 21.5 13.4 8.0 6.1 5.6 4.7 4.4

2

VARIMAX
3 4 5 &

ROTATION

A

2

0BLIQUE
3 & 5

fo
i~

1
3(-)

37

A7 34
.35
.78
: .58
W33 .51
.55 37
.81

.22
49

R .35
~.33
.78

.59

-.35
.83

.20

.50
50

.50

PUBLIC

2

6
11
14
17
19
21

-.58

SOCIAL ANXIETY
4
8

10

12(-)

16

23

.59
.50
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General findings from exploratory factor analyses

We are now in a pasition to describe the factors obtained in the
undergraduate and sixth form samples. First, and simplest, the Social
Anxiety scale consistently reproduces itself as a single factor.
Second, although the items of the Public Self-consciousness scale hold
together fairly well, items 2, 17 and 21 seemed to be rather weak

components.  These are:

Item No.
2 I'm concerned sbout my style of doing things
17 One of the last things I do before leaving the
house is look in the mirror
21 I'm usually aware of my appearénce.

The remaining items are more specific to self-presentational concerns.
These may be regarded, more confidently, as the 'core' of the scale.
Third, the Private Self-consciousness subscale may be regarded as a
composite measure of a number of related underlying dimensions. Item
3 {'Generally I'm not very aware of myself') does not seem to contribute
reliably to a Private factor. For the undergraduate samples the
dimensions of the Private scale are based around 3 sets of items:

Factor Item No.

1. 18 I sometimes have the feeling that I'm off
somewhere watching myself

22 I'm aware of the way my mind works when I
work through a problem.

2. 1 I'm always trying to understand myﬁelf
5 I reflect about myself a lot
15 I'm constantly examining my motives.
5. 13 I'm generally attentive to my inner feelings

20 I'm alert to changes in my mood,
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These were moderately replicated in the sixth form sample - a 1 and
15 factor; a 13 and 20 factor; and a 5 and 9 ('I never scrutinise
myself®) factor.

Returning to Fenigstein et al.'s (1975) original item selection
procedure, it can be seen that Factors 1, 2 and 3 above correspond with
the headings 'a tendency to picture or imagine oneself'; ‘'preoccupation
with past, present‘ahd future behaviour'; and ‘'sensitivity to inner
feelings', reSpectively,. While all of these may contribute to the
general factor 'Private Self-consciousness', it appears from the

present data that they may be discriminable sub factors.

CHILDREN

In the course of the present research the problem arose of how to
assess the effects of self-attention on children's behaviour. While
children have been used as subjects in very many intergroup relations
studies (cf. Tajfel, 1978), there appears to be only one experiment which
has attempted to use self-awareness as a predictor of children's
behaviour (Beaman et al., 1979). This is not to say that children's
capacity for-salfeperCEptimn and self-knowledge has never been examined
(l.ewis and Brooks-Gunn, 1979), but the social psychological literature
and theories of self-awareness have not usually referred to children or
used them as subjects. Beaman et al.'s study used a mirror menipulation
of self-awareness; this was impactful on children aged 8 and over.
The many problems with that study are discussed in more detail in a
later chapter. For the present, the point is that it was felt necessary
to devise a measure of children's éelfmattention which did not involve
environmental manipulation of their behaviour. It was decided to see
whether or not the basic factors of private and public self-consciousness

which adults report are also present in children. To the extent that
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these factors can be meaningfully reproduced they would provide a
useful way of accounting for the effects of self-attention on the
behaviour of children.

The first attempt to devise a self-attention scale for children
was made in the context of a large experiment on the effects of intergroup
similarity and goals on intergroup behaviour (Brown and Abrams, 1982).
The subjects were 13 year olds from two large secondary schools in
Kent, The sample (SIMILARITY) was approached twice (pretest/retest)
and was asked to fill in a 15 item questionnaire (Appendix A3}.
Of these items 5 were drawn from the Private Self-consciousness subscale,
4 from the Public scale, 1 from the Social Anxiety scale and 5 were
designed to tap personal attitudes to group cohesiveness, based partly
on Pettigrew's (19s58) conformity scale. Some of the SCS items have been
slightly modified in order to make them easier to understand, The
three sets of items are presented in Table 4.8 below with their original
SCS item numbers. Any that have been modified are asterisked. On

the actual scale the items are in a mixed order (see Appendix A3).
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Table 4.8

Self-consciocusness scale for 12-13 year olds:

'A priori' definition of items

Private iteis .

' Item No.

SCS No.
(N 1 I'm always trying to understand myself
(5)¥ 2 I think about myself a lot
(13)* 7 I'm generally aware of my inner feelings
(20) 11 I'm alert to changes in my mood
(22)* 15 I'm aware of the way my mind works when I'm
trying to solve a problem.
Publié items
(6)* 4 I'm concerned about the way I appear to others
(11) 6 I'm self-conscious about the way I look
(14) 9 I usually worry about making a good impression
(19)* 12 I'm concerned what other people think of me.
Social Anxiety
(7)* 14 I feel more comfortable working alonme than I do

if I'm working with a group of others.

Group items

10

13

I'm quite a similar sort of person to my friends

When I'm with a group of friends I often find
myself thinking the same way as them

When I'm in a team game I think more about how
my team is doing than about how I'm doing myself

When I'm in school uniform I feel very aware of
being a member of my school

I prefer to be loyal to my own group than to try
to co-operate with other groups.
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The confirmatory factor analyses of this scale are reported in
Appendix AB. 0f more interest are the results of exploratory factor
analyses., There is little‘a.ériori reason to expect Public and Private
items toload on distinct factors since it is perfectly possible that
children experience a sort of genéral self-consciousness in wﬁich the public

and private domains are ill-distinguished.

SIMILARITY A (prestest,n = 182)

'?éétéf'1:' is compesed of items 2, 4, 6 and 12, 1t is quite clearly

a public self-consciousness factor. While one item (2) is a private
self-consciousness one, it does not load significantly in the Oblique
rotation of the exploratory analysis,

Féétéf 2: is composed of items 1, 7 and 11 - these are all from the
private Self~¢onseiousness scale,

Faétér 3: consists of items 9 and 10 and is not easily interpretable.
Féctéfla: is composed of items 2, 5 and 14(_). The most important
item is 14, which suggests that this factor revolves around feeling
relaxed within groups.

Féctor 5: includes items 8 and 15, and again is not easily interpretable.
This analysis has successfully reproduced private and public Self-
consciousness as dependable main factors in children's responses to

this questionnaire., From the Oblique analysis the COrrelation between

these two was .19, indicating that they are relatively distinct aspects

of children's self-consciousness.

SIMILARITY B (post-~test, n = 80)

Again, 5 factors were produced (see Appendix A8). As before,
Factor 1 is clearly public self-consciousness - all of the Public items

and only one Private item load significantly on it.  The remaining
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Factors are rather mixed, and cannot easily be interpreted, although
factor ? contains two Private items. Hence, based on the pre- and post-
test responses to this questionnaire, it appears that children report
public self-consciousness and, rather less clearly, private self-

consciousness as a recognisable component of their experiences.

MINIMAL GROUP (n = 58)

The subjects in this sample were 10-11 years old. They were
given a revised version of the questionnaire used in the SIMILARITY
experiment., Three weeks prior to the experiment itself, children were
asked to fill in the 12 item questionnaire (Appendix AZ). Of these
items, 3 were based on the Private Self-consciousness subscale; 3
were based on the Public Self-consciousness subscale and the remainder
were designed to assess subjects' motivation to conform. These items
are presented together in Table 4.9 below (but in a mixed crder on

the actual questionnaire - see Appendix AZ).
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Table 4.9

Self-¢ongcioushess stale for .10-11 year olds:
'A priori' definition of items

Private items
SCS No. item No.

(1} B I am always sure about what I think
(13) 5 I notice my inner feelings a lot
(20) 11 1 can always tell when my mood is changing.

Pubiic items

(*) . 12 I compare myself with other people a lot
(11) 2 I think a lot about the way I look
(19} 3 It is important what other people think of me.

Conformity items

6 I like to be the same as my friends
7 It is always best to mix with the crowd
9 Itxis better to agree with people than to argue
about what you think
1 I don't change my mind about things
4 I always say what I think
10 ~ People can't talk me into doing things that I

don't want to.

* Ttem 12 is based on an amalgamation of several 'Public' items.
A1l SCS items have been re-worded so as to make them more
comprehensible to 10 year olds.
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The exploratory factor analysis yielded six factors (see Appendix
A9). Factor 1 consisted of items 4, 5, 7(_), 8 and 11. Three of these
items are from the Private scale, and the other two might be taken to
represent self-certainty. In general, it seems reasonable to suppose
that this is a 'private’ factor.

Factor 2 consisted of items 5(~), 6, 9 and 12.  This seems to
involve a wish to be socially acceptable, and a lack of individuality.
This may be considered tobe a 'public' factor to the extent that the
publie $elf is strongly implicated, although there is clearly an element
of conformity involved. Aﬁérénééé of self is not very prominent,  The
remaining four factors are rather hard to interpret, and it does not
appear that they are of any potential use for the research reported in

the remainder of this thesis. The teader is therefore referred to

Appendix A9 for full details.

Construction of children's self-consciousness scales

These analyses suggested the possibility of constructing self-
consciousness scales for SIMILARITY  and MINIMAL GROUP subjects.
For SIMILARiTY, the scales were derived from Factors 1 and 2 of
SIMILARITY A, and compfise the following items (loadings are in
brackets):

Table 4.10

Private and public self-consciousness scales from SIMILARITY A

Scale label Item loadings

PRIVATE (.46) I'm always trying to understand myself
(.52) 1I'm generally aware of my inner feelings
(.45) I'm alert to changes in my mood.
PUBLIC (.75) 1I'm concerned about the way I appear to others
(.66) 1'm self-conscious about the way I look
(.53) I'm concerned what other people think of me.
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Future reference to Private and Public 'scales' with respect to this
sample involves subjects‘ scores on those items summed.

For MINIMAL GROUP the scales were also derived from Factors 1
and 2, although they differ semewhat from those constructed from
SIMILARITY A.

Table 4.11

Private and public self-consciousness scales from MINIMAL GROUP

Scaié-iébél Item loadiﬁgé

PRIVATE (.82) 1 always say what I think

(.41) I notice my inner feelings a lot

(.70) I am always sure about what I think

(.59) I can always tell when my mood is changing.
PUBLIC (.78) 1 like to be the same as my friends

(.81) It is better to agree with people than to
argue about what you think
(.31) 1 compare myself with other people a lot.

The o Teliability coefficients for Private and Public scales are
.48 and .66 for SIMILARITY and .58 and .53 for MINIMAL GROUP samples,
respectively.  Given the rather under-piloted nature of these scales,
these coefficients seem quite encouraging. In the SIMILARITY sample
the test-retest reliability (n = 74) of the Public scale (r = .67) was
better thankthat of the Private scale (.30). The correlation between
private and Public scores was low - .09 for SIMILARITY A andl.15 for
MINIMAL GROUP.  Furthermore, there were no significant sex differences
(by t-test) in the scores among either sample. |

The main conclusions to be drawn from these data about the nature
of self-consciousness in children are twofold. First, it does seem
that private and public selFuconséiousness are separable components of
self-attention at ages 10-11 and 13.  Second, and of potentially greater
interest, while private self-attention is a better defined factor among
10-11 year olds, public self-attention is more pervasive and well defined

among 13 year olds. This difference may reflect a shift from egocentric
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to socialised forms of self-awareness. That is, as children get older
they attach increasing importance to the way they are perceived by
others.

For the present research, it is probably justifiable to use the
tspales' derived from the exploratory factor analyses in order to
partition subjects in terms of their levels of different kinds of
self-consciousness, These scales lack proven reliability but appear
to have construct and face validity and are as theoretically meaningful

as the conventional 5C5.

DiSCRIMINANT VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF THE 5CS

while factor analyses have demonstrated how reproducible the SCS
subscales may be, further light can be shed on the diseriminant validity
of each by examining their correlatedness with one another and with
other variables. Additionally, the internal reliability of the
subscales can be assessed using Cronbach's a coefficient, aﬁd also by

test-retest correlations.

Inter-correlation analy3959

For these analyses, scores were derived by summing the responses
to the items within each subscale. The correlations hbetween subscales,

for each sample, are presented in Table 4.12, below.
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Table 4.12

Intercorrelations between siubscales of the SCS for
sach of the samples of subjécts

. | Private/ Public/

Scales Private/Public Soc. AnX . Soc. AnX. .
Sample Age T n I n I n
UKC SURVEY 1983 | 18+ | .23%%x 187 | .10 187 | -.02 187
UKe 1983 18+ | .16 68 | .06 68 19 68
UKC 1981 18+ | .28%¥ 71 1 1 71 .26% 71
MANCH 1980 18+ | J31¥¥ 73 | .05 73 L27% 73
MIXCOLLEGE A 16-17 | J32%%x 134 | 02 134 5% 134
MIXCOLLEGE B8 16-17 | 50%xx 124 | .09 123 6% 125
UKC 1980 18+ | J39%xx 67 | .03 67 L2 67
MEAN T .33 N .13
SIMILARITY A |[13-14 | .09 180 |{-.08 183 .01 182
SIMILARITY B [13-14 | 34x%x 8o | -.02 81 | -.01 80
MINIMAL GROUP {10-11 | .15 64 - - - -
BOYCOLLEGE™  |16-17 | .29% 41 |-.07 42 .08 40
* p < 05
** < 0%
**% p < 001

+ This sample is not included with the other adult samples because
all of its subjects were male.
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The mean r's reported in Table 4.12 are consistent with those
found by other researchers (see Table 4.2 above). Of special interest
is the nature of the Public/Private correlation. Wicklund and Gollwitzer
(1983) reported that this varies from study to study from as low as .23
(Fenigstein et al., 1975) to as high as .61 (Bernstein, 1982). In the
five samples studied by Heinemann (1983) the correlations ranged from
.28 to .50. In tﬁe present research the correlation between Private
and Public ranged from © = .16 (UKC 1983) to r = .50 (MIXCOLLEGE B).
Most studies report the other subscale intercorrelations as being
r < .10 with considerable consistency.

To summarise, data from the present researchare highly congruent
withthose of other researchers: the correlation between Public and
Private subscales seems to vary from sample to sample, but is nearly
always significant and .15 <t < .60. The F = .33 from the samples
drawn here is about the same as the average correlations reported in
the literature. The next area of exploration is the discriminant
validity of the subscales with regard to other measures of individual

differences.

Discriminant validity from Extroversion, Neuroticism and Self-Esteem

As has already been noted, it appears that there is a reliable
negative correlation between all three SCS subscales and levels of
self-esteem. This has been regarded as providing supportive evidence
for the assumption that self-focused attention promotes self-evaluation,
which in turn highlights unpleasant discrepancies between a person's
actual and ideal states (Duval and Wicklund, 1972; Wicklund, 1975}.
However, it is also possible that self-attention is a conseéguence of
low self-esteem or depression, If so, it is likely that measures

of self-consciousness are really indirect indices of more general
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negative states and have little diécriminant validity from measures
which tap *higher order' traits. for example, Smith and Greenberg
(1981) have shown that private self-consciousness is clearly related
to depression.

Extroversion/Introversion could be construed as a 'higher prder'
dimension of personality which directs the focus of attention. It
could be that very extroverted people are very publicly self-conscious
but are lacking in social anxiety and that very introverted people are
very privately self-conscious. Neuroticism might also encourage
obsessive private self-focus and social anxiety. The obvious way
to examine these possibilities is to lock at the correlations between
the SCS subscales and those of the EPTI (Form B).  The association
between these scales has nevér been examined for the English language
version - a rather glaring omission in the early validation studies.

189 undefgraduates (UKC SURVEY 1983) and 134 sixth formers
(MIXCOLLEGE A) completed the SCS, tﬁe EPI Form B and the Rosenberg
Gelf-Esteem Scale. As can be seen in Table 4.13 below, the pattern
of correlations is similar within both samples. Private has a low
negative cqfrelation with Extroversion and Self-Esteem, a moderately
positive correlation with Neuroticism. Public has a negligible
negative association with Self-Esteem, a weakly positive association
with Extroversion and an unexpectedly moderate positive correlation with
Neuroticism. Finally, Social Anxiety is moderately positively
correlated with Neuroticism and negatively with both Extroversion and

Self-Esteem.
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Table &4.13

Correlations between the 5CS, the EPI (B) and the RSEI

Sample UKE SURVEY" 1983 MIXCOLLEGE A
Scales T n T n
Private Self-consciousness
Public WL 187 YL 134
Social Anxiety 10 187 .02 134
Fxtroversion ~.13% 183 -.16% 126
Neuraticism L3 2%%H . 2B x%% 126
Self-esteem -, 2 HHX 185 -.04 133
Public Self-consciousness
Social Anxiety -.02 187 JA5* 134
Fxtroversion , 25%E¥ 183 .09 126
Neuroticism L 25%R%E LAGEER 126
Self-esteem -2 185 - F9¥ 133
Sgcial Anxiety
Extroversion AN L 183 - BEHEF 126
Neuroticism LSRR SO SFER 126
Sel f-esteen — . 35%%* 185 - 3TREH 133
Extrcversioh‘
Neuroticism - 07 186 -.04 126
Self-esteenm L 26FF%R I 743 126
Neuroticism
" Self-esteem -y BREEE 186 = 52%ER 126

¥*% p < 001
* p < .05
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These data support the view that self-attention is potentially
negative. Private self-consciousness is mildly associated with
neuroticism; public self-consciousness is associated with both
neurcticism and extroversion, while social anxiety combines introversion,
low self-esteem and neuroticism. The correlations cbtained are of
interest because they are consistent with the results of Turner éﬁ_gl.
(15&8), who reported a large number of significant correlations between
social anxiety and other measures but few for public and private,

This suggests that, while the social anxiety factor hangs together
better than the public or private ones, it lacks the discriminate
validity of either. That is, the behavioural effects associated
with social anxiety may be explained by recourse to a large number

of other traits with which it correlates. Although private and
public self-consciousness do correlate significantly with neuroticisnm,
extroversion and self-esteem, these correlations are by no means as
high as those, for social anxiety, and permit greater confidence in the
relative independence of these traits. Again, data reported from 2
of Heinemann's (1983) samples are consistent with those obtained in
the present reéearch. (He élso‘reports no significant association
between the SCS subscales and Rotter's Internal-External locus of

control scale.)

Reliability
(i) Test-retest reliability

It is possible to assess this test-retest reliability either by
correlating total test scores with total retest scores (Fenigstein
Eﬁ;él'! 1975) or by examining the test-retest correlation of individual
items (Heinemann, 1979). Heinemann (1979) notes the rather short time

lag between Fenigstein et al.'s test and retest. In his 1979 study,
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Heinemann had a 4 week gap.  Two seté of subjects participated
in retests in the present research. Only the responses of the 118
sixth formers (MIXCOLLEGE) should be directly compared with Heinemann's
and Fenigstein's data. However, the test-retest cofrelatians for the
factors derived from the 13 year old subjects (SIMILARITY) are also
included (Table 4.14, below).

Table 4.14

Tesfaﬁetest correlations‘OFVSCS subscales

(Sample) %%‘;M%Y%E ~Private  Public iﬁgig%y (r)
Fenigstein 2 B4 79 .73 152
Heinemann 4 77 .83 .82 81
MIXCOLLEGE 6 ' .53 .48 .80 118
SIMILARITY 6 .30 67 .39 74

From these data it is immediately clear that retest reliability
was rather weak in the present research. This is probably attributable
in part to the fact that the delay was rather longer than those in -
either the Fenigstein or Heinemann research.  Remarkably, item 3 from
the MIXCOLLéGE‘sample had a retest correlation of r = .01. This means
that there is no consistency in subjects' responses to that item:
explaihing its absence in the private self-consciousness factors

{see Appendix A11 for item retest correlations).

(ii) Internal reliability - Cronbach's coefficient alpha (o)

0f all the studies reporting on aspects of the SCS, only one
(Turner,R.G., 1980) has published internal reliability coefficients
for the subscales, These were alphas of .66, .76, and .B0 for the
Private, Public and Social Anxiety scales, respectively (n = 64). The

internal reliability refers to the degfee of inter correlation among
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items in a scale1g, The o statistic is an index of how well a scale
reflects a single factor. It is presented here as a complement to
the confirmatory factor analyses reported above. (These showed
how well each factor reflected a single scale.)
As can be seen from Table 4.15 below, the o coefficients obtained
in the present research are close to those obtained by Turner.  The

average o coefficients for the undergraduate and sixth form samples

if

. are « = ,673 _5 W16} and‘alz .73 for the Private, Public and Social
Anxiety scales, respectively. These findings provide further evidence
that the subscales have a modicum of integrity, but that the Private
subscale is possibly slightly unreliable. Both the « coeFFicients and
the factor loadings of items in the Private subscale are sources of
doubt as to its construct validity and reliability.

Table 4.15

Unstandardised alpha coefficients for SCS subscales

SCALES
Social Private +
Sample (n) Private Public Anxiety Public

UKC SURVEY 1983 186 T2 .15 .71 .75
UKC 1983 k 68 .61 .7 .79 67
UKC 1981 71 W3 .83 .70 .80
MANCH 1988 73 vy .77 .75 77
UKC 1980 &7 .80 .12 72 .82
MIXCOLLEGE A 134 54 e/ .12 .71
MIXCOLLEGE B 124 73 .79 | .15 .82
BOYCOLLEGE a4 .39 .79 72 .69
SIMILARITY A 178 .48 66 - .60
SIMILARITY B 80 .22 70 - 60
MINIMAL GROUP 63 .58 .53 - 06
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SEX DIFFERENCES IN SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS

Neither the Fenigstein et al. (1975) nor the Turner et al, (1978)
nor the Heinemann (1979) studies reported any sex difference in responses
to the SCS subscales. Heinemann (1983) reports significant sex
differences in responses to six of the items. A table of means and
t-tests between males'and females'subscale scores for each sample in
the present research is provided in Appendix A1Z. These can easily be
summarised. There were no significant differences in Private self-
consciogusness. For UKC SURVEY 1983 (114 males, 49 females) females
were more publicly self-conscious {X = 25.7) than were males (X = 23.9);
t = 2,27, p < .05. A similar pattern was obtained in MANCH 1980
(22 males, 51 females) and UKC 1980 (31 males, 36 females), both
ps < .10. In all of the adult samples females scored slightly higher
than males on the Public self-consciousness scale. Thus there is a
consistent, but not usually reliable, difference. For Social Anxiety,
in MANCH 1980 females scored significantly higher (X = 19.49) than
did males (X = 17.36), t = 2.22, p < .05. Although females did score
slightly higher than males in all other samples, apart from UKC 1983,
the differences did not attain significance.

An examination of differences in sCores on individual items reveals
item 20 to be a persistent 'offender' (in UKC SURVEY 1983, UKC 1983,
MIXOLLEGE A and MIXCOLLEGE B, and in Heinemann, 1983). This item,

'T am alert to changes in my mood', along with item B, 'I have trouble
working when someone is watching me', is answered with more agreement
by females than by males in four of the present samples.

These items, on which sex differences persist, are from the Private
and Social Anxiety scales, respectively. Given that the only total score
differences are on the Public self-caonsciousness subscale, it appears

that whatever sex differences exist are not very strong. It remains to
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be seen whether they are important in a theoretical sense.

THE MEANING OF MEASURES OF SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS

Having assessed the statistical properties of the scales used
in the present research it is now worth taking a broader view of them
and of what it is that they are supposedly measuring.  This section
re-examines some of the theoretical assumptions behind the concepts
of public and private self-consciousness. The relation between these
theoretical issues and more pragmatic ones is important since the
construction of a strong research instrument is a fruitless enterprise
~unless it can be used in a theoretically meaningful way.  Similarly,
the adequacy of a theory cannct be tested unless the methods used are’
appropriate. This section is divided into 3 parts: the relation between
the public/private and other distinctions (e.g. personal/social); the
.combination of situational and dispositional components of self-
‘attention; and the meaning of items making up the Private and Public

Self-conscigusness subscales.

The private/public distinction and its relationship to other constructs

The distinction between public and private has been an underlying
theme in literature and drama (for example, the use of disguise in
Johnson's play, 'Volpone'). People have a common-sense understandihg
oFIthe terms 'public' and 'private' in relation to social roles; religion;
impression formation and motivation (Bensman and Lilienfeld, 1979).

In sociclogical and social psycholégical theory, the distinction has
also been afforded a central place. The terms private and public

crop up regularly in the titles of articles in the Journal of Research

in Personality, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, Journal of

Pérsonaiity.and Social Psyéhalogy. Recently, their greatest usage has
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been amongst theorists concerned with impression management (Jones,
1964), self-presentation (Arkin, 1981; Jones and Pittman, 1982), self-
monitoring (Snyder, 1974}, and self-evaluation (Tesser and Paulhus,
1983).

The distinction reinforces the ideé that the experience of self
may differ radically from the appearance of self. That is, one's
publie image méy not reflect the true, private self. Theorists usually
cite,on the one hand, Mead (1934) to argue for the social construction
of the private self and, on the other hand, Goffman (1959) to argue
for the social exposure of some other kind of self. The same two
sociologists provide the backdrop for self-awareness theories. Carver,
Scheier and Buss have all regarded public and private aspects of self
as being empirically distinct as well as conceptually distinguishable.
In fact, the average correlation between the Private and Public self-
consciousness subscales (r = .3), and the fact that both public and
privately induced self-attention may have similar effects (Carver, 1974,
19753 Scheier, Fenigstein and Bﬁss, 1974),1ead one to suspect that
public behaviour has ramifications for private feelings of self-
worth (Jones, Gergen and Davis, 1962) and that private motives may
determine public behaviour (Baumeister, Cooper and Skib, 1979; see
also Chapters 1 and 3).

There have been two recent developments which relate to the self-
awaréness view of public and private selves. Tﬁe first, and best known,
is Snyder's (1974) idea of self-monitoring. Snyder argues that some
people are highly conscious of the way that others are perceiviﬁg them
and 'use these cues as guidelines for menitoring (that is, regulating
and contrelling) his or her own verbal and non-verbal self-presentation®
(Snyder, 1979, p. 89). Others are 'not so vigilant to social information

... [and] seem, in a functional sense, to be controlled from within by
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their affective states and attitudes' (p. 89). Snyder's Self-
Monitoring Scale (SMS) is designed to detect where individuals fall
on the continuum from High to Low self-monitoring.

This construct bears strong resemblances to high or low public
self-attention, and was discussed by Scheier and Carver (1981). They
suggested that high SM corresponded to high public/low private self-
consciousness, and that low SM corresponded to low public/high private
self-consciousness. They then reject the whole self-monitoring construct
on the grounds that it 'forces a falée dichotomy' on respondents by
assuming 'that an awareness of the public self is always inversely
related to an awareness of the private self' (p., 195).  Since public
and Private self-consciousness correlate positively it is untenable to
claim that they are opposites. Scheier and Carver (1981) conclude
that 'the ambiguity inherent in the Self-Monitoring Scale would seem
to render it a less desirable instrument than the SCS for investigating
the research problem' (p. 195), in which they are interested11.

.The conceptual relationship between the public/private distinction
and Tajfel and Turner's (1979) social/personal one has already been
discussed (in Chapter 2). However, other researchers have attempted

to operationalise personal and social identity using scales {Cheek and

Briggs, 1982).. These researchers define social identity as 'a person's
social roles and relationships', whereas personal identity is 'one's
private conception of self and feelings of continuity and unigueness’

(p. 401). Wﬁile their definition of personal identity is consistent
with Tajfel and Turner's, they conceive of social identity as a function
of interpersonal rather thaﬁ intergroup relations. Cheek and Briggs
(1982) obtained the completely unsurprising finding that subjects high

in private self-consciousness placed more importance on personal identity

(e.g. 'my emotions and feelings'), and those high in publie self-consciousness
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placed greater weight on social identity (e.g. 'the ways I have of
influencing and of affecting others'). The researchers concluded
that 'public self-consciousness is related to social identity, but
unrelated to personal identity, whereas private self-consciousness
ié related to personal identity but unrelated to soeial identity'
(pp. 405-406).

This claim is made on the basis of their definition of the constituents
of these identitises, thereby perpetuating a fallacy that what is private
cannot involve anything which is social.  The weakness of such a
position is revealed by Turner's (J.C., 1982) discussicn of social self-

stereotyping. This is a process whereby a person adopts a self-definition

which accords with stereotypic criterial attributes of a social group.
In fact, none of Cheek and Briggs' (1982) 'social identity' items
enquired as to the impeftance of membefship and self-definition in
terms of social groups. Their researcﬁ confirms that private self-
consciousness involves self-definition and that public selF-consciousnéss
jinvolves self-presentational conﬁerns, but it does not shed light on
the socialness or personalness of those concerns.

A Furtﬁer development bf self-consciousness measurement has
incorporated physical domains. Miller, Murphy aﬁd Buss (1981) devised
a scale of 'body-consciousness'.  This was designed by using ‘a set
of items that, taken at face value, dealt with awareness of either the
private or the public aspects of the body! {(p. 399}. The factor
analysis revealed both a public and a private factor which were found
to correlate at = .7 and T = .4 with Public and Private self—éonsciousness
scales, respectively. Somewhat alarmingly, it is concluded that ‘private
body consciousness and private self-consciousness, though related, are
distinct personality traits, but public body consciousness and public

self-consciousness seem to be essentially the same' (p. 401).  Hence,



- 167 -

we cannct be sure whether public self-conscious people are concerned
mainly with their social appearance {as presumed by Miller, Murphy

and Buss, 1980), with their social performance (as presumed by

Scheier and Carver, 1981) or with their social identity (Cheek and
Briggs, 1982). In Turner et al.'s (R.G., 1978) view, the Miller st al.
(1980) study would surely threaten the discriminant validity of the

public self-consciousness scale!

Situational and dispositional determinants of self#attenﬁion

An issue which has received little discussion is the inter-
relation between dispositicnal tendencies to focus on an aspect of
self and situational forces.  The main question is whether there is
an additive or multiplicative relationship. In the first case, a
person who is dispositionally 60% self-focused would need only 40%
situational pressures before a "maximum' 100% of attention was self-
focused. On the other hana; such a person could never be regarded as
completely unself-focused, Conversely, a person who is disbositionally
% self-focused would only be made 40% self-focused by the situation.
The same reésoning can be applied with specific respect to the public
and private domains of self-focus. For this reason, it has been
argued that only persons who are dispositionally low in self-focus of
a given type will be responsive to fhe introduction of a situational
manipulation (for highs, a ceiling effect will oceur).  Conversely,
only in a non-self-focused situation will there be detectable differences
between high and low self-focus persons,

Scheier (1980) has concluded that ‘the effects of private and
public self-consciousness are clearest when subjects are selected in a
way ensuring that their standing on the subsidiary dimension is léw'

(p. 399). Similarly, Carver and Humphries (1981) explained their results
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in terms of ‘'experimental manipulations of self-focus [being]
effective only among persons who are low in dispositional self-
consciousness' (p. 550). This additive model assumes that both ceiling and
floor effects occur. In contrast, Buss (1980) advocates an unlimited
additive model where there is 'no reason why highs ... are so self-
reflective that an inducer could not elevate their private self-
emnsciousnesé‘ (p. 21). Buss assumes that an inducer and disposition
will both have main effects.

Buss also discounts the multiplicative model (not even considered
by Carver or Scheier).  Such a model would propose that dispositional

self-focus is a disposition to respohd to external cues by turning

attention toward the self (cf. Hull and Levy, 1979).  Such a position
would argue that (i) with no situational inducer of self-focus no
self-focus will occur, and (ii) that the amount of self-focus that does
occur is determined by the dispositional propensity to react to such
inducers. This model mimics Schachter's (1971) 2-factor theory of
emotion, whereby complete absence of either element precludes the
possibility of experiencing emotion. For private self-focus, Buss
‘(1980) rejeéts this pessibility, being able to think of 'no reason

why highs should be specially susceptible to any manipulation when they
can so easily turn their attention inward without any external influence'
(p. 21). In fact, there is no evidence at all to attest to the idea
that self-focus may occur with no prompting cue. For public self-focus,
Sués suggests a different rule: 'Highs react more strongly to inducers
... than do lows ... in the absence of an inducer neither highs nor

lows are aware of themselves as social objects' (pp. 35-36). Here,

Buss (1980) has distinguished private and public self—attention in

terms of process, whereas later on (p. 39) he asserts: 'It is the

content or domain (not the mental process) that determines whether the
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state is private or publie self-awareness.' Buss's theory is
therefore self-contradictory and unparsimonious.  However, this
allows no credit to Carver and Scheier, who do not even consider the
multiplicative model in their analysis (Scheier and Carver, 1981).
Logically, the multiplicative model makes more sense. If self-
focus is conceptualised as being on a scale from zero to one {none to
total) the multiplicative model claims that if either component (trait
Xﬁﬁﬁﬁé situation) is zero then self-focus will be zero. Similarly,
only if ééiﬁ are one will self-focus be one. The curve is therefore
agymtotic, with greatest impact of eifher component when the other

is moderate to high. In contrast, the additive model specifies either

(i) that components can sum to two or (ii) that,given a ceiling effect,
any increment in either component prbduces a corresponding increase

in self-focus. Such a position looks weak when concrete examples are
sought. Is a highly public self-conscious person self-focused when
asleep or alone? Is a highly private self-conscious person self-
focused even when drunk? More realistically, it seems likely that the
presence of an audience is unlikely to increase the public self-focus
of a person-who is completely unself-conscious of his or her self-
presentation. In other words, it would be possible te conceptualise
people as being high or low 'audience reactors' (i.e. Self-Monitors),
thereby avoiding the pitfalls of the additive and multiplicative models

by making the disposgition situation~5pecificqz

The ‘meaning of private and public self-consciousness items

The possibility that 'private self-consciousness' may be composed
of several sub-factors has already been discussed. it is, however,
important to define the limits of what might be predicted on the basis

of a high or low score on the private subscale. The Private Self-Consciousnest
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subscale items all include the idea of self-evaluation and self-
assessment.  They seem to reflect the 'self-aware' part of Wicklund's
(1975) theory in so far as they concern the self as a reference point.
What they do not encompass are those things which are private, such as
one's knowledge of music, but which do not implicate the self-concept
(as one's attitude to music might do).

Public self-consciousness may, as Wicklund and Gollwitzer (1983)
put it, be "ho self-awareness at all' (p. 44). Indeed, the 7 items
imply a concern for social appropriateness and appearance, but do not
generally record the extent to which subjects attend to themselves (2
items). Wicklund and Gollwitzer (1983) argue that public self-consciousness
might be 'an orientation toward immediate soeial pressures' (p. 25).
However, it is possible (likely, even) that such an orientation would
entail self-awareness and a comparison of self with standards. The
items concern aspects of the public self,which must require gself-
awareness in order to be made socially ﬁeaningful (Mead, 1934). High
scorers on this scale would not be predicted to attend to non-meaningful
public aspects of self, such as shoe size (type, ves).

Finally, neither scale explicitly excludes or includes social
jidentity or social groups as a focus of self-attention. It seems
reasonable to suggest, therefore, that privately self~conscious people
may become more conscious of their various identifications as each becomes
salient. Social identity may provide a stronger motivation for
behaviour to the extent that it is a salient aspect of self to the
self. In contrast, a social categorisation may be salient to others,
and under such conditions it is likely that public self-focus will
increase the extent to which behaviour is organised around that self-
image., This reduces to the proposition that a social categorisation

can motivate behaviour both (i) through its meaning for the self, and
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CONCLUSTIONS

This chapter has assessed the SCS, and two derivatives, both
empirically and theoretically. It was argued that evidence for the
validity and reliability of the SCS using British subjects was
lacking. Prior to using the SCS as a research implement it was felt
necessary to confirm its factor structure using British subjects. Data
were collected both prior to and in the course of conducting experimental
work. These were assessed in the light of possible doubts as to the
discriminant and construct validity, and the generalisability (across
subject groups) of the 5C5. It was pointed out that sex and age
differences in responding had received little attention in previous
studies., Another problem was the glaring omission ﬁf e.xtroversion/
i'ntroversion and stability/Meuroticism as potential correlates of self-
consciousness in earlier studies. Finally, test-retest correlations
and inter-subscale correlations have rarely been reported in the pést.

Five samples of undergraduate students, two of sixth form students,
one of lowef secondary school pupils and one of fourth form primary
school pupils all completed versions of the SCS. 894 different subjects
participated in all.

Responses were entered into confirmatory factor analyses. These
tended to reproduce the 3-factor structure of the SCS in most cases.
In line with the findings of Heinemann (1983) items 3 and 7 of the
Private self-consciousness subscale seemed to load unreliably on the
'private' factor.

Exploratory factor analyses of adplt and sixth form subjects
consistently yielded good replications of the Social Anxiety subscale.

The Public scale seemed to divide into strong and weak items, but was
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generally reproduced quite well. The Private subscale typically
yielded 3 dimensions, consistent with those used by Fenigstein et al.
(1975) when originally constructing the 5C5., It is likely that these
are subcategories of general private self-focus.

Inter-subscale correlations were found to be concordant with those
found by other researchers - Public and Private Self-consciousness
correlating at r = ,33. Both of these subscales correlated moderately
with Neuroticism, and the former correlated moderately with Exiroversion.
Nevertheless, they were considered to be distinguishable construects.

In contrast, Social Anxiety (the subscale with the most robust factor
structure) correlated highly with Extroversion, Neuroticism and Self-
Esteem, indicating that it may not have sufficient discriminant validity
for further consideration. Internal reliability coefficients for the
subscales tended to echo the coherence of their factor loadings;

" Social Anxiety and Public being more reliable than Private. Test-retest
reliability was reasonable for Social Anxiety, but rather weak for

Public and Private.

There was a slight tendency (across samples) for females to score
higher on Puﬁlic self-consciousness than did males. This was not based
on differential responses to any specific item within that subscale.

The data obtained from children represented explorations in new
territory for self-consciousness research. Even exploratory factor -
analyses produced recognisable private and public factors whose reliability
coefficients ranged from .48 to .66.  These results are enéouraging and
interesting. It is gpeculated that the predominance of the 'private'
factor among 11 year olds,but of a 'public’ Facfor among 13-14 year
olds, may reflect a shift from egocentric to socialised forms of self-
awareness. In general these data provide the possibility of developing

a more coherent and reliable self-awareness scale for children.
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Finally, the historical and empirical basis af the private/public
distinction has given it a powerful place in social psycholeogy.
However, several weaknesses become obvious when the operationalisation
of the distinction is assessed (i) in relation to similar alternatives
and {ii) in relation to social identification. The data reported above
would seem to allow moderate confidence in the use of the 5C5 as a
method of assessing dispositional self-attention.  The relation between
self-focus and intergroup behaviour and social identity has yet to be

assessed. The remainder of this thesis is directed towards that issue.
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NOTES

Throughout this thesis the generic terms will be 'self-focus'

or 'self-attention', while ‘self-awareness' and 'self-
consciousness' will refer specifically teo the situational and
dispositional antecedents of the state of self-focus, respectively.

The earliest formulation of self-awareness theory (Duval and
Wicklund, 19723 Ickes, Wicklund and Ferris, 1973) posited that
self-attention should depress self-esteem since it involved an
aversive self-evaluative state. Of course, from the Turner

et al. data it is impossible to ascertain the direction of
causality between self-esteem and self-consciousness.

When reporting eigenvalues and variances accounted for, the
exploratory facter analysis tables indicate the appropriate
figures. The three factors retained in the confirmatory
analyses are regarded as representing 100% of the variance
(although they actually represent the same percentage as the
first 3 factors of the exploratory analyses).

Gorsuch (1974) suggests that the ideal minimum number of subjects
should be five times the number of dependent variables entered
into a factor analysis. Therefore the ideal minimum number when
analysing the SCS would be 135. Only one undergraduate sample
was as large as this, the others all being under 78. The
possibility of combining the smaller samples was considered,

but was rejected on the grounds that each sample completed the
SCS at different times (and sometimes different places). The
factor analyses of these smaller subject groups should therefore
be considered to be rather conservative tests of the reliability
of the SCS.

This variation seems to have had no impact on responses, although

the mean scores for each subscale are lower because of the reduced
scale, Since this aspect of the presentation of the SCS is not
theoretiecally relevant, it will not be given any further consideration.

For theoretical reasons relating to the experiment it was felt
necessary to tap 'group affiliativeness' in addition to self-
conscivusness,

Confirmatory factor analyses were performed on these data, and
are presented in Appendix B However, the principal approach
here was exploratory, and hence only the exploratory analyses
are discussed in this chapter.

Since the data from BOYCOLLEGE are based on a very small n (44)
producing 4 factors they will not be discussed in detail. Essentially,
there were overlaps between subscales such that a private and

public factor, a private and social anxiety factor and a public

and social anxiety factor emerged. There were high correlations
between factors (see Appendix A7). :
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Correlations are presented here for subscale scores. However,
correlations between factors from confirmatory oblique factor:
analyses are also available, and are presented in Appendix A10.
The private and public factors tend to correlate at about v = .3,
in line both with Fenigstein et al.'s (1975) and Heinemann's
(1983) results.

The alpha statistic therefore provides an index of the coherence
of a scale where o« = 0 represents no ccherence and ¢ = 1.0
represents maximum coherence. In fact, Cronbach (1951) does
not give any guidance as to the ideal or criterion level of
reliability needed for a given scale tobe deemed acceptable.

Doubts about the validity of the SMs do seem to have been
corroborated by factor analytic studies, which revealed that

the SMs can be broken down into at least 3 (Briggs, Cheek and
Buss, 1980; Gabrenya and Arkin, 1980) factors. These include
acting ability, social anxiety and other-directedness and speaking
ability. Scheier and Carver are keen to point out that claims
that high SMs adopt self-presentation, whereas low SMs do not,
canngt be confirmed since it is unclear whether low SMs' behaviour
is due to the absence of public self-consciousness; the presence
of private self-consciousness; or both.

Wicklund and Gollwitzer's (1983, in submission) paper articulates
the problems raised by continually introducing additional dimensions
when explaining behaviour. Wicklund's principal point is that

it is not feasible for an individual to respond to very many
discrete influences; phenomenologically there is only one
situation and one set of processes, It would be possible,
empirically, to divide people into 'standard adherers' versus
'standard ignorers'; self-focus 'avoiders' versus 'non-avoiders',
as well as into high/low public and private self-conscious. The
problem with this, argue Wicklund and Gollwitzer, is that it
'replaces the person's essences, motivations, shifting focus of
attention, and other processes with the simple category names

... the person is not viewed as having dynamic properties' (p. 47).

The other main conseguence of dividing subjects into categories

of person is that it produces a greatly complicated experimental
design, in which almost a different theory is needed to explain

the behaviour of each category of person. In the present research
this is a real danger and, indeed, a source of potential ambiguity
when interpreting results.
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CHAPTER 5

SELF-AWARENESS AND ORIENTATION TO SEX, AGE AND
SCHGOL CLASS GROUPS AMONG CHILDREN

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the initial phase
of research designed to tackle the question of what impact of self-
awareness has on intergroup behaviour. This phase incorporated
thres exploratory studies: one interview study and twe experiments.
These were designed with a view to testing the hypothesis that self-
awareness would increase commitment to social identity, and that
this would be reflected in increased ingroup bias. However, at the
wide end of the funnel through which ideas become hypotheses, it was
also important to understand some developmental aspects of both self-
awareness and intergroup behaviour. These initial studies, then, were
designed to establish the boundaries or parameters within which the

main hypotheses under consideration could be tested1.

Self-awareness and social identity

The most important guestion is whether there is any point of contact
between the.two models of self-concept and behaviour offered by social
identity theory and self-awareness theory. Answering this questioh
requires that the two approaches be reconciled or integrated at two
levels: the theoretical and the methodological.’ Since the theoretical
concerns have already been discussed at length there is no need to
repeat them. The methodological problems are considerable.  There
has been only one experiment which tried to demonstrate that a group-
related part of identity can be accessed by self-awareness (Carver and
Humphries, 1981). That experiment revealed that greater public self-
consciousness was associated with greater rejection of the attitudes

of a negative reference group. The behaviour involved self versus
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outgroup comparison, but not necessarily intergroup comparison or
social identity.

It has been shown that self-awareness manipulations can increase
idiosyneratic self-description {Geller and Shaver, 1976} and
jindividualistic self-orientation (Carver and Scheier, 1978), although
in one case (Jonassen, 1979) categorical self-descriptions were increased.
Such research suggests that self-awareness may only gravitate towards
rather conscious aspects of the self-concept. These conscious aspects
may include attitudes or states which are under threat and review but
may not include stable and enduring category memberships.  These may
form the boundaries of the self, and may shape one's perceptions (Markus,
1977),but may not be consciously recognised as a part of the self.

Following such considerations, it seems sensible to try to explofe
the nature and presence of categories in the self-concepts of the
subjects to be used in experiments. Given that it is intended to
use children as subjects, three questions present themselves. First,
at what ages and to what extent will children invoke social ecategories
as part of self-description? Second, which categories are most salient?
And, third, when can children take 'objective' perspectives of themselves
(cf. Piaget, 1965; Elkind, 1967)? This final question is important
because it could be argued that sélf~awareness can only effect a change
in behaviour to the extent that the individual concerned takes the
perspective (or standard) oflthe other (Cooley, 1902; Mead, 1934).

This idea seems plausible for sccial behaviour (Wicklund, 1980},
although some aspects of behaviour seem to be influenced by attention

to non-social aspects of self (Carver, Blaney and Scheier, 1979%a).

The first study was conducted to shed light on these issuesz. Only the

results relevant to this thesis will be reported.
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STUDY 1: METHOD

Subjects
Children of three age groups {5, 7, 11} at a primary school in

Kent (49 male and 44 female) served as subjects. The design is
shown below, with number of subjects in each cell given. The study

was conducted during the spring term of 1981,

AGE 5 1 1 Iotal
Male 18 16 15 49
SEX
Female 13 16 15 44
Total 31 32 30 93

Procedure
Each child was asked by the teacher to see the experimenter
(Abrams) by his table at the back of the classroom. The experimenter
was already familiar to the child, having spent two days in the class-
rooms prior to the experimental session. Each child was then asked
a sequence of four questions in invariant order. The child was
prompted to provide as many answers to each question as he or she could
think of. The experimenter began by pointing out a same sex peer in
the room, who was known to the subject. The following four guestions
were then asked:
i)  'Can you see "x" (same sex peer's name)? Well,

I1'd like you to tell me some ways that you are

the same as X ... some ways that you are like

x and x is like you ... {waits for answer}.

Can you think of any more? (etc.)®

ii} 'That was fine. Now I'd like you to tell me some

ways that you are different from x ... some things

about you and x which are different ... (waits for

answer). Can you think of any more? (etc.)’

iii)  'That was good. Now I'd like you to tell me what
you are like ... Tell me about yourself ...

{waits for answer). Can you think of any more?
(etc.)?
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iv)  'That was interesting. Now then, suppose that 1
was walking down the street one day, and I bumped
into your Mummy. We started talking and then I
said to your Mummy: "Tell me about 'y' (subject's
name." What do you think she might tell me?
What would she say? ... (waits for answer). Can
you think of any more? (etc.}'
The experimenter wrote down every answer given by each child to each
question. Finally, the child was thanked, and was asked not to talk
to anyone about what he or she had been asked, until after school.
One day was taken to guestion each age group.
To summarise: open-ended questions concerning similarities and
differences from peers; self-descriptions; and mothers’ {(i.e. other

perspective) descriptions, were asked of boys and girls aged 5, 7 and

11.

RESULTS
The answers given by the children were coded in terms of their
references to the characteristics déscpibed below. These include

12 features under four general headingsB:

Heading Features
Physical Clothes
Appearance
Social Categories Sex
Age

School Class
Other {(Friendship, Team, etc.)

Behavioural Skills
Activities
Idiosyncratic/Personal Intellect

Preferences (likes and dislikes)
Dispositions (and Traits)
Pogsessions

Miscellaneous

A total of 728 separate responses was elicited (mean of 7.7 per subject).

The mean number of answers given to each guestion increased with age
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(1.27, 1.99, 2.68 for 5, 7 and 11 year olds, respectively).  Hawever,
the increasing guantity of answers was not uniform across ali response
types. As shown in Table 5.1, only Behavioural and Idiosyncratic
references increased significantly with age; notably activities,
preferences and dispositions (all ps <‘.O1). Mention of clothes and
appearance peaked among seven year olds. The heading of particular
interest, however, is Social Categories. Here, although the general
reference to all categories did not increase significantly with age,
references to sex and school class in particular did increase significantly.
While almost 50% of 11 year olds mentioned their sex and school class
(compared to 7% of 5 year nlds), this is put in perspective by the
finding that 90% of 11 year olds and 57% of 5> year olds mentioned
activities such as playing, sports or writing. Thus it looks as if
sex and school class gain increasing salience with age, but that
self-reference in terms of lower level characteristics and behaviours

is still a dominant response.
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Table 5.1

Frequency of response types by age

Age of Subjects

Response Type k) 7 1 x2

PHYSICAL 26 29 26 0.57
Clothes 17 20 7 10.22%%
Appearance ‘ 22 24 25 5.16

BEHAVIOUR ' 17 23 27 8.18%
Skills 1 3 8 7.48%
Activities 17 22 27 8.18%

SOCIAL CATEGORIES 14 17 21 3.47
Sex 2 9 12 10.89*%
Age 7 3 4 1.90
School Class a 3 13 23 1THRR
Miscellaneous 6 9 6 1.10

IDIGSYNCRATiC/PERSONAL 18 28 30 16.,95%%%
Abilities 1 9 9 7.77%
Preferences 5 8 Z24 29.90%
Dispositions 8 15 23 14, 93%%*
?osésssions 7 12 B8 2.18
Miscellaneous 5 0 z 7.48%

* p < .05

¥** p < 01

**% 5 o< 001




(Over 80% of subjects across all age groups referred to appearance,
Awhilp 70% of 11 year olds and 25% of 5 year olds referred to dispositions
and traits.)

The second issue of relevance is thé degree of perspective taking
ability of each age group. Table 5.2 illustrates that, while 11 year
olds could only marage 30% more answers than 5 year olds and 15% more
than 7 year olds for the Similarity and Difference questions, they
managed more than triple (+200%) the number of answers given by 5
year olds and 30% more than 7 year olds on Self-aescription questions.

A large effect was also obtained on the Mothers" description guestions.
Most of the 5 year olds were unable to answer this question (mean number

of answers

£

0.1)§  While not all 7 year olds answered it (mean number
of answers = 0.7), most 11 year olds were able to provide at least one
answer (mean number of answers = 1.5).

Table 5.2

Mean number of responses to each question by age (df = 2.90)

Age ANOVA
Question 5 7 11 [(Total)| M5 M F
Similarity 2.03 2.50 3.00 | 2.50 7.14 1,61 4.43%
Difference 1.87 2.50 2.93 | 2.43 8.72 1.50  5.80%*
Self-description | 1.03 2.28 3;20 2.16 36.17 1.42 25.39%¥%%
Mother's perspective| 0.098 0.6% 1.53 | 0.76 15.87 0.40 17.62%%*

* o< 05
** p < .01
*¥% p < 001

A MANQVA performed on number of responses to each guestion type
revealed only a significant effect of age (not of sex or age x sex):
Fy o = 6.61, p < .001. The effects were stronger for self-

]

descriptions and Mother descriptions - both ps < .001 - than fer
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Differences (p < .01) or Similarities {p < .05). These data reveal
that not only do 11 year olds invoke social categories more than do
younger children, but that they are also capable of taking others’
perspectives to a greater extent. On the basis of these results

it was decided that 11 year old children from the same school would

be suitable as subjects for experiments involving intergroup behaviour
and self-awareness manipulations. In addition to producing interesting
results this study provided the cateéories fo be used for‘ﬁomparisbns
and the items to be used as dependent measures in the two experiments

which follow.

STUDY 2 (Experiments 1 and 2)

Having established the kinds of categories and the range of
attributes which 11 year olds spontanecusly produce (and are
therefore conscious of) there remain the problems of setting up the
intergroup situation and of inducing self-awareness. Both of the
self-awareness experiments involving groups (Carver and Humphries,
1981; Wicklund and Duval, 1971) have led to the conclusion that,
since grDUpé are 'social’, their impact on behaviour is more susceptible
to variations in public self-attention than to variations in private
self-attention. Wicklund and Duval (1971) manipulated self-attention
using an own voice feedback condition, while Carver and Humphries
(1981) found that the effects obtained among high public self-conscious
subjects were not replicated by a video camera manipulation. In
line with that.thinking, the following experiments were designed to
produce public rather than private self-awareness, in the hope of
testing the hypothesis that increased public self-awareness will
produce increased ingroup bias. Noté that there are good theoretical

reasons why private self-focus should increase ingroup bias (see
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Chapters 1, 3 and 4). The experiments reported in this chapter,
however, only address the hypotheses derived from the Carver and
Humphries (1981), and Wicklund and Duval (1971, Experiment 1) studies.

The use.of children as subjects deserves a brief mention. Most
self-awareness research has used students as subjects. However, given
that self-awareness is purported to be a universal social psychological
process it should produce replicable effécts in different populations.
Farlier research (Abrams, M.Sc. thesis) failed to reveal any
developmental differences between the responses of 5 and 9 year olds
when selecting prizes of Varying social appropriateness under self-
awareness inducing conditions. For the present experiments the data
from Study 1 suggest that 11 year old children are a more suitable
subject group. There are other data (Beaman st al., 1979) which show
self-awareness manipulations to be effective from around the age of 8.
Together with the 'Mothers' Perspective' data from Study 1, there seems
no reason to doubt that 11 year olds are responsive to self-awareness
manipulations. There is also evidence that ingrodp biases are
expressed even among 7 year olds (Milner, 1975). Again, with the
category—usé data from Study 1, it seems reasonable to assume that
11 year olds are both capable of, and likely to be, making inter-
category social comparisons. |

It was decided that public self-awareness be induced by the
presence of an audisnce and a large mirror (cf.'Buss, 1980).
Furthermore, subjects were asked to provide information ebout public
aspects of themselves (observable features) which may also have
encouraged looking in the mirror. In combination with being involved
in a task which entailed evaluating own and other groups it was thought
that these manipulations would be sufficiently powerful to ensure that

any self-awareness that did occur would dwell on the public rather than



- 185 -
the private aspects of self.

Overview
Having ascertained the salient attributes of different groups
from Study 1, the two experiments comprising Study 2 were conducted
in order to discover what influences public self-awareness has on
intergroup differentiation. The first experiment, which follows a
typical intergroup paradigm (in-out ratings), asked subjects to rate
the strength with which they agreed with statements of varying
favourability towards three typés of in and out group: own and other
sex; own and younger aged; and own and different school class (same
year) children. The hypothesis under test was that subjects in a
condition which induced public self-awareness would show relatively
more ingroup bias than would subjects in an anonymous Control condition.
The second experiment followed the design of Carver and Humphries
(1981) and Wicklund and Duval (1971) more closely. Only the statements
referring to subjects' own sex were used. However, these were reported
as gquotes from members of the opposite sex (a negative reference group)}.
The hypatheéis was that Public Self-awareness condition subjects would
reject all statements (irrespective of favourability of the statement)
more than would Control condition subjects. In both experiments the
time taken by subjects to complete the items was recorded. It has
been observed, elsewhere, that self-awareness often speeds up (or
makes more efficient) performance of tasks, and that this measure
therefore constitutes a useful manipulation check (Duval, Wicklund and
Fine, 1972; Gibbons and Wicklund, 1976; Steenbarger and Aderman, 1979;
Wicklund and Duval, 1971, Experiment 1).

Experiments 1 and 2 were conducted during the summer term of 1981,
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EXPERIMENT 1: METHOD

Subjects

40 subjects (20 of each sex) participated in this experiment.
Drawn from a primary school in a town in the south of England, all

were between 10% and 11% years of age.

AgEaratus

In the self-aware (SA) condition a 60 cm. x 45 cm. mirror was
placed 1 metre from the subject and was propped up at the end of the
desk against a wall. Every subject was also provided with a booklet
containing Lickert scale attitude statements with which he or she was
asked to express the strength of agreement (1 - ‘strongly agree’ to
5 - 'strongly disagree'). Subjects were also requested to provide
biographical information about themselves. ALl instructions were

printed in the booklet (see Appendix B1). Pens were also provided.

General Design

There were 2 conditions (Control/SA) and 10 males and 10 females
were‘randomiy assigned to each. Thus, a 2 x 2 design was‘created
(Condition x Sex). In the booklets, seven characteristics were
attributed to each of six stimulus groups {(boys, girls, younger than
self, same age as self, different school class, own school class).
The 7 items were presented in random order on a different sheet for
each of the six graups, and the sheets were randomly ordered in each
booklet. In the SA condition, subjects were reﬁuested to provide
jnformation about their physical characteristics (hair and eye colour,
etc.), skills (ability to swim, etc.), sex, name and age at the top
of each sheet in the hooklet. Control subjects only filled in these

biographical items (the same number) after completing the rating scales,
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on the last sheet of the booklet. The dependent measures were

ratings of strength of agreement, that members of the six groups are
'friendly', 'naughty', 'had at sport', 'well behaved','good at writing’',
'untidy' and ‘short’. These items were drawn from Study 1, which
established which characteristics the children at this school used

most frequently in describing one another. As stafed earlier, the

main hypothesis was that the self-awareness manipulation would make
subjects' ingroups more salient as a source of identity and thus lead

" to an increase in the degree to which they differentiated between ingroup
and outgroup members. A secondary hypothesis was that self-focus

would motivate subjects to complete the items more rapidly. This was
tested by recording the amount of time (in seconds) taken by each

subject to complete his or her booklet.

?focedure
Subjects were randomly selected from their class registers and
they individually accompanied the (male) experimenter to the experimental
room. During this period they were asked if they had ahy foreknowledge
of the natufe of the experiment (none had). The subject was invited
to take a seat at the end of the table and the experimenter sat on a
chair next to him or her while explaining what he or she would be doing.
In both conditions subjects were shown how to use the 5-point scale and
were instructed to fill in the items on the following pages of the
booklet without missing any of them out. It was stressed that there
were no 'correct' answers but that it was the extent of their agreement
or disagreement with each statement whiéh was important. Subjects
were also told to 'try to do them fairly quickly, but do not rush’.
Control condition subjects were reminded not to forget te fill

in the information requested on the final page of the booklet after
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on the last sheet of the booklet. The dependenl measures were

ratings of strength of agreement, that members of the six groups are
'friendly®, ‘'naughty®, *bad at sport’, ‘'well behaved®,'good at writing’,
'untidy' and ’shert‘é. These items were drawn from Study 1, which
established which characteristics the children at this school used

most frequently in describing dne anpther. As stafed earlier, the
main hypothesis was that the self-awareness manipulation would make
subjects' ingroups more salient as a source of identity and thus lead
to an increase in the degree to which they differentiated between ingroup
and'oufgroup members, A secondary hypothesis was that self-focus
would motivaféﬂsubjects to complete the items more rapidly. This was
tested by recording the amount of time (in seconds) taken by each

subject to complete his or her booklet.

Piéeédure
Subjects were randomly selected from their class registers and
they individually accompanied the (male) experimenter to the experimental
room. During this period they were asked if they had any foreknowledge
of the nature of the experiment (none had). The subject was invited
to take a seat at the end of the table and the experimenter sat on a
chair next to him or her while explaining what he or she would be doing.
In both conditions subjects were shown how to use the 5-point scale and
were instructed to fill in the items on the following pages of the
booklet without missing any of them out. It was stressed that there
were no 'correct' answers but that it was the extent of their agreement
or disagreement with each statement whiéh was important, Subjects
were also told to 'try to do them fairly quickly, but do not rush’.
Control condition subjects were reminded not to forget to fill

in the information requested on the final page of the booklet after
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they had completed the rest. After reading out the instructions the
experimenter left the room to allow the Control condition subject to

complete the booklet on his or her own. Subjects were instructed in
their booklets to call the experiﬁenter as soon as they had finished.

SA condition subjects sat facing a large mirror, which was propped
up at the end of the table. Attached to the mirror was a note, signed
by the headmaster, which read 'Please do not remove this mirror'. In
addition to this the front page of the booklet required subjects to
fill ip their name, age, sex, date of birth and class teacher’'s name.
This was all supervised by the experimenter, who remained in his seat
throughout the SA conditiona.

In summary: Control condition subjects remained anonymous and
alone with no recognised self-focusing cues, while SA condition subjects
were identified to the experimenter from the outset, were repeatedly
asked to provide information about their pubiic selves and sat in
front of a large mirror in the presence of the non-evaluative
experimenter (cf. Buss, 1980) as they filled in the booklet of items.

On com?letion of the experiment subjects were quizzed about any
suspicions tﬁey had, whether they felt that there was anything strange
about the task, if they had enjoyed it, how difficult they found it, and
so on. All subjects seemed to have taken the task seriously and had
been gquite engaged by it. They were asked not to talk about the
experiment to other children until everyone else had also done it, in
three days' time. When the experiment was completed a brief account

of the rationale and results was circulated te all teachers who had been

of assistance and the children were debriefed in their classrooms.

RESULTS

The hypothesis that self-awareness would increase ingroup bias was
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not supported. The data were inspected in three ways. First, a

general bias score for each of the three in/out group pairs was

caleculated by summing the differences between ratings of in- versus
outgroup members on each of the seven items (see Table 5.3, below).
Second, ratings of individual items (e.g. 'girls are naughty') were

inspected. Third, repeated measures analyses were performed on ratings

of ingroup and outgroup members on the same item (e.g. 'girls are naughty’
versus 'boys are naughty'). -All analyses were 2 way (Qopdition x Sex)
ANOVAS,

Comparison of the general bias scores in both conditions revealed
that the degree of bias differed between comparison groups. Age-group
biases were significantly greater than sex-group biases (t39 = 3.72,

p < .001) and than class-group biases (t39 = 6.60, p < .001).  Sex
group biases also exceeded class biases (t39 = 2.72, p < .01). All
of these differences remained significant within the SA and Control
conditions {(ps' < .05), with the exception of sex group-class group
differences (ps < .08 in both conditions}. It was therefore considered
appropriate to conduct subsequent analyses separately for each 6? the
three groups since these differences may reflect different degrees of
salience of differentiating between the types of group (see Table 5.3).
Table 5.3

General bias score: means by Sex and by Condition

Males Females Control SA TJotal
Difference measures
SEX +0.85%  43.55° | 2.50" 1.90" | 2.20%
AGE +5.00°  +a.15® | s.00° 4.15% | 4,55
CLASS 20,152 41.20° | 0.65"C  0.40°C| 0,537
Means sharing a subscript are not significantly different.  Those with

different subscripts (within letter type) are significantly different

(p < .DS)I
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Sex group bias

General bias scores did not differ between conditions. However,

the degree of bias shown by males and by females did differ significantly

(F = 4,73, p < .05) (see Table 5.3). This finding remained

1,36
significant within the SA condition (t4gq = 2.13, p < .05) but not
within the Control condition.  Although the hypéthesis predicted
exaggerated effects due to self-awareness, inspection of the means
shows that both males' and females' sex bias had decreased (non-
significantly)} in the Self-Aware condition. The fact that the sex
~difference was exaggefated within the SA condition was because of the
greater decrease among males (0.9) than among females (0.3). This
is quite contrary to the effects predicted on the basis of self-
awareness theory (see Table 5.4 below, and also Appendix B2).

Table 5.4

Sex bias score: means by Sex and Condition

- Condition

Sex of subject Control SA
MALE 1.30 0.40°
FEMALE 3.70 3.40

a: This cell mean is significantly different from the others {p < .05}.

Analyses of items revealed one significant effect for condition.
Control condition subjects rated boys as less 'bad at sport® (x = 4.35)
than did SA condition subjects (x = 3.7), F1,36 = 6.82, p < .02). Several
main effects occurred for sex. Males rated boys as friendlier (F1,36 = 8.31,
p < .01), less naughty (F1,36 = 4,71, p < .05), less untidy (F1,36 = 4.62,
p < .05) and more well behaved (F1,36 = 6.04, p < .02) than females did.
This contrasts with ratings of girls, where the only significant sex
difference was that males rated them as being 'better at writing'

(F = 4.21, p < .05) than females did (see Table 5.5). Inspection

1,36
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of the means revealed that these effects were due to the positivity
shown by malés towards girls and the negativity shown by females
towards boys. One Sex x Condition interaction was significant.
Female Controls (X = 3.4) and male SA subjects (x = 3.4) were less
opposed to the statément 'girls are short' than were male Controls

(x = 3.9} and female SA subjects (X = 4.0), Fy 36 = 62155 p < .0z,

To summarise: the main effect of Condition {above) which in any case
should Qﬁli'have occurred among females did not provide support for
the hypothesis. However, the interaction does. As predicted, self-
awareness heightened the positivity of females and reduced the
positivity shown by males when rating an item about girls.

Table 5.5

Mean ratings of boys and girls by male and female subjects
{T = strongly agree, 5 = strongly disagree)

Sex of Subject Males Females
Group being rated Boys Girls Boys GGirls
Item

Friendly 2.3 2.4 3.1 2.2
Naughty 3.2 3.2 2.6 3.3
Well béhaved 2.7 2.9 3.4 2.4
Bad at sport 4.1 3.2 4.1 3.9
Good at writing 2.7 2.2 3.1 2.6
Untidy 3.7 3.6 3.0 3.5
Short 3.8 3.6 3.8 3.7

Repeated measures analyses revealed significant effects for

measures and for Sex x Measures (bias in opposing directions due to
sex) on all items apart from 'untidy', 'good at writing' and 'short’'.
However, female biases were responsible for these effects. The only

significant bias shown by male Controls was in rating boys as better
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at sport than girls (t9 = 2.&; p < .05), Self-awareness theory would
predict an exaggeration of this effect in the SA condition. In fact,
the only significant bias shown by S5SA males was that they rated girls
as better at writing than boys (t9 = 2,71, p < .05). Among females,
Control subjects rated girls as less naughty (tg_: 3.97, p < .01),
better behaved (t9 = 3.55, p < .01) and friendlier (t9 = 2.54,

p < .05) than boys. Female SA subjects only showed significant bias
on the friendly item (p < .05). These results are important because
they are counter to the predictions made from self-awareness theory
that the tendency towards ingroup bias will be exaggerated under self-

focusing conditions (see Appendix B3).

Age group bias

No geheral bias score effects were cbtained for Condition. It

is interesting to note that, while age and sex bias levels do not
differ for females, age biases a&e significantly stronger than sex
biases (see Table 5.3) (t19 = 4,62, p < .001) for males.

Analysis of items revealed one near significant main effect for
Condition. ‘ Control condition subjects disagreed more strongly
(X = 3.55) than SA condition subjects (x = 3.1) that children of their
own age were naughty (F1,36 = 3.63, p < .07) - contrary to the
predictions from selfmawareness theory. Furthermore, one Sex x
Condition interaction was significant. Agreement that younger
children are 'short' was less strong among female Controls (X = 2.7)
and male SA subjects (X = 3.3) than among male Controls (x = 2.3)

and female SA subjects (x = 1.9), F = 6.18, p < .05. This

1,36
interaction follows the same pattern as that for ratings of girls
as short. However, in this case the ingroup/outgroup explanation

does not make sense - only the females' behaviour fits in with
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self-awareness predictions. Males' behaviour was the opposite of
that predicted.

The repeated measures snalysis revealed significant effects for

measures on all items except 'friendly’.  This pattern was clear in

the control Condition but was attenuated in the SA condition, where
'untidy', 'well behaved' and 'naughty' also failed to attain significance.
As with the sex group items, the age group biases appear not to have

been increased by self-awareness. If anything, the opposite tendency

oceurred (see Appendix B3).

{lass group bias

0f the general bias scores these were the lowest (differing

significantly from sex and age biases among females and from age biases

among males). There were no significant main effects for condition

or sex. However, it is interestingto note that male Control subjects

displayed a very small degree of outgroup bias (see Table 5.3).
Analyses of items revealed no significant effects.

Repeated measures analyses revealed that only 'short' and 'bad at

sport! werelrated differently for own versus other class members. A
significant Sex x measure interaction was obtained on the 'bad at sport’
item. Males were more favourable towards other class than females
were but less favourable to own class than females were (F1,36 = 4,05,

p < .05). In other words, females expressed more ingroup {class)

bias on this item. A significant Sex x Conditien interaction occurred
on ratings of own versus other class at being 'good at writing'. |Male
Control and female SA condition subjects rated other class as better
than own. Male SA and female Control condition subjects rated own
class as better than other (F1,36 = 4,57, p < .05). This interaction

is in the opposite direction to the two (item analyses on sex and age
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groups) reported above and cannot readily be theoretically interpreted
(see Appendix B3).

in summary: while differentiation between groups, in the form
of ingroup biases, did quite clearly occur, it seems that this tendency
was, if anything, attenuated by the presence of self-focusing stimuli.
No support was found for the prediction that self-awareness would increase
ingroup bias due to increased attention to social identity. It cannot
be argued that either floor or ceiling effects prevented the Self-
Awareness condition from increasing bias.  The range of scores available
was 1 to 5 on each item., Since most of the mean scores fell between
2 and 4 and the variances ranged from 0.5 to 1.5 (in .general) it seems
that subjects were not restricted by the scales to such an extent that
they cduld not have made their ratings more extreme. Nor did this use
of the scales prevent significant levels of intergroup differentiation
from occurring. If the degree of differentiation which occurred had
done so only in the Self-Aware condition the hypothesis would have
received a measure of support.

Self-awareness theory bases its predictions on the focus of a
person's atfention and the salience of different aspects.of self at
the time. The present experiment may have demanded too much task
focus at the expense of self-focus. Also, rating six groups (3
ingroups, 3 outgroups) may have prevented any particular social
identification from becoming prominent enough to gain the degree of
salience (relative to other aspects of self) necessary for it to affect
behaviour {cf. Deschamps and Doise, 1978).  With these possibilities
in mind, the second experiment was designed and conducted. |

Previous research (e.g. Brown and Ross, 1982; Carver and Humphries,
1981) has found that citing the outgroup as the source of statements

jincreases rejection of those statements by ingroup members. Such a
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procedure should increase the salience of differentiating between
ingroup and outgroup. Under self-focusing conditions negative
statements about ingroup members should be rejected more strongly and
positive ones accepted less réadily than would be the case in a Control
condition. For Experiment 2 the categories used were sex groups.

The experiment was designed and conducted in a similar way to Experiment

1, but greatly reduced the stimulus load on subjects.

EXPERIMENT 2: METHOD

Subjects
An additional 40 subjects (20 male, 20 female) from the same school

and of the same age group as those in Experiment 1 participated. Since
the two experiments were run at the same time, subjects had no prior

knowledge of the procedure.

Apparatus
Thé apparatus was the same as was used in Experiment 1, with the

exception that the dependent measure booklet contained only the

statements about the sex group to which the subjects belonged.

Design and Procedure

The seven chéracteristics used in Experiment 1 were attributed
to the subjects' own sex group, ostensibly by'members of the opposite
sex group. The Self-Aware (SA) condition subjects were asked to fill
in their nsme, age, sex, date of birth and class teacher’s name on
the front page of the booklet. = On the page containing the stimulus
statements, they were asked to give their name, age and sex again,
and also their hair colour. The experimenter and the mirror were

also present, as before.
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In the Control condition the biographical information was not
requested until the page after the dependent measure statements, and
the mirror and experimenter were absent from the room. The time (in
seconds) taken to complete the booklet was recorded as in Experiment 1.
For the purposes of distinguishing between the conditions in the two
experiments, those from Experiment 2 will be called Control + Reference
Group (CRG) and SA + Reference Group (SARG) from now on.

RESULTS6

The 2 way ANOVA (Sex x Condition) revealed four significant main
effects of Sex (see Table 5.6). Females rejected the 'naughty'
statement more than males did (F1,36 = 10.02, p < .D1),_rejected the

'untidy' statement more than males did (F = 7.01, p < .05),

1,36
accepted the 'well behaved' statement more than males did (F1 36 = 6.16,
»

p < .0?) and accepted the ‘good at writing' statement more than males

did (F = 4,17, p < .05).

1,36
Table 5.6

Mean ratings of own sex groupgn each item by males and females

ITEM
Well Bad at Good at
Friendly Naughty behaved sport writing Untidy Short

SEX

Male 2.60 2.85 3.10 4,40 2,75 3.00 4.10

Female 2,55 3.65 2.60 4.15  2.30 3.75 4.05

p - *¥% * - * * -
¥ p< .05
** p < ..M

Thus, females showed more sex ingroup favourability than males -

consistent with the finding from Experiment 1 that they differentiated
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in favour of their own sex group more readily than males did. Llooking
at the pattern of the means for 'naughty', 'well behaved' and ‘untidy’
it appears that males were more ambivalent than females in their
responses. While females were displaying behaviour more frequently
associated with social identity, males displayed relatively unbiased
behaviour - possibly more self-presentational in nature. It should
be stressed, however, that the self-awareness manipulations appear to
have had no effect on these tendencies.

| It was decided that, in addition to the data from Experiment Z,
the responses given for the same items by subjects from Experiment 1
could be used for comparison. Recall that, for these, it was predicted
that SA subjects would be more favourable towards the ingroup than
would Controls, whereas for Experiment 2 they should be more rejecting
of these same statements (since the statements were made by the outgroup)
than ghquld Controls. Theldesign for this-analysis was therefore
2 {Sex) x &4 {(Contrel, SA, Control + Reference Group, SA + Reference
Group), with seven dependent measures and ten subjects per cell.

There was a main effect for Condition on the 'well behaved' item.
Control subjects agreed with the statement more than did subjects in
the other three conditions (F3,72 = 3.24, p < .05). Significant main
effects for sex were found on the 'naughty’ (Fq’72 = 5,76, p < .05

and the 'well behaved' (F = 5.76, p < .05) items; for both of

1,72
these females gave a more favourable rating of their group than males
did of theirs. Planned comparisons between ratings in the two reference
group conditions and the two no-reference group conditions did provide
some support for the idea that rejection will be greater where a negative
reference group is cited as the source of statements. CRG and SARG

condition subjects agreed less that members of their own sex group were

friendly (X = 2.57) than did subjects in the Control and SA conditions
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(x = 2.20), (tyg = 2.43, p < .05). CRG subjects agreed less that they
were friendly than either SA or Control condition subjects (both

ts78-: 2.43, p < .05). No other significant main effects or interactions
were found (see Table 5.7). This analysis showed Control and Control +
Reference Group condition subjects to be more extreme (in different
directions) than those in either of the Szlf-pware conditions. 1t
appears therefore that the only discernible impact of Self-Awareness
conditions was an attenuation of response tendencies.

Table 5.7

Mean ratings of sex groups by Condition and Sex, using
data from Experiments 1 and 2 combined (n = 80)

ITEM
Friendly Naughty Well behaved Untidy
CONDITION X X X %
Control 2.20° 3,40 2.25% 3.50
Control + b
Reference 2.75° 3.25 2.85 3.30
Group
Self-aware 2.20° 3.05 2.85° 3.30
Self-aware + b b
Reference 2.40% 3.25 2.85 3,45
_ Group
Females 2.35 3.472 2.50% 3.62
Males 2.43 3.00° 2.90" 3.30

Means with different subscripts of a type are significantly
different (p < .05).

Manipulation check for both experiments

It could be srgued that, for some reason, the self-awareness
manipulations went unnoticed by the subjects in the SA conditions.
There is some evidence to the contrary. First, it was observed that

subjects actually did look in the mirror, both te check on the physical
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characteristics being enquired about on the question sheets and also
when pausing to think about an answer. Second, the recorded times
taken to complete the booklets in the different conditions support

the idea that self-awareness was induced by the manipulations used

in the SA condition: for Experiment 1 the Control subjects took
longer (X = 513 seconds) than the SA condition subjects (X = 458
seconds), tyg = 1.81, p = .079 (2-tailed); this was repeated in the
second experiment, where Control + Reference Group subjects again took
longer {x = 151 seconds) than did SA + Reference Group condition ones
(x = 120 seconds}, tyq = 3.36, p < .005. This finding is consistent

with those from earlier self-awareness research (e.g. Duval, Wicklund

and Fine, 1972; Liebling and Shaver, 1973; Wicklund and Duval, 1971).

DISCUSSION

Can self-awareness manipulations increase attention te, and thus
the influence on behavicur of, group-related aspects of identity?
from these data the initial answer appears to be 'no’'. In fact, the
only influence of the experimental manipulstion appears to have been
on the speed.at which subjects worked. This implies that closer
attention was paid to the task instructions than to social identity - a
suggestion supported by the (generally non-significant) attenuation
of intergroup differentiation under self-focus conditions.  Although
this alternative focus of attention can explain the present results,
the problem is that there is no a priori reason for predicting the
results obtained. Such a prediction would require the specification
that 'speed of working;'rather than group membership was the most
salient. However, given the procedure (and Control condition resﬁlts),
such an explanation seems implausible. While it is likely that speed

of working was relevant for subjects, it seems probable that group
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membership was more relevant.

The results lend support fo the theoretical perspective of Tajfel
in so far as they have demonstrated that by making group membership
salient it is possible to produce ingroup biases with little difficulty.
They also concur with the finding of Carver and Humphries (1981) and
others that identifying a stimulus with a negative reference group
can reduce acceptance of that stimulus (e.g. males' responses in
Experiment 2). The results also suggest interesting qualifications
to intergroup relations research. They are concordant with those of
Vaughan, Tajfel and Williams (1981) in demonstrating that ingroup
 biases do occur in pre-teenage children and that both ingroup favouritism,
and outgroup rejection at the expéhse of the ingroup, may occur, depending
on the nature of the groups involvedB.

A further element which may be influential in determining the
degree of ingroup bias is the salience of the %nterquUp distinction
(Turner, 198135; The present studies, for example, amplify the point
that distinctions which are important for females may not be for males.
In particular, it seems that, while females sought to endorse positive
attributes QF their own sex group and negative attributes of boys,
males did not show this tendency. Indeed, males responded somewhat
positively towards females as an outgroup but were ambivalent in their
reactions to girls as a reference group.

To date there has beenadearth of investigations into sex differences
in intergroup relations and intergroup behaviour (see Williams, 1980,
and Abrams and Condor, 1984). The present study lends some support
to the finding of Dion (1979) that males exaggerate the worth of their
group product (e.q. sports behaviour), while females are more concerned
with discrimination in terms of interpersonal characteristics {e.g.

friendliness). However, present findings are the opposite of those
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from studies by Deschamps and Doise (1978) in which boys were significantly
more biased in favour of their own group than girls were.  Their
explanation was that girls see boys as being high status and they
experience a conflict fbetween discrimination in favour of the ingroup
and a tendency to reduce their distance from a privileged group ... on
salient dimensions' (p. 153). Turner (1978a) argues that if status
differences are not perceived to be legitimate this will lead to an
increase in social competition and will encourage attempts to become
positively distinctive. It could well be thét‘Deschamps and Doise's
Genevan children had a guite different view of the legitimacy of
stereotypical status differences between the sexes than did the children
in the present experiments.

Much effort has been expendéd (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel and Turner,
1979; Turner,1981a) on demonstrating that the influence of social
identity in (for example) the minimal group situation cannot be accounted
for in terms of 'self-presentation'. Given.that the taudience' in
this case was the experimenter, it seems possible that self-presentation
would lead to a strategy of fairness rather than ingroup bias. it
is interesting to speculate about why one or other mode of behaviour
might be adopted. It may be that self-presentation is influential
where the intergroup distinction is not salient for social identity and
where there is little other opportunity to enhance self-esteem.” In
interpreting the present findings one could suggest that, while girls
seized the opportunity to make themselves positively distinctive from
boys, boys were more concerned to present themselves as 'good' by being
fair. Since all subjects were equally (highly) discriminatory against
younger children it does seem that males were selective in their response
strategies rather than just being uninterested; Some further evidence

for this argument is based on Carver and Humphries' (1981) assertion that
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reference group behaviour is essentially 'gelf-presentational' in
nature. They claim that, since public self-awareness is agften
preoccupied with self-presentation in social settings (Fenigstein,
1979} and increases rejection of a negative (acceptance of a positive)
reference group's opinions, the latter phenomenon is a functien of self-
presentation. Following the pattern of results through from
Experiment 1 to Experiment 2, it does seem that males were in less
agreement on the items which were positive towards themselves than
females were in Experiment 2. Females' responses remained (in
secordance with social identity predictions) consistently self-favourable,
suggesting that self-definition rather than self-presentation motivated
their behaviour. What is remarkable is that neither of these strategies
for responding was enhanced by the self-focus manipulations (see also
Chapter 7).

The use of children as subjects in the present experiments deserves
further comment. It was seen to be theoretically important to be
able to demonstrate that a proposed universal process (self~focused
attention) would occur in populations other than students. In a
previous discussion (Abrams, M.Sc. thesis) it was pointed out that
there might be a relationship betﬁeen gelf-awareness and egocentrism
but that the two were not mutually exclusive. It would be quite
possible, for example, to attend more closely to one's own emotions
rather than empathising with someone else's. In 8 year olds, and
older children, egocentric tendencies should have waned and self-
awareness would be expected to dwell increasingly on the public aspects
of self (see Chapter 4). The population sampled in the present
research {11 year olds) therefore seemed ideal in that they were mare
likely to be publicly self-aware in self-focus inducing circumstances

than were younger children.
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Further evidence that manipulations in the present studies should
have been effective on this subject population comes from the fact that
self-awareness manipulations (mirror) appeasred to be effective in an
earlier study using children (Beaman et al., 1979). Children were
significantly less likely to take more sweets than told to from 2
Halloween trick or treat bowl if there were a mirror positioned behind
it. This effect only occurred for over 8 year olds because younger
children did not transgress anyway. Beaman et al. argued that mirror-
induced self-awareness reminded the older children of thé 'standard' of
correct behaviour, resulting in reduced transgression. An alternative
explanation of their results is that the mirror reminded older children
that there was a strong chance of being caught (by being seen in the
mirror). For younger children the strange situation would have made
them reluctant to break rules in any case. The fact that older children
in groups transgressed more than when aigne merely subports this claim
that the perceived risk of being caught,rather than self-awareness,was
the main factor in that study. This is not to claim that the mirror was
uninfluential; just that it may not have induced self-awareness. The
manipulation‘cheCR in the present studies did suggest that self-awareness
effects were produced by the SA condition. On the other hand, audience-
induced drive (Cottrell, 1972; Zajone, 1965) or anxiety (Wine, 1971)
may have been responsible for these results rather than self-awareness.

It could alsc be that, although the SA condition subjects were
not very self-aware, the Control subjects were actually deindividuated -
a state in some ways opposite to self-awareness (Dienmer, 1979; Diener
et al., 1980). This results in an increase in group unity, and reduces
conecern over what others think of one. In the present studies a similar
pattern emerged - Control subjects expressed more ingroup biases, while

SA subjects resisted these,either because they were reminded of their
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own individuality (through private self-awareness; cf. Carver, 19773
McCormick, 1979), or possibly because they wished to present themselves
(public self) as unbiased. However, there are good reasons for
rejecting such interpretations. First, although Control subjects were
alone and anonymous, they were not among an equally anohymous group of
others. There is no evidence to suggest that sclitude is a source of
deindividuation. Second, it is clear from past research that deindividuation
is not necessary for enhanced group identification (Brewn and Turner,
1981; Carver and Humphries, 1981; Duval, 1976; Reicher, 1982) and
there is no good Teason to suppose that it did in the present experiment.
Finally, there is no persuasive evidence that private, rather than
public, self-awareness was induced by the SA manipulatien.

Another plausible alternative explanation for the pattern of
results obtained here is that social identity processes were so prominent
and sb powerful that the imposition of self-awareness had no impact upon
them. This would suggest that self-awareness manipulations are effective
only where other variables are weak in their impact {(cf. Scheier and
Carver, 1980). Possibly, only if the attitudes, feelings and behaviours
involved are not absolutely central to identity will self-focused
attention affect them. This might lead one to predict that self-
awareness would have greater impact wﬁere experimentally created (e.g.
minimal) groups are involved than where real groups are implicated,

In conclusion, the nature of the impact of self-awareness on
intergroup behaviour is still very unclear. There are times when people
are obviously very aware of group identity and of group commitment
(for example, when canvassing at elections or representing one's group
to outgroup members), but at present it is not easy to see how standard
self-awareness manipulations relate this to social self-awareness. For

example, a new member of a school football team (a somewhat deindividuated
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setting) would surely feel self-aware the first time the ball was

passed to him. This might well affect the decisions he reached about to
whom the ball should be passed,” and the confidence with which the action
is performea, This form of self-awareness might be quite different
from that induced by isolating a player, pointing a video camera at

him and asking him to display football skills.

The results of the present experiments suggest that it may be
impréctical merely to use conventional manipulations of self-attention
when attempting to reveal the effects of focus of attention as an
independent variable. The experiments which are described in the
following chapters were designed so as to disentangle the impact of
gocial identification and dif%erent forms of self-awareness on intergroup
behaviour. That there is no simple relationship between the presence
or absence of self-focusing stimuli and intergroup behaviour has been
shown by the expgriments reported in this chapter. One guestion which
has yet to be answered, therefore, is whether focus of attention has

any effects on such behaviour? - It is to this question that we now turn.
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NOTES

Many of the ideas and problems raised in this chapter reflect
a transition of emphasis from developmental aspects of self-
awareness (see Abrams, 1980, M.S5c.) to intergroup relations.

This study was also designed to establish developmental trends
in self-description, and the results have been discussed in
terms of the literature on social perspective taking (Shantz,
1974) by Mark Bennett in his Ph.D. thesis (1983).

These categories were derived post hoc, However, the 'Features’
did adequately include the majority of responses, as can be seen
from Table 5.1. The 'Headings' were derived partly on the basis
of Kuhn and McPartland's (1954) analyses of Twenty Statements

Test responses, and partly on the a priori interest in (i) social
categories, and (ii) the use of concrete and abstract information
in children‘'s social cognitive development (cf. Tajfel, 1981, and
Shantz, 1974, respectively)., All responses were coded solely by
myself. While the use of an independent judge would have been
degirable, the responses were sufficiently unambiguous to allow
reasonable confidence in the analysis of these data.  This entire
study has been replicated and elaborated (June 1984), with randomised
order of questions, and tape-recording of responses, although these
later data have not yet been examined.

Covert observation of Control condition subjects (through a window
in the door behind their chair) revealed that it took not more
than 10 seconds from the time they finished writing to their
actually calling the experimenter. It was therefore decided to
add 10 seconds to the times recorded for SA condition subjects

in order to account for the fact that they were able to indicate
that they had finished without leaving the rcom.

1t is not often mentioned whether the forms of differentiation
adopted by different groups differ., Two studies at least (Brewer,
1979; Dion, 1979) have shown that the patterns of ingroup biases
and the dimensions on which they. occur may differ as a function

of status and response measure used.

The traits used for intergroup ratings may .hold .differing evaluative
connotaetions for each group, as well as accurately being differentially
applicable to each group. Therefore the focus of interest is how
these ratings are affected by the Conditions and not the absolute

value of the ratings.



- 207 -

CHAPTER 6

FOCUS OF ATTENTION AND MINIMAL INTERGROUP DISCRIMINATION

INTRODUCTION

The experiments reported in the previous chapter were methodologically
consistent with those conducted by Wicklund and Duval {1971) and Carver
and Humphries {1981). While having re-established the fact that children
display discriminatory intergroup behaviour (cf. Milner, 1975), little
evidence was found for the impact of the self-awareness manipulation
{cf. Beaman et al., 1979). In Chapters 3 and 4 it was arqgued that
there is no logical reason why attention focused on social identity
should not enhance its impact on behaviour. However, it may be that
the usual manipulation of self-awareness is incompétible with the
'switching on' (Turner, 1981} of social identity. Perhaps
the act of isolating an individual directs any‘selfwattenticn towards
personal identity. If this is the case, the basic self-awareness
paradigm may not be suitable as a method of investigating the effects
of self-awareness on intergroup behaviour. One task in this chapter is
to develop aﬁd assess alternative methodologies. Perhaps the best
place to start is with the theories.

Duval and Wicklund's (1972) theory began by making a distinction
bhetween objective and subjective self-awareness. This served to separate
the state where the self was being observed by itself and the state
where the selfwas experiencing and observing the environment.  The
terms 'objective' and 'subjective' were later dropped {(cf. Wicklund,

1975, 1980), and 'self-awareness' and 'non-self-awareness' were adopted
instead. This change reflected a shift of emphasis from the social
psychology of Mead (1934) to the psychology of James (1890) and Miller,

Galanter and Pribram (1960). The shift culminated in Carver and Scheier's
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(1981a) theory of attention and self-regulation,  Together with this
shift of terminology came the idea that attention was the key variable,
and that self-focused attention may be a metacognitive state in which
certain goals, endpoints and standards were identified more clearly.
Essentially, when a particular schema is evoked our behaviour is a
product of how much we attend to that schema. According to Carver
and Scheier (1981a), any schema includes behavioural standards or
imperatives, and it is to these which we attend when 'matching to
standard' our behaviour. Recently, Carver and Scheier (1982c) have .
specifically referred to minimal group research:

'Categorising a person has an important impact on how

perceivers subsegquently behave towards that person.

Arbitrary group assignments (i.e. the target person

either is or is not a member of the subject's group)

have been found to lead to reliable biases in behaviours

such as the allacation of money (e.g. Billig and Tajfel,

1973; Allen and Wilder, 1975) and seeking of

information about the person (Wilder and Allen, 1978)

... these effects do not simply represent secondary

inferences about what the person is like.  They

represent acts of overt behaviour stemming from the

initial categorisation. Again, this evidence appears

to suggest that behavioural specification is closely

linked to certain kinds of category membership

judgements' (p. 250).
They continue that 'when a standard has already become salient, the
matching to standard sequence (at whatever level of control is
superordinate) is partially governed by the person's focus of attention'
(p. 250). Unfortunately, they do not go on to make a direct prediction
about focus of attention in minimal group experiments.  However, it
seems reasonable to assume that closer attention to one's self-definition
as a category member will lead to more extreme instances of intergroup
behaviour. Specifically, it may be hypothesised that this focus of
attention will result in greater ingroup bias and in more consistent

intergroup behaviour. This second effect, produced by greater adherence

to behavioural standards, could be demonstrated by reduced variability in
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behaviour towards ingroup and outgroup members.

The problem with testing these hypotheses is that manipulations
such as mirrer or audience presence may direct attention to {(as well as
making salient) only personal aspects of self. Hence it is necessary
to devise an alternative method. Here it is important to have as
much control over the direction of subjects! Fdéﬁs of éttention as
possible. It has been assumed that (for example) self-awareness
induced by a mirror will dwell on whatever aspect of self is salient;
these aspects may range from emotions to attitudes. This assumption
allows for post hoc explanations which, at this stage, may only add to
the uncertainty of future predictions. These considerations suggest
that a method adopted by Ellis and Holmes (1982) might be more suitable.
Quite simply, they told their subjects where to focus their attention.

In a self-focus condition subjects were told that the experimenter was
interested in 'how you view yourself ... you are being asked to be
sensitive to your thoughts and feelings'. In another condition,
subjects were told to 'pay particular attention to the interviewer'
(p. 70). | Thus focus of attention was simply manipulated 'through
instructional sets' {(p. 69; see also Regan and Totten, 1975; Taylor
and Fiske, 1975). This method seems particularly appropriate for use
with a social-categorisation paradigm since it does not involve the
presence of a cue evoking stimulus which could lead attention down
unforeseen and unintended paths.

Another method, still less obtrusive than that of Ellis and Holmes
(1982), is to use éubjects' chronic tendencies of attentional focus as an
independent variable when examining intergroup behaviocur. It is
reasonable to assume that differences in dispositional self-consciousness
reflect preferences for utilisation of different types of 'standards’

when monitoring one's own behaviour. Tt may be that being publicly or
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privately self-conscious evokes different subjective interpretations

of the meaning of environmental stimuli. For example, a social
categorisation may entail a sense of identity for a privately self-
conscious person, but may merely suggest socially appropriate behaviours
for a publicly self-conscious person. In any case, effects which result
from these variables would probably be disrupted by situational
manipulations of self-focus, such as mirrors or cameras. The only
obvious way to test the validity of such conjectures is to pre-test
subjects' dispositional self-consciousness and examine the effects

of different levels of self-consciousness on behavigur,

PILOT_STUDY

The rationale and experimental hypotheses for the main experiment
will be spelled out below. The starting point for beth the pilet and
the main experiment was to select a paradigm in which subjects might be
looking for anchors or standards with which to locate their intergroup
behaviour. It was also important that these standards could be specified
a-éfibfi so that predictions could be made about the effects of focus of
attention. “ The minimal group paradigm seemed ideal for these purposes
since there has been a considerable amount of research into the standards
~ that subjects do use in that paradigm (Billig and Tajfel, 19733 St.
Claire and Turner, 1982; Tajfel and Billig, 1974; Tajfel et al., 1971;
Turner, 1978a, 1980). There is no dispute between these researchers
and Carver and Scheier (1982c). They agree that social categorisation
is a cue for diseriminatory intergroup behaviour.

A pilot study was designed to see whether attention could be
directed to different standards within a minimal group experiment.
Since the particular materials used were subsequently adopted for the

main experiment, it is unnecessary to go into detail about them here.
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The social categorisation manipulation was based on that of Brown and
Deschamps (1981). Thirty-six 11 year old children from a primary
school in West Yorkshire served as subjects. After listening to 3 pairs
of musical excerpts, and expressing preferences for one piece from each
pair, subjects were randomly assigned to either the Riley or Kabelac
groups;. As is usual in fhe minimal group paradigm, subjects were

then provided with booklets in which they were asked to allocate points
to anonymous ingroup and outgroup members (see Turner, 197Ba, for
details). It was in these booklets that focus of attention was
manipulated. A copy of the general instructions delivered by the
experimenter is provided in Appendix C1.  All 36 subjeéts (18 male,

18 female) were in the same room, and were each randomly allocated to

one of three conditions. The instruction page on the front of the
booklets differed in each condition. Follewing the alloeation of points
to an ingroup and an outgroup member on each booklet page, subjects

in each of the three conditions were asked to write down information
about what they did; The information requested was slightly different
in each condition.

The instruction page told the subject'which music he or she
preFerred and what number he or she was of that group. In the Standard
condition the instructions conformed to those normally used in the
minimal group paradigm.. Subjects were told: 'This is a study about
decision making ... the points do not stand for anything special. I
am just interested in the way that people make decisions.’ The
instructions concluded: 'Thank you for taking part in this study about
decision making.' On each page of the booklet subjects had to follow
the points allocation by filling in some blank spaces in two sentences

to indicate the amount of points they had given to each person on that page.

* See page 222,
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In a condition designed to distract attention from social
categorisation {Distracted condition), subjects were asked to
concentrate more on the numerical aspects of the task. They were
told: 'This is a study about how people remember points and numbers
... I am just interested in the things that you remember about the
points and the numbers of the people to whom you gave them.' At the
bottom of the instruction page subjects were thanked for 'taking part
in this study about remembefing points and numbers'.  On .each booklet
page subjects had to write downboth the amount of points given and the
numbers of the recipients (but not their group memberships). In a
condition designed to increase attention to social categorisation
{Enhanced condition), the study was said to be about 'peogple in different
groups and what they think ... I am just interested in the Kabelac and
Riley groups'. At the end of the instructions subjects were thanked
for 'taking part in this study about the people in different groups
and what they think'. On each page subjects had to follow the allocation
of points by writing down to which group each person number belonged,
and whether that group was 'mine' or the 'other' group. In all three
conditions fhe instruction page also stated: 'I will hand out Séme
more questions later, after everyone has finished filling in his or
her booklet.! Hence the allocation of points made sense in terms of
what subjects would have to do afterwards. Subjects were shown how
to use the matrices by a demonstration poster. The matrices were
mathematically identical to those used by Brown and Deschamps (1981)
and Turner (1978a) but had only seven levels and used smaller numbersq.
The children were assured that the study was not any kind of test. The

design was 2 {Sex) x 3 (Condition) with six subjects per cell.
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Pilot study results

With such a small N it was inevitable that the results would not
be terribly strong. The first thing to establish was that these
matrices were a suitable medium through which 11 year olds ceould engage
in intergroup behaviour. Two versions of each of the 3 types of
matrices (MD versus MIP + MJP; MJIP versus MIP + MD; F versus MD + MIP)?
were presented; the pulls 6ﬂ each were then averaged, giving one score
for each strategy. The following were significantly greater than zero
at the p < .001 level: MD versus MIP + MJP, MD + MIP versus f,
MIP + MD versus MJIP, and ? versus MD + MIP. Neither of the two pulls
involving MIP attained significance. These results are very similar
to those obtained by Vaughan et al. (1981), with younger children (see
Table 6.1 below, for means). However, there were no signifcant effects
of Sex, Condition or Condition x Sex on these pulls. If any effects of
Condition had occurred they should have influenced the MD, MIP and F
strategies. As Table 6.1 shows, the results on these measures fell
into two patterns. The MD and the MIP + MD pulls were weakest in the
Stéhdérd condition aﬁd were equally strong in the Enhanced and Distracted
condition. The fact that Standard condition means were always lower
than Enhanced condition means suggests that the manipulation was
effective in directing attention to the intergroup'distinction in the
Enhanced condition, although the effectiveness of the Distracted

condition remains in doubt.
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Table 6.1

Pilot study matrix pull score means .

Condition Enhanced Standard Distracted Total

HONN 12 12 12 36
MD + MIP (versus MJP) T.83%% 1.29 0.88 1.33%%%
MIP + MD (versus F) 1.46%* 0.50 1.67% T.27%%%
MD (versus MJIP + MIP} 1.38% 0.92 1.50 1.26%%%
F (versus MIP + MD) 2, 38%%% 1.29 1.17 T.67%%%
MJP (versus MD + MIP) -0.33 -0.63 -B.42 ~0.46%
MIP + MIP (versus MD) 0.25 0.33 0.50 0.36

{T-tests; asterisked means differ significantly from zero; within
conditions df = 11, across conditions df = 35.)

* p < 05
Fo¥e P < M
**¥¥% p o< 0N
Table 6.2
?iiof‘study matrix pull between-subjects  variances
Enhanced Standard Distracted | Overall
MD + MIP (¥§£§H§ MIP) 2.96 6.04 5.9 4.75
MIP + MD (versus F) 1.66° 3.82 4.88° 3.52
MD (XEEEH& MIP + MIP) 2.96 6.04 5.9 4.75
F (versus MIP + MD) 3.28 7.11 8.70 6.30
MIP (versus MD +:MIP) |  0.79° 1.55 3.40° 1.82
MIP + MIP (versus MD) |  3.07 5.11 2,23 3.28

a and b differ significantly (Newman-Keuls, p < .05; Fi1.11 < 2.85).
H
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In Table 6.2 (above) the variances are presented. Here again a
clear pattern emerges; lower variances in the Enhanced than in the other
conditions on all but the MJP + MIP pulls. Of greater importance is
the finding on the MIP + MD and MD + MIP pulls. Here the variances
are greatest in the Distracted condition.  On the MIP + MD versus F
pulls the Distracted versus Enhanced condition variances differ significantly
(F = 2.94, df = 11,11, p < .05). A similar finding was obtained on
the MJP ngggg MD + MIP pulls (F = 4.30, df = 11,11, p < .05)., It is
presumably becausé of the pattern of variances that,even where Distracted
condition means were higher than Enhanced condition means (Table 6.1),
only the latter were significantly different from zero. In other words,
almost exclusively in the Enhanced condition did subjects discriminate
reliably. They were also reliably fair (cf. Turner, 1980). These data
then lead to the suggestion, albeit a rather tentative one, that the
attenticnal manipulation was moderately impactful, A slightly modified
procedure might produce more reliable results. |

The design and procedure of the pilot study may have beeﬁ weak in
some respects. Perhaps the most obvious weakness was the small number
of subjects; The full experimenf was designed with an N of twenty
subjects per condition in order to surmount this problem.  Another
limitation of the pilot study was that subjects were led into the study
rather briskly. The entire study took place within one room, with |
the teacher retiring to the back in order to 'score' subjects' preference
sheets. It is possible that the attentional manipulation lacked impact
because the children only had written instructiéns to direct their
attention. It was felt that if these written manipulations were
reinforced by spoken instructions their effects might be greater. For
this reason each condition was conducted in iseclation in the full

experiment, In addition, the written instructions were simplified,
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particularly in the Standard condition (where 'decision making' became
'making decisions', and 'the way people make decisions' became 'your
decisions and that sort of thing'), and the Enhanced condition (where
'people in different grbups' became 'people in the Kabelac and the Riley

groups').

EXPERIMENT

Further theoretical considerations

An important question arises from the pilot study data: what are
the sufficient conditions for intergroup discrimination?  Turner's
(1982) view is that 'categorisation and social comparison processes are
complementary ... the former is necessary and the latter the sufficient
condition for competitive intergroup differentiation' (p. 83). This
model assumes that 'individuals desire positive self-esteem',and that
'one's self-esteem as a group member depends on the outcomes of social
comparisons between the ingroup and the outgroup' (p. 80). The
supposed power of this motivational.variable led Tajfel and Turner
(1979) to conclude that social categorisation per se was sufficient to
produce intergroup differentiation. However, Turner (1982) acknowledges
that this may depend upon the 'salience and normative relevance of the
social categorisation for social behaviour' (p. 84). To summarise
Turner's position: the switching on and off of a social identifiation,
and hence intergroup differentiétion, hinges upon the degree to which
it is salient. Turner might try te explain the pilot study results
by suggesting that social categorisation was rendered more salient in
the Enhanged condition.

For Carver and Scheier (198%a),the behaviour-governing process is
attention to particular standards. They make no motivational assumptions

octher than that we wish to match our behaviour to these standards. For
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them, social categorisation should only lead to intergroup discrimination
to the extent that one attends to a standard which specifies such
behaviour. Their explanation of the pilot data would stress not the
salience of the social categorisation but the reference points to which
subjects attend and by which they organise their behaviour. Only in

the Enhanced condition did subjects attend to standards which specified
intergroup discrimination. A fusion of Turner's and Carver and Scheier's
modéls leads to the proposition that,even when salient, social categorisation
Eéé;éé will not be sufficient to produce intergroup differentiation.

In addition, it is necessary to attend to a competitive standard of

social comparison.

At present, this proposal should be restricted to contexts such as
minimal group experiments.  The reason for this is that the conscious
directing of behaviour tends to be most necessary when the situation or
task is novel (Abrams and Manstead, 1981; Wicklund, 1980). Under
such conditions we are actively seeking standards for our behaviour as
a guide for self-evaluation (Scheier and Carver, 1981). It was
suggested in the last chapter that real group memberships are often so
well embedded in the self-concept that the act of increasing attentioﬁ
to them may even inhibit relatively automatic disﬁriminatory behaviour.
In contrast, the minimal group paradigm involves the acquisition of a

lnovel self-image, with unknown parameters. It is highly probable that
subjects are consciously searching for meaningful ways in which to relate
their behaviour to this self-image. Furthermore, the matrices present

a highly unusual opportunity to test out ﬁhat self-image since they allow
behaviour to which others cannot react. As with the acguisition of a
new skill, it is likely that subjects must devote conscious attention

to the behavioural specifications of their new self-image in order to

organise their intergroup behaviour. Specifically, behaviour in a
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minimal group experiment will only be discriminatory to the extent

that subjects are attending to their association with their group.

The distinction between salience and attention

The juxtaposition of these two theories immediately raises the
question of whether 'Tattention' and 'salience' are synonymous. The
terms are sometimes used interchangeably (e.g. Stephenson and Wicklund,
19833 Taylor and Fiske, 1978; or Wicklund's, 1978, reference to potential
causes being 'charged with responsibility to the degree that it is
salient or accessible to attention' [p. 5111)}. On other ocecasions it
is implied that salience and attention are separate parts of a sequence
{e.g. Matthews, Carver and Scheier's, 1982, contention that tattention
would gravitate to whatever self-aspect was made salient’ [p. 172]).

The distinction between salience and attention is an important one
to draw. Fven when something is salient, in the sense of being ihportant
or relevant, our behaviour in terms of that salient object may not be
unidirectional. For example, we may choose to attend to something else
so as to avoid experiencing aversive discrepancies {Wicklund, 1975)
between a sélient aspect of self and unavoidable behaviour (Brockner
and Wallnay, 1981). In addition to this voluntary redirecting of
attention there may also be involuntary forces at work.  Something may
be desperately important (e.g. catching a train) but our attention could
be dragged in a different direction by more powerful stimuli (e.g.
needing to go to the lavatory or bumping into an old friend}, and
thereby prevent the salient aim from being accomplished.  OfF cburse,
it would be possible to argue that these distractions are more salient
than the intention to catch the train. To do so would be eguivalent
to reducing the meaning of 'salience' to make it identical to attention.

What we attend to would, by definition, be most salient. It would then
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be necessary to introduce a higher order factor such as 'importance'’

in order to explain why behaviour remains meaningful over time. (I

am not continuously attending to myself as a social psychologist and

yet it is a fact which is vital to understanding my behaviour over time.)
This sort of level of behavioural regulation would be what Carver and
Scheier term a ‘system concept!.  They argue that attention is usually
focused lower down the hierarchy of control.

Rather than treat salience as if it means attention it is probably
more useful to regard them as separate concepts. The relationship of
attention to salience can be construed as one of Specificity to generality.
In this analysis it is presumed that,when an object is salient, a variety
of behavioural possibilities may present themselves. We then behave in
terms‘of the one to which we are attending. It was suggested above
that when attention is diverted from a salient aim we cease to behave
in terms of that aim. Conversely, the more that one does attend to
the salient aim, the more efficiently and in line with intention it
may be accomplished (Taylor and Fiske, 1978).  This position suggests
that, justbecaysewe are acting in terms of (say) social identity, this
does not neéessarily wipe out the 'salience' of personal identity.
Rather, it can be a case of behaviourally spotlighting the salient
aspects of one, and of veiling the salient aspects of the other (see

also Chapter 2).

Predicting minimal intergroup behaviour

The analysis provided above suggests that the prediction of intergroup
behaviour on the basis of information about salience alone may be misleading.
If this is so, why have experiments using the minimal group paradigm been
so consistent in supporting Turnmer's (1981s,1982) model? The answer

presumably lies in the fact that the salience of social categorisation and
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the focus of subjects' attention have tended tobe congruent in previous
research. Subjects have generally had little choice but to attend to
their group membership. Some variations on the theme have allowed
attention to alternative group boundaries (Doise, 1976; Turner, Brown
and Tajfel, 1979) ar to self (Turner, 1978a).  Generally, however, the
situation reguires that subjects decide how to allocate points or money,
and the group categorisation provides an obvious and attractive basis
for doing so. There is, at present, little empirical evidence which
might be used as a guide. for predicting differential effects of salience
and attention in the minimal group paradigm.

The pilot study created three combinations of salience of and
attention to social categorisation. In the Enhanced condition both
factors were explicitly congruent. Under such circumstances it is
relatively straightforward to predict behaviour. Greater attention to
the category distinctions should have two effects. First, it will
highlight self-categorisation and'will therefore increase the cognitive
6ifferentiation between cateqories (Taylor, Fiske, Etcoff and Ruderman,
1978). Second, it will increase consistency in intercategory behaviour
because the standards or endpoints pertaining to such behaviour will
be more closely adhered to (Carver and Scheier, 19871a; Wicklund, 1980).
This second hypothesis was tested rather weakly in the pilot study by
an examination of the variances between subjects within each condition.
There was a danger that wide individual differences in what strategy to

adopt could mask high intra-individual consistencies. A more sensitive

test of the second hypothesis could therefore be achieved by an examination
of the means of within-subject variances in each condition. The pilot
study only used two versions of each matrix type. In order to gain a

more sensitive estimate of intra-subject variance the main experiment

used three versions of each matrix type. The second hypothesis holds
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that intra-subject variances on matrix pulls will be lower in the
Enhanced condition than in other conditions.

The second combinatioﬁ of attention and salience (Standard condition)
might be seen as one of moderate congruence; subjects are told to make
'decisions', but are free to use whatever criteria they wish. The
third combination might be seen as one of low congruence (Distracted.
condition). Although the sccial categorisation is salient subjects
are told to focus on the numbers rather than the groups. Hence the
usual 'endpoints' of discriminatory behaviour which may be cued by
social identification are not to be used. In this condition the
prediction is that the strength of intergroup discrimination will
decrease and that the intra-subject variation will increase since
subjects are not using the categorisation as the sole criterion for

behaviour.

Individual differences in focus of attention

The opportunity was taken, in the main study, to try the relatively
unobtrusive investigation of focus of attention which can be conducted
using pre~tééted self-consciousness measures (Scheier and Carver, 1981).
Here the aim is to see whether high and low scorers on scales designed
to measufe chronic self-focus also differ in their behaviour. . The
particular scale used in the present study was described in detail in
Chapter 4. At this point it would seem prudent to offer only tentative
hypotheses about the effects of dispositional private and public self-
focus. It seems likely that, given a salient intergroup distinctien, a
focus on private reactions may heighten one's sense of identity or self-
definition. A focus on the more overt aspects of oneself may entail
attempts to present oneself as socially attractive (Fenigstein, 19792).

In any case the tendency to focus on different aspects of self may produce
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differences in intergroup behaviour. The experiment to be reported
was a modified replication of the pilot study. The main differences
are that the subjects in the main experiment were also pre-tested for
dispositional self-focus; the three conditions were run in separate
rooms; instructions were simplified and were read out loud in full;

and the number of subjects was increased.

 The experiment employed a 3 (Condition) x 2 (Sex) x 2 (category
membership) design, with random assignment of subjects to Condition and
category. Subjects were sixty 11 year old children attending a primary
schoel in Kent. The study was conducted in the summer term of 1982.
None of the subjects had participated in any previocus research.

The pre-test 'self-attentjon' scale was administered one week prior
to the experiment. This allowed the children to meet the principa;
experimenter. The scale comprised 12 items, to be responded to on a
7-point scale (1 = strongly agree, 7 = strongly disagree), The items
concerned the extent to which subjects looked to themselves or to others
to provide direction for their behaviours. (see Chapter 4). It was
derived partly from the Self-Consciousness Scale (Fenigstein, Scheier
and Buss, 1975) and partly from a scale devised by the author and Rupert

Brown (referred to in Chapter 4, and to be discussed in Chapter 7},

Méteriais

Prior to the experiment envelopes were prepared with the dependent
measures enclosed. These included two booklets: one of points-awards
matrices and another which included evaluative, affective and attitudinal

items. Envelopes were pre-coded for males and females, members of the
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first or second group and the experimental condition. A tape was
prepared with recordings of three pairs of pieceé of music (randomly
ordered), each of about 30 seconds' duration; preference sheets were
also prepared (see Appendix £z2). These were the same as were uéed in

the Brown and Deschamps (1981) experiment,

MatriCES

Three types of matrices were used and three forms of each were
presented.  The purpose of this was to enable intra-subject variances
to be measured as wgll as inter-subject analysis to be conducted.
Although the matrices used in earlier research (Brown and Deschamps,
1981; Turner, 1978a) have used up to thirteen pay-off points, pilot
work confirmed that 7-step matrices were appropriate for 11 year olds.
The mathematics within the present matrices remains the same; only the
range has been reduced. Similar reductions have been used with othér
young children (e.g.Vaughan et al.,1981). Examples of tﬁe matrices

used gre shown below.

Mafrix type Examglés
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Each type was presented in three variants. These were mathematically
identical to those shown above, but 1 or 2 was added to the numbers.

The instruction pages and other details of the matrix booklets differed
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in each condition (see Appendix C3). In all three conditions the front
page of the booklet began by saying which composer the subject preferred,
and what number the subject had been given in his or her group.

In the Enhanced condition attention was directed explicitly te the
groups, as‘reflected by the requirement that subjects write down 'which
groups the points were for and which group was your group' on each backlet
page. In the Standard condition subjects had to write 'how many

points you decided to give each person'. In the Distracted condition
they were told to write 'which people you gave the‘puints to and how
many points you gave to each one’. In all conditions the two groups
were referred to by the name stamped in spaces in the text of the
booklets. The salience of the groups was further enhanced by using

a blue éoloured stamp for the Kabelac group and a red coloured stamp

for the Riley group. Subjects were also reminded of which group they
were in at the top of each booklet page.

The order of pages was randomised within each booklet. Each
subject completed 18 pages - nine pairs of matrices, each page containing
the same format. The second dependent measure booklet was the same
for all subjects. It contained 7 pages and a total of 22 questions,
each to be answered using a 7-point scale. These questions covered
comprehension of the previous task; what the study was about; how they
‘tried to go about giving points; how much they thought about various
things; friendliness and liking for outgroup members, and pride and

belongingness to the ingroup.

Procedure
All subjects were gathered together in the dining hall of the school
and were introduced to the six experimenters (all male). They were

informed that the first part of the study was all about 'what music people
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prefer'. A tape of three pairs of musical excerpts was then played

and subjects recorded their preferences for one of each pair. The
response sheets were collected and three of the experimenters left the
dining hall, ostensibly to 'score' the sheets. Meanwhile, the remaining
experimenters divided the children into 3 sets (pre-assigned randomly,
containing equal numbers of boys and girls) in an apparently arbitrary
manner. Tt was explained that the next part of the study could only

be done if the children were sitting at tables and that this required
that classrooms be used. Fach child was sent to one of three empty
classrooms. At this stage the three absent experimenters each returned
to a different toom and handed the 'scored' preference sheets to the
other experimenter in that room.  All subjects were spaced apart at
desks and were each given a pencil and an envelope containing the
dependent measures booklets. Fach of the three sets of children was

in fact in a different condition, and it was at this point that procedures
varied.

A demonstration poster was put up to show subjects how to use the
matrices. The introductions in the three conditions varied. in the
 Enhanced condition subjects were told:

"Now this part of the study is all about GROUPS. In

particular it is about people in the two different

groups that preferred the Kabelac or the Riley music.

As you know, GROUPS are very important in all sorts

of ways., There are pop groups, groups of friends,

groups of children; all kinds of groups can be found

in everyday life. But, as I said before, we are

interested in people in the Kabelac group and the

Riley group. This part of the study will ask you

to do things which are about being in your group oT

the other group.’'

In the Standard condition subjects were told:
"Now this part of the study is all about MAKING DECISIONS.

In particular it is about decisions using numbers and

groups and things like that. As you know, DECISIONS

are very important in school work and in everyday life.
A lot of the time we have to decide things about what
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*to do, where to go, what we like,and so on. 5o
this part of the study will ask you to make decisions
about giving points out and using numbers.’'

In the Distracted condition subjects were told:

"Now this part of the study is all about NUMBERS. In
particular it is about how we remember and think about
numbers. As you know, NUMBERS are very important in
school work and they play a useful part in everyday
life. But a lot of the time we have to remember lots
of different numbers - telephone numbers, addresses,
dates, and so on. So this part of the study will ask
you to try to remember all sorts of different things
which are shown as numbers.'

In all conditions the instructions then continued:

'These will be things which you have to write in the
booklets on these lines [points to blank lines on
demonstration poster]. And,now I will explain to you

" how to answer these booklets. First of all you have
tg distribute points, Suppose that you were asked to
give points to me and Mr. Smith. This is just an
example ... in the booklets it will be something different.
Suppose Mr. Smith is 'A' and I am 'Bf. Well, to do this
you can choose any one of these 7 boxes on each page.
As you can see, the numbers in each box are slightly
different. Now the numbers along the top are points
for A (that's Mr. Smith) and the numbers along the
bottom are. for B (that's me). So suppose you choose
this box [points to end], then A would get 12 points
and B would get 15. But you might choose this one
[third one from other end], in which case A would get
8 points and B would get 7. Or you might choose
this one [centre] where each gets 9 points. And
it's completely up to you which box you choose on each
page. You just study the page carefully and choose
ggg_box‘and one box only and put a eircle around it like
this [demonstrates],” When you have done that you
should then fill in the lines left blank at the bottom
of the page. There are instructions about how to do
that on each page.'

At this point the direction of attention was reinforced. In the

Fnhanced condition subjects were told:

'And, .as .I .said before, this study is all about groups. This
is not’ any sort of a test or anything like that.  What you
Rave to do is to write on the lines the things about groups
on_each page. So on this page, for example, you would first

“of all put a circle around certain points, then in this space
[indicates] you would write the name of the group of the
person on the top line and in this space [indicates] you
would write whether they are in your group (write "own") or
in the other group (write "other™).  You should do this on
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teach page of the booklet.  When you have done that I
will be asking you some questions about what you wrote
down later en. So, just to remind you, this is all
about BEING IN GROUPS.'

In the Standard condition subjects were told:

taAnd, as I said before, this study is all about decisions.
This is not any sort of a test or anything like that.
What you have to do is to write on the lines the numbers
which you decided to use on each page. S0 on this page,
for example, you would first of all put a circle around
certain points and then in this space at the end of each
line [indicates] you would write down how many points
you gave to the person from that group. You should do
this on each page of the booklet.  When you have
Finished that I will be asking you some questions about
what you decided later on. So, just to remind you,

this is all about MAKING DECISIONS.'

In the Distracted condition subjects were told:

'And, as I said before, this study is all about numbers.
This is not any sort of test or anything like that.
What you have to do is to write on the lines the
numbers which you have used on each page. S0 on

this page, for example, you would first of all put

s circle around certain points, then in this space
[indicates] you would write the number of the person

on the top line and in this space [indicates] you would
write how many points you gave out.  You should do
this on each page of the booklet. When you have done
that I wlll be asking you some guestions about what you
wrote down later. So, just to remind you, this is all
about REMEMBERING POINTS AND NUMBERS.'

All subjects were then reminded that the study 'isn't a test of
any sort; no one will see what you write except me'. Finally the
experimenter read through the instructions on the covers of subjects'
matrix booklets in each condition.  When subjecte had completed the
matrices they were asked to take out the second dependent measure
hooklet and answer the questions therein (see Appendix (3).  This
hooklet was identical in all three conditions. At the end of the
experiment all subjects were debriefed by way of a general discussion

session.,
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RESULTS

Initial analyses were by 2-way {Sex x Condition) ANOVA using
the regression approach on SPSS so as to allew for missing data and
unequal cell sizes.  Subsequent analyses using the self-attention
scale data were cénduoted té inspect the experimental responses in
terms of possible individual differences in focus of attention.

A full table of means for main effects is presented in Appendix C4.

Matrix pulls

The following pulls were calculated: Maximum Difference versus
Maximum Joint Profit + Maximum Ingroup Profit (MD versus MIP + MIP);
Maximum Joint Profit ngﬁgﬁ Maximum Difference + Maximum Ingroup Profit -
(MIP Xéiﬁﬁﬁ MD + MIP); and Fairness XE?EEE Maximum Ingroup Profit +
Maximum Difference (F ngggg MIP + MD); and the reverse pull for each.
For details of computétion see Jurner (1978a). for all types of
matrices the scores have a possible range of +6 to -6. In the case
of the MD (versus MJP + MIP) pull, +6 would be maximum difference in
favour of the ingroup; -6 would be maximum difference in favour of the
outgroup, an& 0 would be fairness. Subjects completed three pairs
(1/0, 6/1) of each type of matrix, and the three pulls were averaged
for analysis by ANOVAs.

As can be seen in Table 6.3, the MIP + MD (versus F) pulls were
significantly higher in the Enhanced condition than in the Standard or
Distracted conditions. A similar but weaker effect occurred on the
MD + MIP (gggggg MJIP) pulls, with only the Enhanced condition pulls
being significantly different from zero for both of these pull typesjg
While the MD (versus MJP + MIP) and F (versus MIP + MD) pulls did not
differ between conditions, they differed from zero within all three

conditions. For the MD pulls, the order of means was similar to those
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for the MD + MIP (versus both F and MJP) described above (see Table 6.3).
Table 6.3

Mean scores for each type of pull (df = 2,57)

Condition fnhanced  Standard Distracted | MSe F
W il 20 iE | -
MD + MIP (versus MIP) | 2.08%  0.90" 0.61° |a.39 2.80"
MIP + MD (versus F) 2.25% D.65” 0.16° | 3.23 7.55%xx
MD (versus MIP + MIP) | 1.59% 1.22% 1.19% | 3.83 0.26
F (versus MIP + MD) 2.21% 2.45% 1.86% |3.51 0.49
MIP (versus MD + MIP) | -0.25 -0.73 _0.67 |3.51 0.40
MIP + MIP (versus MD) | 0.24 0.32 -0.28  |3.14 0.65

Significant differences in each row are denoted by means with different
letters (Newman-Keuls, p < .05). Means which are asterisked (¥) are
sighificantly different from zero (p < .05).

ANOVA effects: t+ p < .10
¥*% p < .001

Intra-subject variances across matrix pulls

The variance of each subject's responées across the three pulls
of each type was computed and used to test the prediction that these of
Fnhanced condition subjects would be smaller than those of Standard
condition and Distracted condition subjects, respectively. The clearest
support for this prediction came from the MD + MIP (versus MJP) pulls.
Here hoth the Enhanced condition and Standard condition variation were
less than that in the Distractioﬁ conditien. A similar pattern emerqed
on the MD (versus MIP + MIP) pulls (see Table 6.4). In neither case,

however, did the Distracted and Standard conditions differ significantly.
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Table 6.4

Intra-subject variances on pull scores (df = 2,57)

Condition Enhanced  Standard Distracted | Mbe | F

T 21 28 19 ~
MD + MIP (versus MIP)| 4.28° 4.95° 9.14°  139.14 3.40%
MIP + MD (versus F) 6.84 7.87 7.43 57.52 0.10
MD (versus MJP + MIP) | 6.33% 5.87° 11.13%  |s6.94 2.797
F (versus MIP + MD) 6.37 6.02 5.77 44,77 0.04
MIP (versus MD + MIP)| 5.25 4,32 6.56 31.63 0.78
MJP + MIP (versus MD) | 5.90 5.43 5.70 44,61 0.02

Significant differences in each row are denoted by means with different
subscripts (Newman-Keuls, p < .05).

ANOVA EFFECTS: + p < .10
¥ p o< .05

There were no significant main effects of S2x or any sex x condition

interactions on these measures.

Self-cohsdiousness

The twelve pre-test self-attention items were subjected to a factor
analysis (see Chapter 4). It was found that the scores derived by
summing the items loading significantly on the first two factors were
not significantly correlated (n = 57, r = A4, p < D)% The items and
significant factor loadings comprising factors'1 and 2 are shown in
Table 6.5 below. These seem to correspond quite well to the much used
Private and Public self-consciousness factors of the Self-Consciousness
Scale (Fenigstein, Scheier and Buss, 1975). The internal reliabilities
of these factors were = .58 and = .53 for factors 1 and 2, respectively.

Factor 1 ('Private') seems to involve an awareness of one's thoughts

and feelings, including a clear expressive component ('I always say what
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I think'). Factor 2 ('Public') seems to involve efforts to make

oneself socially attractive to others by conforming or fitting in with

their views. Note that these two factors are both conceptually and

statistically independent.  They match the factors obtained by Fenigstein

éﬁ_ﬁl' {(1975) in so far as they represent a concern with the covert

(private) and overt (public) domains of self as objects of evaluation.
Table 6.5

Self-econsciousness factors

Factor number -
Items 1 (Private) 2 (Public)
I always say what I think .82
I notice my inner feelings a lot .41 (-.29}
It is always best to mix with the crowd -, 36%
I am always sure about what I think .70
I can always tell when my mood is changing .59
I like to be the same as my friends .78
1t is better to agree with people than to
argue about what you think .81
I compare myself with other people a lot .31

Items loading on each factor were summed to give subjects a score for
each factor (with the exception of the bracketed item on Factor 2).

* Seares on this item were reversed.

Fifty-seven subjects had participated in both the self-conscicusness
pre-testing and the main experiment, Initially it was decided to covary
out the self-focus factor by using summed scores of items on the private
" and public factors as covariates in a Z-way (Condition x Sex) ANOVA.
Significant contributions to the variance due to covariates were found
on several items. The private factor affected liking for outgroup members

(F = .67, df =.1,49, p < .05), pride in being a member of the ingroup
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IH

(F = 8,11, df = 1,49, p < .01), and friendliness to outgroup (F = 4.32,

df = 1,49, p < .05). The public factor affected friendliness (F = 4.13,

£)

df = 1.49; p < .05) and also the MIP + MIP (X§£§EE MD) pulls (F = 7,59,
df = 1,49, p < .01), In order to investigate the effects of Private
and Public self-consciousness further, a median split was executed on
both sets of scores providing high (< 15) and low (> 14) Private and
high {< 11) and low (> 1@) Public self-conscious subjects. These were
then entered as independent variables in the ANOVAs. This analysis

revealed several significant effects involving both dimensions.

Fffects of self-consciousness

There were four significant main effects of the Private self-
consciousness factor (see Table 6.6). Highs expressed more liking for
and friendliness towards the outgroup than did lows. Highs also felt
a greater sense of bélongingness and pride in the ihgfoﬁg than did lows.
This last effect was qualified by a significant interaction with condition
(FZ,Sa = 3.62, p < .05; see Figure 3) where the difference between
Highs and Lows was maximised in the Enhanced condition. A similar but
noh~signifiéant pattern occurred on ingroup belongingness (p < .10;
see Appendix C5). Private selfnconsciousness seemed to relate

gpecifically to affective measures.
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Table 6.6

Main effects of self-consciocusness {df = 1,54)

Factor Private Public MSe F

Level High Low High  Low

1ON % » B
Liking for outgroup 2.50  3.55 2.43 4,17%
Friendliness to outgroup | 2.43  3.24 ‘ 1.31 10.32%%
Belongingness to ingroup | 3.57  4.83 3.75 4.79%
Pride in ingroup - 3.36  5.21 2.84 13.62%%
Task was about numbers 2,50 3.79 4,47 6.73%
ALl items are scored from 1 (very much) to 7 (very little)}.
ANOVA effects: * p < .05

*¥* p < 01
Table 6.7
Intéraétibns betweén privaté and pUblic'self~cons¢iousness
(df = 1,54) '
Public Self-consciousness High Low MSe F
Private Self-consciousness High  Low High  Low
® 1% 1a T1a s

Aiming for MIP 2.29°% 3.36 &.21b 3.20 4,90 4,37%
Aiming for MD 2.71% 4.29  4.71° 3.33 | 410 5.62%
Perceived intergreup )
similarity 4,29 3.21 3.57  3.87 2.03 4, 40%

A1l items were scored very 1 (very much) to 7 (very little).
ANOVA effects * p < .05.

Significant differences in each row are dencted by means with
different subscripts (Newman-Keuls, p < .05).
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F = 3.62, df = 2,54, p = .038

very
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&
not
at all 7
proud High Private self-focus Low
X Enhanced condition
i — - A standard condition
1 @ Distracted condition

Figure 3: Mean degree of pride expressed due to group membership
broken down by Condition and Private self-focus
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There was also a significant main effect of the public self-
consciousness factor. Highs felt that the study was about numbers
more than lows did. Interestingly, there was also a Public x
Condition interaction on an item tapping how much subjects enjoyed
learning numbers.  While low Publics did not differ between conditions,
highs were positive in the Distracted condition, neutral in the Standard
condition, and negative in the Enhanced condition (FZ,Sa = 4.63,
p < .05; see Figure 4). This result seems to indicate that subjects
who were more attentive to their public self were reflecting the

instructional set (St. Claire and Turner, 1982).
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F = 4,63, df = 2,54, p = .07

very
much 1

2
enjoy
learning
points 3
and = @
numbers ~

S
~ ~
4
A- ST~
"MM - . -~
— >
-.-‘-"“--\Q,..

> ~

6
not
at all 7 .

High Public self-focus Low

X : . X Enhanced condition

A.. e — A& Standard conditions

[ Y — @ Distracted condition

Figuré'dﬁ“'Mean pasitivity about learning numbers, broken down
by condition and public self-focus o ’
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There were also three significant interactions between Private and Public
self-consciousness (see Table 6.7).  Among high‘Privates, high Publics
said they had used strategies of maximising ingroup profit and relative
profit more than did low Publics. Among low Privates there was no
diFFereﬁce betwsen high and low Publics. On a rating of perceived
intergroup similarity the effects resided more within High publics.

For them, the high Frivates saw least similarity and the low Privates

saw the most. To draw out an important trend from these interactions,
the greatest expression of intergroup differentiation occurred amongst
subjects who were high scorers in both the private and public factors.

These effects were independent of experimental condition.

DISCUSSION

The proposition that attention would be an important factor in
intergroup discrimination has been supported in two ways. The specific
hypothesis that the effect of sccial categorisation on intergroup
behaviour depends on the extent to which it is being attended to was
partly supported by the results from the matrix pulls: both  on the
means of thé MIP + MD (versus F) pulls, and on the intrasubject variances
of the MD % MIp (gggégg MJP) pulls. Second, the prediction that
variations in habitual self- consciousness would also influence behaviour
was supported, although not in as clear or systematic a form as might
have been wished. |

While the main results and trends of means support the hypotheses,
the actual effects tended to be rather weak. In fact, the pulls in
the Enhanced condition are most typical of the pattern found in minimal
group experiments, and thus would have been expected to occur in the
Standard condition, albeit in a relatively weaker form. There are a

number of possible explanations for the lack of MIP + MD (versus F) and
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MD + MIP (versus MJP) strategies in the Standard condition.

One possible reason for the atﬁenuétéd biases in the Standard
condition is that the task was just too complicated for the children.
Only when they were attending quite carefully {i.e. in the Enhanced
condition) could they discriminate effectively. However, answers
to the queséioﬂ 'How well did you understand how to answer the questions
in the [matrices]) booklet?' did not differ between conditions; all
answers were towards the 'very well' end of the scale.  This fact,
earlier research (Brown and Deschamps, 1981; Vaughan et al., 1981), and
the considerations described in Chapter 5 make it unlikely that the age
of subjects in the present experiment had a serious impact on the
results.

A more convincing explanation may reside in the method of scoring
the matrix pulls, Maximum Ingroup Profit appeared to be a rather wealk
strategy over all (see the MJIP + MIP versus MD pulls in Table 6.3) and
differences between subjects in the choice bF where to accrue ingroup
profit (over the three pairs of each matrix type) may well have washed
away effects which were, nevertheless, oceurring within individuals.
Jaspars, Warnaen, Hewstone and Fincham (1982) presented evidence suggesting
that intergroup discrimination is not consistent across matrices.
Subjects tend to be mostly fair but to discriminate concertedly on
individual matrix pairs. Since the present study used three pairs of
each matrix type it may simply be that individual variations in the
choice of where to discriminate washed away overall effects which were
nevertheless occurring within individuals. Such an interpretation is
.supported by the finding that intra-individual variation across the
MD + MIP (Xéiﬁgé MJP) pulls was greater in the Distracged condition
than in the Enhanced condition. Concordantly, the strength of

MD + MIP (Qérsué MIP) and of the MIP + MD (versus F) pulls was greater



- 239 -

in the Enhanced condition than in the Standard condition and Distract?d
conditionS.

The explanations advanced so far have dwelled on possible sources
of error in the experiment. A bolder interpretation of the results is
possible. The pattern of means of the matrix pulls is almost identical
in the pilet study and the main experiment. In both studies it was in
the Enhanced condition that MIP + MD (versus F), the MD + MIP {versus MIP)
and the MD (versus MJIP + MIP) pulls were most reliably different from zero.
In both studies the variances on thaose pulls tended to be lowest in
the Enhanced condition and highest in the Distracted condition.  When
the two studies are taken together, it appears that the effect of the
fnhanced condition is to increase the amount of differentiation and
ingroup profit that subjects attempt to gain, but only when that profit
lets the ingroup ﬁiﬁ.over the outgroup; means of the MIP + MIP (versus
MD) pulls did not differ between conditions. This vieonf the data
raises another general perspective from which to explain the results -

the métivation for self-esteem.

Motivation

One way of interpreting these results hinges upon the fact that
subjécts expected to be asked asbout their points-allocation’'in a
fictitious third section of the study. It may be that the pessibility
of gaining self-esteem through performance on a memory task, or reporting
one's decisions (i.e. in the Distracted and the Stan&ard conditions)
pbscured the possibilities of raising self-esteem through intergroup
behavieur. Following this reasoning, subjects were using different
methods of improving their self-image in each of the three conditions.
Such an interpretation is plausible, but is probably wrong. While

subjects were completing the matrix booklet there was no immediately
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available method of gaining positive self-esteem other than through
social comparison (QOakes and Turner, 1980). Furthermore, the
possibility of making favourable comparisons anonymously was equally
available to all subjects., Finally, instructions in the Distracted

and Standard conditions did not logically preclude systematic intergroup
behaviour. Indeed, such behaviour could have been a sensible way to
facilitate remembering of numbers, or making decisions.

Self-attention theorists (e.g. Wicklund, 1975) and social identity
theorists (e.g. Oskes and‘Turner, 1980; Turner, 1982) agree that
individuals are motivated to maintain or gain positive self-esteem.

The results of the present experiment seem to indicate that two processes
are at work when people are categorised. A general effect appeared to
cut across conditions (on the MD and F pulls), in line with the ideas

put forward by Doise {1978). The impact of the Enhanced condition seems
to have beeh not merely to systematise inter-category behaviour, but to
do so in such a way that absclute ingroup gain (and by implication self-
gain) was maximised. Thus, increased attention to one's social
categorisation seems to correspond in some ways to the effects of
identification with a group (Brewer, 1979; Horwitz and Rabbie, 1982;
Turner, 1982) by increasing intregroup commitment.  This peint will

be taken up again in later chapters.

Sel f-cohsciousness

Only when fhe 'task' was completed did self-consciousness begin to
exert a noticeable influence. While higher private self-attention
generally amplified the positivity of affective ratings toward; both
the ingroup and the outgroup (ef. Scheier and Carver, 1977), the effect
was particularly marked for pride in the ingroup. For those who had

been in the Enhanced condition the effect was strongest of all. This
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result is consistent with earlier findings that increased private
self-attention encouraged and sustained the effect of prior
commitment (Scheier and Carver, 1980).

Higher publicly self-conscious subjects were more keen to express
enthusiasm for the task of learning numbers than were lows, but only
in the relevant (Distracted) condition. This is fairly consistent
with the observation that public self-attention reflects a concern
for positive social evaluation (Fenigstein, 1979).  Subjects who were
high scorers on both the private and the public factors appeared to
wish to express publicly, or give evidence of, their ingroup affiliation
through their (inaccurate) reports of their behaviour on the matrix
hooklets,

It is curious that the 881F;COHSC10USHESS variables did not
influence subjects' use of the matrices. One possible reason for
this is that the task did not allow subjects to express their personal
views., It could also be that subjects were unsure of which the most
'desirable’ strategies were (St. Claire and Turner, 1982), and in which
groups their friends were. In general, while the self-consciousness
results are.intriguing, they should be viewed with some caution. The
adult Seif—Consciousness Scale (Fenigstein et al., 1975) was only designed
for use with students and it is worth restating that the self-conseiousness
analyses in the present study are mainly exploratory. Perhaps their
principal use is in corroborating the basic point to emerge from the
main effects of Condition: that focus of attention is a potentially

important variable in the determination of intergroup behaviour.

Attention, salience and social categorisation

Earlier on (p. 218), it was suggested that salience and attention

might refer to general and specific aspects of eonsciousness,respectively.
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An equally useful characterisation might be in terms of properties of
the object and properties of the person {Duval, 1976}. An object may
be highly salient or unusual but the person may not attend to it.
Therefore, predictions about the effects of salience may be made on a
statistieal or rational basis, whereas predictions about where attention
is focused may be made on a psychological basis. 'Salience' in this
sense describbg- the important or distinctive features of the situation,
whereas 'attention' implies some kind of active role for the person.

As applied to social categorisatioﬁ, the problem is exemplified
by Turner's (1982) analogy of an orchestra for the self-concept. If
the self-concept is equivalent to an orchestra's musical technology and
instrumentation, a salient self-image might be the particular sound it
is making. Turner regards intergroup behavicur as being contingent upon
the salience of the relevant social identifications. This is fine,
until we note that a person may.choose to ignore the musically salient
sound of the violins and be keenly observing the activity of the
percussionist. More simply, people ﬁay direct their attention. Because
of this there is often likely to be a disparity between what is apparently
- salient and How people behave in the light of that salient object.

The results of the experiment reported here lend credence to these
reservations about Turher's views, Subjects were hearing the sound of
the orchestra: they responded to social categorisation by using MD and
F in all three conditions. In other WOrds; the social categorisation
was ééiienﬁ in all conditions. However, it was really only in the
Enhanced condition that the effects which are theoretically associated

with social identification became prominent. Therefore, it does

seem reasonsble to conclude that focus of attention is both conceptually

and empirically distinguishable from salience.
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CONCLUSTONS AND FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS

The results of the pilot study and the main experiment converge, so
providing a degree of support for the general hypothesis that intergroup
discrimination in a minimal group context reqguires that attention be
paid to the intergroup distinction.  The salience of social
categorisation per se is not an entirely sufficient condition for
intergroup discrimination.

If the pilet and experimental matrix pulls provide a coherent
picture the effects of dispositional self-consciousness seem to
represent a rather different landscape. These effects were restricted
to affective and evaluative items and did not influence the relatively
behavioural matrix pulls. Perhaps the use of measures of dispositional
self-conscicusness would have revealed important effects in the experiments
reported in the previous chapter, in any case, the data from the
present chapter indicate. that this method is a useful and meaningful
way of investigating the effects of self-attention in an intergroup
context, What is required is some- corroborating evidence in order to
demonstrate the usefulness of individual differences in self-consciousress
when more reélistic groups are concerned.  Such evidence is available
from a study which chronologically preceded those reported'in this
chapter. That study will be reported separately because it provides
a helpful bridge between the method and results of these minimal group

experiments and later studies which involved real groups.
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NGTES

This was because the children were younger than had been used
in most earlier minimal group experiments. Discussions with
colleagues and with children of the subjects' age suggested that
the full matrices included numbers which were too complex for
comprehensibility.

When describing pull scores, the strategy on the left hand side

of the equation is the pull referred to (e.g. 'MD versus MIP + MJP!
refers to the pull of MD on MIP and M3P).  The higher the (positive)
score, the stronger is the pull. 'MD' refers to Maximising the
Difference;  'MIP' is Meximising Joint Profit; 'MIP' is Maximising
Ingroup Profit; and 'F' is Fairness (see Turner, 1978a, for
details).

An examination of the means of the 9 individual pulls involving
MD revealed that 8 were in the predicted direction (Enhanced
condition > Standard condition > Distracted condition).

The remaining factors were significantly correlated with one another,
and therefore were not inspected further.

There may also be some doubt over whether the first and second
responses to a specific matrix (with In/Out places reversed)

should be used together in calculating a 'pull'’ score (Brown,
Tajfel and Turmer, 1981}, If a subject balances a response on

a 6/3 Maximum Difference matrix with one on a 2/5 Maximum Difference
matrix (rather than on the 3/6 one) this psychologically valid pull
would be missed in the analysis. Owing to the randomly eordered
presentation of the matrices such occurrences are fairly likely.
Since it is normally assumed that subjects are consistent across
variants of each type of matrix this explanation depends on a

large intra-subject variance. Perhaps using 9 or 11-step matrices
would have been more sensitive and the responses less 'noisy’.
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CHAPTER 7

SELF-CONSCIQUSNESS, INTERGROUP SIMILARITY AND
INTERGROUP BEHAVIOUR

This chapter reports some Furthef evidence about the influence of
dispositional differences in selfuatténtion on intergroup behaviour.
This evidence is derived from an experiment which was designed in
collaboration with Dr. Rupert Brewn, and which was principally concerned
with intergroup similarity and goal orientations (Brown and Abrams, 1982).
However, it bears some resemblance to the minimal group setting used
in the previous chapter. Once again all subjects were assured of the
confidentiafity of what they did and they did not know any individual
outgroup members.  What is differenf about the present experiment is
that subjects were familiar with the ingroup - their school. The
situation was made all the more real by the fact that subjects had to
take a test, the outcome of which determined the amount of prize money
given to their school. Furthermore, although the outgroup was anonymous,
subjects were given information about its attitudes and academic status.
Not only were the groups more real but it must also be assumed
that the saiience of the intergroup distinction was equivalent in every
condition in the present experiment. This fact is useful since it
allows us to examine differences due to attentional focus which are
unconfounded with differences due to salience., Although in the
minimal group studies the effects of the Enhanced condition could have
been due to the increasad salience of the social categorisation, it
was argued that the effects were actually due to attentional differences.
‘However, dispositional focus of attention did not influence intergroup
reward allocations, its effects were limited to rating scales which
were used after the 'task' had been completed. in the present

experiment there was no explicit directing of attention, and therefore
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any effects of dispositional differences in focus of attention should

influence the whole range of measures.  Two general hypotheses can

be proposed: (i) heightened private self-attention may be associated

with stronger aFFective reactions (cf. Scheier and Carver, 1977);

(1i) heightened public self-attention may be associated with positive

self-presentation and socially attractive behaviour. The position of
the ingroup relative to the outgroup is varied in this experiment and

it is likely that the effects of private and public self-attention

may also depend upon the nature of these intergroup relations.

These hypotheses are more or less directly derived from the results
obtained in the minimal group experiment in Chapter 6. An alternative
hypothesis (no effects of self-attention) could have been derived if
only the results from Chapter 5 had been considered. In those experiments
the experimental manipulation of self-attention had a generally non-
significant attenuating impact on ingroup bhiases. If dispositional
self-attention ig:influential in the present experiment this adds
support to the idea that situational and dispositional causes of self-
attention may not have similar effects where intergroup behaviour is
concerned. |

The experiment will be described briefly, and the main results will
be summarised. Following this, the main part of the chapter will
involve a detailed consideration of the effects of dispositional self-

attention alone, and interacting with conditions.

SIMILARITY EXPERIMENT

An experiment was designed (in collaberation with Rupert Brown)
to examine how competition and co-operation would combine with intergroup
similarity to affect intergroup behaviour. This experiment is described

in Brown and Abrams (1982) and will therefore only be summarised briefly
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here.

The experiment built on two others (Brown, 1984) which established
that the anticipation of, or psychological orientation oF,'eowoperatién
in intergroup contexts produced results which support similarity-
attraction theories. These predict that,the more similar are two
individuals in terms of attitudes (Byrne, 1971; Duck, 1977) and
status (Reagor and Clore, 1970), the more positive they will feel
towards one another. However, subjects with a competitive orientation
seemed to behave in a way supportive of social identity theory.

Greater status and attitude similarity seemed to engender more negativity
towards outgroups. Brown and Abrams (1982) suggested that because
competitiveness might involve a need for uniqueness and distinctiveness
it should lead to greater intergroup differentiation; such needs would
presumably be amplified if the outgroup appears to be similar on status
and attitude dimensions. In Brown's (1984) earlier experiments this
finding only occurred on subjects' subjective competitiveness. The
experimenfal manipulation of anticipated competition or co-operation

had no effects.

Brown and Abrams (1982) strengthened the manipulation of goal
orientation by using actual competition and co-gperation rather than
anticipated co-operation or competition. The full experimental design
therefore manipulated Task (Co-operative, Competitive), Attitude similarity
of outgroup (Similar, Different) and Status similarity of outgroup (Higher,
Fqual and Lower). .12 year old children from two secondary schools in

Kent participated.

METHOD

The 208 subjects were randomly allocated to Condition. . The Task

manipulation was carried out with separate sets of children, but the
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Status and Attitude manipulations were carried out simultaneously
within the same room, using written instructions. 184 subjects had
participated in a pre-test session during which a version of the Self-
Consciousness Scale was administered (see Chapter 4, and Appendix A 1).

The full design of this experiment is presented in Appendix D1.

Procedure

Subjects were told that the expefimenters were trying out a new
kind of 'General Abilities' test of English and Mathematics.  Furthermore,
they would be joinihg with a school from another part of the couhtry
in doing this test. Depending on Task condition subjects were led to
believe that their school could win some prize money either by
co-operating or competing with this other schoclz_ Subjects were told
that, priof to taking the test,they might like to know more about how
their own and the other school compared.  Information $h¢ets were handed
out which showed the other school to be of higher, equal or lower academic
status, and to hold similar or differing attitudes to Mathemétics and
English as school subjects. The 'test' was then administered (5
minutes were allowed). After this, subjects completed the dependent
measure booklets {see Appendix D1) which contained 14 questions about
their perceptions of the ekperiment, Feelihgs of pride and belongingness
to the ingroup, liking, friendliness, co-operativeness and competitiveness
toward the outgroup; and how well they thought the ingroup and outgroup
had performed on the test. These items were responded to on a 10 cm.
line which was later scored as a 10-point scale (0-9) where a higher
number denotes greater agreement or approval. Finally, an inverse
ingroup/outgroup reward matrix was-provided in which £60 for own scﬁool
and £0 for the other was at one extreme, and the reverse was at the

opposite end.
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RESULTS

Summary of main results

A fuller account of the main results is presented in Appendices

D2 and D3. It appeared that attitudinal similarity was an attractive
properﬁy, even in an outgroup, and even when intergroup relations were
competitive, However, this effect may depend on the ability of group
members to find alternative dimensions on which to differentiate between
groups.  When both outgroup status and outgroup attitudes were similar
to those of the ingroup, ingroup bias was elevated relative to when only .
one of these was similar. ‘While these results are interesting in their
own right, it is the impact of dispositional self-consciousness on the

dependent measures which is of importance for more detailed consideration.

Self-tonsciousness

The pre-test self~conscibusness scale was described in detail in
Chapter 4. Two of the factors derived from it seemed to correspond
well to private and public self-focus.  There are several parallels
between the types of dependent measures used in the Brown and Abrams
(1982) study and those used in the minimal group studies reported in
the previocus chapter. ‘Dnce again, there are measures of ingroup and
outgroup affiliations, of intergroup rewards and of perceptions of the
situation. The question which arises is the extent to which the effects
of dispositional self-consciousness are also consistent with those found
before. The items comprising the two factors are reproduced below:

Private factor: always trying to understand myself

I'm
I'm generally aware of my inner feelings
I'm alert to changes in my mood.

Public factor: I'm concerned about the way I appear to others
I'm self-conscious about the way I look

1'm concerned what other people think of me.

Subjects were divided into high and low scorers on each factor by
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a simple median split, thereby creating four cells, each containing
48 or 49 subjects (see Table 7.6 below). Fach self-consciousness
factor  was entered separately into ANOVAs with Task, Status and

Attitude factors.

Private self-consciousness

There were two significant main effects of Private self-consciousness.

Highs attempted fewer test items than did lows and regarded the test

as a better indicator of ability than did lows. The fact that highs

and lows did not attain different test scores suggests that highs were
concentrating more carefully during the test. There were also two

nearly significant effects: one on evaluative bias and the other on
ingroup pride (both ps < .06). Quite simply, highs were prouder of
belonging to their school, and expressed more bias in its favour than

did lows {(see Table 7.1).
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TABLE 7.1

Main effects of Private self-consciousness (1,158 df)

High Private L ow Privaﬁe MSe F
n = 84 n =9
Test items attempted 23.06 25.31 32.50 6.15%
Approving the test 5.7 4.96 5.39 4.83%
Evaluative bias 1.26 0.70 5.21 3.58%
Ingroup pride 6.88 6.32 4,70 3.64+%
Table 7.2

Task x Pirivate self-consciousness interactions (1,157 df)

Task ~ Competition Co-operation |MSe F
Private self- High Low  High Low
CONsSclousness n=4/ n=47 n=35 n=52

Competitiveness toward
outgroup 6.49 5.59 5.28 5.77 16.04 6.31%

Perception of task as b
competitive 6.91

C 4.15% 1.26%  2.94°|5.82 9,20%*

Means with different subscripts in a row differ (Newman-Keuls, p < .05).

Table 7.3

Task x Status x private self-conscicusness interaction
on liking for cutgroup

Task Competition Co¥dperation
Private .self-

consciousness | High (n)  Low (n) High (n)  Low (n)
High status 4.67 (18} 4.75 (12) 5.33 (12)  5.22 (18)
Equal status 5.92 {12) 4.25 (20) 5.44 (9) 5.19 {12)
Low status 3.83 (17) 5.60 {15) 5.67 (15) 5.00 (13)
';'p < 010

*p < .05

** p < .01
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There were four significant interactions between Private self-
consciousness and other independent variables. All of these involved
Task. The two Task x Private interactions involved goal orientation.
Highs felt more competitive than lows in the Competition condition but
less competitive than jows in the Co-operation conditien. - Highs also
perceived the groups as working against each other more than did lows
in the Competition condition but less than lows in the Co-operation
condition (see Table 7.2).

There was a significant Task x Attitudes x Private interaction on
the intergroup reward matrix <F1,151 = 7.24, p < .01}, In the
Co-operation condition all subjects showed low levels of bias.  However,
in the Competition condition high and low private self-consciousness
had different effects, depending on attitude similérity. As shown in
Figure 5 (sée also Appendix D4 for tables), high P.rivates were much
more biased against similar outgroups thaﬁ were lows. This finding

was slightly reversed against different outgroups.



- 253 -

Rewards &0/20

Low private, competition

High private, competition
High private, co-operation

Low private, co-operation

30/30

Similar Attitudes Different

Figure 5: Task.x Attitude x Private self-consciousness interaction
on intergroup -reward allocations
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Finally, there was a significant Task x Status x Private
interaction on the measure of outgroup liking (F2,158 = 3.18,
MSe = 4.56, p < .05), as can be seen in Table 7.3 above. Again,
the largest differences occurred within the Competition condition.
This time, however, similarity had different effects.  High Privates
thought they would like a similar status group more than higher or

N
lower status groups. The reverse was true among low Privates .

Public self-consciousness

There were no main effects of public self-consciousness. On
both test attainment and number of items attempted there were
significant Publie x Status interactions. High Publics did better
than did lows against the high status group, were no different from
lows against the equal status group, and were worse than lows against
the low status group. This was principally because lows were
unresponsive to outgroup status, whereas highs were acutely aware of
it. This view is corroborated by a significant Status k Publie
interaction on ratings of outgroup status (see Table 7.4)., On all
three of these interactions the lowest scores are to be found in the
high Public/low Status outgroup condition, while the highest are to be
found in the high Public/high Status outgroup condition.  Newman-Keuls'
comparisons reveal that these two conditions are significantly different

{(p < .05) in each case.
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Table 7.4
Status x Public self-consciocusness interactions (2,158 df)
Public self~ HIGH LOW
consciousness n=37 n=29 n=28 n=23 n=352 n=33 :
Qutgroup status High Equal Low High Equal Low MSe F
Number of
attempted b b a b
test items 25,73 25,17 20.96% 124,35 24,72 24,36 | 33.32 3,17%
Score attained 19.70°  18.45  14.82% [17.13  18.22  18.30 | 49.15 3.16% |
Perceived status ' :
of outgroup 6.69°° 5.1 4.30% | 5,05 5.93°C 4,527 | 3.71 4.99%4
Table 7.5
Tésk Q'Puﬁiic self-consciousness interaction on how
well subjects would work with the sutgroup
Self-consciousness High Low
Task Public (n) Public  (n)
Competition 5.13 (47)  4.66%  (47)
Co-operation 5.67 (46)  6.22°  (a1)
Table 7.6
'PfiQéfereiF»éonéciouéneéS'X‘Fublic self-consciousness
interactions (1,143 df)
Public self-
consciousness HIGH LOW
Private self- High Low High Low MSe F
consciousness n=49 n=38 n=48 n=43 o
Evaluation of
ingroup
performance 6.67 6.47 5.96 6.65 2.39 5.65%
Feelings of
competitiveness 4 h
to outgroup 5.84 5.29 5.58 6.78_ 6.02 4,57

Means with different subscripts for any one dependent variable differ
significantly (Newman-Keuls, p < .05)}.

* p < .05
¥* o< 01
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Finally, there was a significant Task x Public interaction on
sub jects' éstimations of how well they might work with the outgroup
(F1,157 = 3.91,-MSe = 6,01, p < .05). Low Publics were more positive
than highs in the Co-operation condition but more negative than highs

in the Competition condition (see Table 7.5).

Private x Public interactions

2 (High, Low Private) x 2 (High, Low Public) ANOVAs were performed
on the dependent measures. In addition to the main effects of Private,
described above, there were two significant Private x Public interactions.
Evaluations of ingroup performance by subjects who were high or low on
éégﬁ;dimensions were more positive than were those of subjects who were
high on one and low on the other. A similér effect was found on
subjects' ratings of how competitive they felt towards the outgroup,

as can be seen in Table 7.6, above.

Because of problems with cell sizes it was impoussible to perform
Public x Private X Task x Status x Attitudes ANOVAs on the data.
However, it was still important to examine the interactive effects of
hoth self-consciousness factors with the other independent variables.
For this reason only those subjects who were high on one dimension and
low on the other were used in subéequent analyses, and then this variable
{Self-consciousness: High Private, High Public) was added to Task x
Status x Attitudes ANCVAs. While there were no main effects of
Self-consciousness,there were several intereéting interactions.

There were two Status x Self-consciousess interactions (see Figure 6
and Table 7.7). Subjects who were high only in Private expressed

greatest evaluative bias against a similar status outgroup; indeed,
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they only showed bias against that outgroup.  Subjeets who were high

only in Public showed most evaluative bias against higher or lower

status outgroups; again, only showing bias against these. A very

similar pattern was found on ratings of how well subjects thought they

could work with the outgroup; High Privates were least favourable and

High Publics were most favourable to the similar status outgroup.
Table 7.7

Self-consciousness (High on only one dimension or the
other) x Status interactions (2,64 df) (see Figure 6)

‘Status of outgroup HIGH EQUAL LOW

Self- . Private Public Private Public Private PublicgiMSe F
conscigusness n=1/ n=10 n=20 nz12 n=11 n=16

Fvaluative bias a be ab b c

against outgroup -0.76 1.70 1.00 ~0.17%°1-0.20%°  2.60° 1.65 5.86%%
Positivity of

working with ‘ ‘

Qutgroup 5.47 5.30 4.65 6.25 6.55 4,94 B9 4,29%

Means with different subscripts differ significantly (Newman-Keuls, p < .05).

¥ p < 05
** p o< 01
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+3 9 ~ HIGH PUBLIC/LOW PRIVATE

. 42
EVALUATIVE
BIAS IN .
FAVOUR OF +1
INGROUP

HIGH PRIVATE/LOW PUBLIC

HIGH EQUAL LOW

STATUS OF
OUTGROUP

Figure 6: Self-consciousness x Status interaction on evaluative bias

6.25
6.00
COMPETITIVE-5.75
NESS
Wi >0 HIGH PUBLIC/LOW PRIVATE
GROUP 5.25
- o HIGH PRIVATE/LOW PUBLIC
5.00
SIMILAR DIFFERENT

OQUTGROUP ATTITUDES

Figure 7: Self-consciousness X Attitude interaction on competitiveness
towards outgroup
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There was one Self-consciousness x Attitudes interaction.  High
Privates felt more competitive towards similar attitude outgroups than
towards different attitude outgroups. The reverse was true for High

Publics (F = 4,50, MSe = 6.96, p < .05) (see Figure 7 and Appendix

1,64
D4).

Finally, there was a Self-consciousness x Attitudes x Task interaction
on the intergroup reward measure. Among the High Privates, subjects in
the Competition condition showed more ingroup bias than did those in
the Co-operation condition.  Attitudinal similarity was irrelevant.
However, High Publics were much more biased against similar attitude
outgroups if they were in the Competition condition than if they were
in the Co-operation condition.  When the outgroups held different
attitudes this pattern was slightlylreversed (F2,58 = 5,08, MSe = 0,60,

p < .05; see Table 7.8, below).
Table 7.8

Séif;édhséidﬁsnéés k Aﬁtitude x Task interaction an

reward allocations

Self.

ConBTiousness HICH PRIVATE HIGH PUBLIC

Tagk : Competi- Co-oppera- Competi- . Co-opera~
Attitudes tion {n) tion (n) tion (n) tion (n)
Similar 3,33 (9) 3,00  (13) 3.92  (12) 3.00 (4)
Pifferent 3.55 (11) 3,17 (12) 3.29 €7y 3.42 (12)
DISCUSSION

The main effects of private self-consciousness appear to support
the idea that it involved an increased awareness of social identity
in this experiment. Highs felt more proud and more biased towards their
school than did lows. They were particularly aware of the goal relations
between the groups and liked egual status outgroups as competitors more

than higher or lower status groups. However, while equal status was
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attractive to high privates, similar attitudes among competitors were
clearly unattractive.

The rather more self-presentational orientation of the high publics
is demonstrated by the fact that their test performance (the only
behaviour which would actually involve contact with the outgroup)} was
linearly related to the academic status of the outgroup. They almost
tailored their effort tomatch the performance they expected from the
outgroup. The fact that the effecis of high public self-consciousness
were restricted to these performance-related measures suggests that they

-are concerned with overt aspects of their behaviour rather than with
feelings of self-definition and identity. When both private and

public are examined together it appears that the former evokes hostile
reactions towards similar outgroups, whereas the latter evokes favourable

reactions.

Comparison with the minimal group data

One important point of agreement in the self-consciousness analyses
in the minimal group and present experiments is that higher private
self—conéci&ﬁsneés was associated with greater pride in group membership.
Also, just as this affective index of group identification was heightened
in the relevant (Enhanced) condition of the minimal group study, high
privates in the present study felt more competitive when the outgroup
was posing a greater threat (e.g. in competition conditions, or with
similar attitude outgroups). Another similarity between studies
resides in the Private x Public interactions. When subjécté were
simultaneously high or low on both dimensions they expressed more ingroup
loyalty than when they were high in one dimension but low in the other.

This result seems to be partially qualified by the interactions

obtained in the final analyses of the present study. Being high only
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on one dimension can lead to behaviour which is quite diFFerent from
being high only on the other. However, this difference does not
 generalise across conditions; it is a difference in reaction to
specific situations, Subjects high only in private self-consciocusness
reacted to status and attitude similarity negatively, as predicted by
social identity theory. In contrasf, subjects high in only public
self-consciousness reacted to similarity positively, as predicted by
similarity-attraction theories. These data make sense in terms of
Scheier and Carver's (1981) claim that private self-focus enhances
the awareness of self-definition (in this case, social identity),
whereas public self-focus increases one's sensitivity to social
attractiveness (e.g. Fenigstein, 1979).

Together with those from the minimal group experiments, these
results reinforce support for the idea that focus of attention can
have a demdnstrable impact on intergroup behaviour.  The experiments
in Chapter 5 seemed to show that the crude experimental induction of
sel f-awareness had no discernible influence on intergroup behaviour.
However, the use of dispositional differences in the direction of self-
focused éttention, in the experiments reported in Chapters 6 and 7,
have revealed some consistent effects. These are partly dependent on
the nature of the relations between groups. it seems, for example,
that highly private self-aware people are sensitive to threats to
intergroup distinctiveness.  This result matches those of McCormick
(1979) and of Froming and Carver (1981), who found that higher private
self-consciousness was associated with increased sensitivity to threats
to interpersonal distinctiveness. While the privately self-attentive
person shows reactance or rejection of similarity, the publicly self-
attentive person may actually desire similarity (cf. Fenigstein, 1979).

These findings match those of Froming and Carver (1981), who found that
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public self-consciousness led to more conformity as the difference
between subjects' and confederates' estimates of a number of pre-

recarded clicks increased.

Theoretical and research questions

The data from this experiment give rise to a number of further
issues. The first of these is how well a distipnction between self-
definition and self-presentation serves to explain intergroup behaviour.
Identification is a central process in Tajfel and Turner's (1979) and
Turner's (1982) account of intergroup behaviour. Yet it has received
very little attention from researchers on intergroup relations. A
social identification is a self-definition as a member of a group.
Therefore, one way of finding out about the role of self-definition in
intergroup behaviour would be to look at the extent to which individuals
identify with their group. Recent work by Brown and his colleagues
{Brown EE_§£°’ 1983) has emphasised the utility of such an approach.

The possibility that intergroup behaviour can be self-presentational
in nature has been subject to neither theoretical nor empirical test.
Arkin (19815 has mentioned that self-presentation may differ depending
on whether or not the interactant is an outgroup or ingroup member.
5t. Claire and Turner (1982) have raised the possibility that social
desirability effects may underlie minimal intergroup discrimination.
Despite these hints,no one has offered a theorétically coherent account
of how self-presentation might impinge on intergroup behaviour. From
the point of view of self-presentation theorists {e.g. Jones and Pittman,
1982), a crucial determinant of social behaviour would be the nature of
the audience. Therefore the manipulation of ingroup or outgroup presence
may reveal the different requirements for seif—portrayal which operate

in intergroup behaviour,
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A final issue is how the disposition to attend to the private or
public aspects of self interact with feelings of ingroup identification
and audience presence. Surprisingly, such interactions are rarely
looked for or investigated in self-attention research. For example,
in the Carver and Humphries (1981) studies, one experiment exposed
subjects to a video camera while another used dispositional public
self-consciousness to examine the effects of self-portrayal.  Other
audience studies used either a mirror or dispositional private self-
consciousness, but not both (e.g. Froming and Carver, 1981). This
may either reflect the existence of unreported interactions which do
not fit into the theory, or the unwillingness of researchers to tackle
the rather tricky conceptual issues. For example, what happens when.
the highly private self-conscious person finds him or herself in the
presence of an audience? A related problem concerns the effects of
public and private self-consciousness when the two are either both high
or both low. It is not clear why the effects in these two éells should
pbe so similar (both in the present and in the minimal group study). One
possibility is that the two types of self-focus cancel out one another's
effects rendering behaviour similar to that when neither is présent,

In conclusion, the data presented in this chapter provide useful
support for those from the minimal group study. The measures of
dispositional self-consciousness reported in the present chapter bore
a closer approximation to Fenigstein et al.'s {1975) Self-Consciousness
Scale than did the scale for the minimal group subjects (particularly
the public scale). In addition, the cell sizes were considerably
larger. It is interesting that simple effects of self-focus were much
the same in the two studies. However, each type of seiF—consciousneas
appeared to have different effects depending on the relations between

groups in the present study. While it seems reasonable to surmise
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that private and public self-focus increase self-regulation in terms
of self-definition and self-portrayal, respectively, it is important

to attain a clearer understanding of how these factors might influence
intergroup behaviour. For this reason, the experiment to be reported
in the next chapter manipulated audience presence and tock into account
identification with the group, in addition to using self-consciousness

measures.
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NOTES

Further evidence that status similarity seemed attractive to
high privates but not to lows comes from a non-significant
Status x Private interaction on evaluative bias (F 154 = 2.69,
p < .08}, Here the highs show least bias against®’

the equal status outgroup, whereas the lows show most bias
against that group (see Appendix D&4).

The test was printed on a sheet with a dotted line down the

middle., Each question required two answers (one on each side

of the .line); for example, by completing the sequence:

— & 10 18°7 28 40 54 In the competition condition each
school was ostensibly to complete a different side .of the guestionnaire.
The school with most correct answers won. In the co-operation
condition the pupils from the outgroup were ostensibly going to
complete the right hand side of the guestionnaire after the subjects
had completed the left, The greater the number of questions answered
correctly on both halves the more prize money both schools would win.
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CHAPTER 8

THE AUDIENCE AND IDENTIFICATION: A PUBLIC SCHOOL EXPERIMENT

INTRODUCTION

In tﬁis chapter the various themes of the preceding chapters will
be braought together and the role of each in conﬁert with the others
examined. The experiment to be reported represents an attempt to
embody the diverse theoretical.and methodological considerations
considered thus far within a single design.

Chapters 6 and 7 reported experiments which used artificially
created groups. The subjects were anonymous and inconspicuous to
other participants, and they had little information about how other
ingroup or outgroup members would behave. Even in the experiments
reported in Chapter 5. subjects were isvlated and their behaviour was
accountable only to the experimenter.

Those rather sterile conditions are probably well suited for testing
hypotheses about subtle shifts of attention and group behaviour.  They
have high internal validity (Campbell and Stanley, 1966; and, although
they lack mﬁndané realism, Turner (1981b) has argued that experimental
realism (cf. Aronson and Carlsmith, 1968) 'is more - important than mundane
realism' {p. 25) for the purposes of hypothesis testing. It also seems
likely, however, that’certain theories cannot be tested outside a wider
social contextq.

The thrust of Tajfel's (1981) work on intérgroup relations stresses
that we caﬁnot conceive of groups as isolated units - they exist in
relation to other aroups. Furthermore, groups are socially constructed
and maintained (Tajfel, 1978b) over time. Many of the concerns of
Tajfel's theorising depend upon his understanding of groups as socio-

historical entities. To remove the history must therefore limit any
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view of intergroup relatioms as dynamic. Experiments 'in a vacuum’
(Tajfel, 1972) can only tell us so much about social psychological
processes. Despite the generalisability of the findings from these
experiments, their usefulness is limited by their ahistorical approach.
The minimal group paradigm has been very useful in the development
of social idemtity theory (Turner, 1981).  On the other hand, the
limitations of the minimal group method may be partly responsible for
the direction taken by Turner (1981, 1982). He treats identity, or
a self-image, as a momentary phenomenaon which is activated by salience
cues. The minimal group paradigm is potentially capable of providing
evidence to support this view.  However, an equally persuasive account
of social identification is that delineated by Tajfel (1974, 1978, 1981),
who characterises it more as a psychological interpretation of
socio-structural variables and the location of self in relation to these.
For Taerl it would not make sense to explain an individual's desire for
social mobility (to leave the ingroup for a preferable alternative)
purely in terms of momentérx hegative self-images. Likewise, social
belief structures entailing social change (in the position of the
ingroup) or éreativity (in defining the ingroup) cannot depend on the
situational salience ﬁf social identity. A more meaﬂingfdl way to
explain these variations in intergroup behaviour may be in terms of
the valence of peoﬁles‘ jdentification with their groups, and the strength
of that identification. Strength and valence are conceptually independent.
valence merely refers to the guestion of whether the person treats
membership of the group as a positive, neutral or negative contribution
to the self-concept. Strength refers to the subjective importance of
that contribution. It seems reasonable to suggest that it would be
very difficult indeed to construct an experimental analogue of well

established real-group identifications.
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The experiment to be reported therefore used both a real- ingroup
and a real outgroup, with a history of intergroup relations which could
provide a basis for identification. Rather than trying to manipulate
differentially salience of social identity as a momentary self-image
this was assumed as 'given', and subjects' strength of ingroup
jidentification was used as a more sensitive predictor of their behaviour.
To put this in ancther way, the context was designed to make subjects
‘aware' of their group membership, and the 'value and emotional
significance’ attached to it waé taken as the barometer for intergroup
behaviour (cf. Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel and Turner, 1979).

Identification has been highlighted as a ﬁrocess of central
importance in intergreup behaviour. However, much intergroup behaviour
occurs in the presence of others. "~ The normative constraints imposed
by the audience may or may not be concordant with the behaviours specified
by one's social identity. Hence, there may at times be a tension |
between self-definition and self-portrayal. The purpose of the present
study was to examine these issues by having subjects rate their own and
an outgroup school under the apprehension that their responses would
be shown to members of their own, the outgroup or neither school.

Any effects of audience presence should reflect subjects' self-
presentational goals, while any effects of pre-established identification
with the school should reflect their self-definitional goals. These
two factors (audience presence and identification) will now each be

given closer consideration in turn.

Audiences and self-presentation

So far this thesis has only paid limited attention to the concept
of self-presentation. In Chapter 5, it was suggested that the attenuating

effects of the self-attention manipulation may have been due to subjects’
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desire to present themselves as fair or nice people. In Chapter 6 it
was prupoéed that dispositional attentiveness to the public aspects
of self increased subjects' tendencies to describe their own behaviour
in ways that might increase their social attractiveness. In Chapter 7
there seemed to be evidence for the idea that such persons placed a
high valuelon similarity (and hence social attractiveness, according
to some theorists). They tried to behave in a similar way to the
outgroup on the test, and were more attracted to already similar
outgroups in general. All of these interpretations of the data have
been fairly ﬁost.hoc. What is needed now ié a theoretical basis for
a priori statements about self-presentation in intergroup behaviour.
In terms of self-attention theory an important distinction is that
between self-definition and self-presentation since behaviour serving
each may differ, However, the theory does not provide a model of
the self per se, and this thesis has used social identity as the self-
definition for enguiry. Since self-attention theory does not have a
clear model of the standards associated with the public self it seems
appropriate to borrow or deduce these from theories of sel f-presentation.
It should bé noted, however, that social identity theory and self-
presentation theories hold slightly differing views of motivation,
Jones' {1964) view of the motive for ingratiating behaviour was
that it was 'illicitly designed to influence a person concerning the
attractiveness of one's personal qualities' (Jones and Wortman, 1973,
p. 2). Ingratiation can take the form of conforming to {(Gergen and
Wishnov, 1965) or flattering {(Jones, Gergen and Jones, 1963) the other
person, as well as boasting about one's own virtues (Schneider, 1969}.
However, such actions may be too obvious and may cause the other person
to shy away. Jones and Pittman (1982) elaborated this model and suggested

several other self-presentational strategies. These include intimidation
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and self-promotion (Quattrone and Jones, 1978), taking exemplary
positions on things, and supplication - adopting a helpless role.
Whatever method is used, the underlying goal is 'the augmentation or
protection of the strategist's power to influence and control his
social environment' {Jones and Pittman, 1982, p. 250).

More recently, Arkin (1980, 1981) has drawn a distinction between
acquisitive and profective self-presentation. The former is the same
as that discussed by Jones and Pittman. However, the latter involves
the use of self-handicapping strategies (Jones and Berglas, 1978) in
which the person deliberately understates his or her capacities so that
he or she is less likely to fail (publicly) relative to his or her own
claims. Ancther example is where one handicaps oneself (e.g. by drinking
a lot the night befere giving an important conference paper) in such
a way that any failure is blamed on the handicap but any success is
attributed to oneself. .

Another strategy which has received attention is that
of Basking in reflected glory, or BIRGing as it is called (Cisldini,
Borden, Thorne, Walker, Freeman éﬂd Sloan, 1976), examples of which
include namé—dropping and incorporating successful groups or teams into
one's self-image.  These mofe recent ideas seem to suggest that self-
esteem is implicated in self-presentation; we seek power or social
approval because it enhances self-esteem (Baumeister, 1982a). As
noted by Tedeschi and Norman (in press, 1984), and Baumeister (1982b),
behaviour to an audience may involve self-presentation in order to raise
self-esteem via social approval, whereas behaviour without an audience
may be more directly self-serving (Weary and Arkin, 1982; Zuckerman,
1979).  In any case, behaviour will be directed towards gaining social
power (see Tedeschi and Norman, in press, p. 423.

A general principle which can be distilled from these ideas is that
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people will strive to please the audience‘ii this will have positive
consequences, or avoid negative conseguences for themselves. However,
even if this principle holds for interpersonal behaviour, and personal
identity, it is obvious that things are more complicated where social
identity is concerned,  Turner (1982) has argued that ingroup bias
enhances self-esteem (Dakes and Turner, 1980). The evidence is almost
entirely‘drawn from studies in which the individual's behaviour has

not been visible to outgroup members. Hence there has rarely been any
possibility of a conflict between gaining self-esteem by enhancing self-
definition and gaining it by presenting oneself in a desirable way.
Stephenson's (1981) work on negotiations points out some of the

dilemmas involved when members of different groups come into contact;

it is advantageous to be liked by one’s oppesite as well as to win

for one's group. In fact, industrial negotiations are a good example
of self-presentational behaviours because the interactants are motivated
to gain social power for their groups through strategic interpersonal
behaviour.

The conclusion to be drawn from the discussion so far is that
audiences_iﬁfluence behaviour (Zajonc, 1965) and that the nature of the
audience determines how we react (Carver and Scheier, 1978; Bond,
1982). For intergroup behaviour the audiences may contain members
of the ingroup or of the outgroup, and the question is how people behave
under these circumstances. Some hypotheses relating to this issue will

be advanced later.

Identification, referent informational influence and reference group behaviour

Havihg argued that the consideration of real groups and real social
jdentities will shed light on important issues in the social psychology

of intergroup relations, it is now necessary to specify what the effects
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of identification might be. Turner (1982) assumes that identification
with a group leads to self-stereotyping in terms of that group's
criterial attributes. The need for positive self-esteem 'motivates
a search for, and the creation and enhancement of, positive distinctiveness
for one's own group' (p. 34). In other words, greater identification
should be associated with greater intergroup differentiation and ingroup
bias.

A problem for the present experiment was to disentangle the
influences of self-definition (identifiecation) and self-presentation
in intergroup behaviour, since it is guite conceivable that intergroup
diserimination could satisfy both factors simultaneously.  COne way
of achieving a distinction is to build on the differences between the
effects which are theoretically associated with social identification
and with reference group behaviour.

in Chapter 2 it was suggested that reference group theories (e.g.
Newcomb, 1943; Kelley, 1968) bore certain resemblances to social
identity theory. Newcomb's (1943) distinction between positive and
negative reference groups may be equivalent to Sumner's (1906) and
later Tajfel}s (1974) use of the terms 'ingroup' and 'outgroup'.
Kelley's (1968) distinction between comparative and normative reference
groups may bear some relation to Turner's (1982) conception of the
components of referent informational influence.  According to Turner
(1982} the vehicle of social influence is social identificaﬁion.
Specifically, conformity to ingroup norms increases as one's group
membership becomes salient. One is motivated to support attributes,
opinions or actions that are criterial attributes of group members.
For Turner, mere 'group pressure' or 'surveillance by fellow group
members' only create 'normative influence’ to conform to the behaviour

of other group members. Normative influence is insufficient to explain
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social conformity without direct interpersonal influence.

Following Turner's analysis, referent informational influence
should be reflected by a positive correlation between ingroup
identification and adherence to ingroup criterial attributes, irrespective
of normative pressures. In contrast, simple normative reference group
influence should be reflected by a positive correlation between the
ubservability of one's behaviour by a group, and conformity to that
group's norms. Moreover, this effect should enhance acceptance of
positive reference group norms and rejection of negative reference group
norms. Specifically, identification should lead to greater endorsement
of ingroup attitudes, irrespective of audience presence. in contrast,
the more self-presentational normative inFluence should lead to greater
endorsement of attitudes only when other group members are cbserving.
(It is not entirely clear, as yet, whethér only ingroup attitudes will
be more strongly endorsed - cf. Carver and Humphries, 1981.- or whether
the attitudes of whichever group is observing will be endorsed most

strongly.)

Self-consciousness

A third issue is how dispositional self-consciousness might affect
the behaviour of real group members. One set of predictions concerns
the consistency of behaviour.  Much of the research on private self-
attention and private self-consciousness suggests that it increases
intra-individual consistency (e.g. Pryor et al., 1977). However, the
question arises as to whether it only increases consistency to personal
norms or whether it increases adherence to all behavioural standards
{Diener and Srull, 1979; Gibbons and Wright, 1983). It has also been
suggested that,among internal cues, affect (and perhaps, therefore,

identification) are more powerful than attitudes (Gibbons, 1983; Wicklund,
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1979, 1980) and hence greater private self-consciousness may not
affect attitudinal consistency when identification is strong.

Gibbons (1983) also argues that impression management is subordinate
to the desire to 'report accurately about the self and to avoid
discrepant behaviour' {p. 528) when privately self-aware. He cites
evidence from two experiments by Gibbons and Gaeddaert (1982) in
which self-focused subjects reported that the effects of a (bogus) drug
were weaker than did non-self-focused subjects, despite the fact that
by doing so they created less FaVOuréble impressions. The general
conclusion to be drawn from these Findings is that private self-focus
eradicates self-presentational concerﬁs.

Public self-consciousness is supposed to increase self-presentational
concerns (Froming and Carver, 1981; Scheier and Carver, 1981).  Public
self-consciousness may lead to.reduced intra-subject consistency, but
only to the extent that different social standards present themselves
at different times (Snyder, 1979; Snyder and Swann, 1976).  Furthermore,
there is no theoretical reason why an individual may not choose to
present him or herself as being self-consistent to any given audience.
The result af this is that private self-consciousness may increase
éﬁggéfsituational consistency, but public selfnccnsciouéness may increase
ﬁiﬁgigfsituation consistency (and cross-situation inconsistency). For
private self-consciousness the attitudinal consistency may be inhibited
by strong affect, whereas the effects of public self-consciousness
should not be influenced by affect.

Another set of predictions concerns the influences of different
types of self-consciousness under different experimental conditions.

Tt seems likely that high public self-consciousness will elevate the
use of self-presentational strategies, as might be reflected by greater

sensitivity to normative influence and less to identification. It follows
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that subjects who are high in public self-consciousness may respond
more to the presence and nature of audiences than will lows (cf. Buss,
1980). High private self-consciousness may elevate self-definitional
concerns, as would be indicated by greater sensitivity to identification
and referent informational influence, but reduced sensitivity to audience
presence.

One further possibility (discussed in greater detail below) is
that the presence of an outgroup audience may remind subjects of the
.Eﬂigggroup nature of the situation, thereby rendering their social identity
more salient {cf. Doise and Sinelair, 1973). If this is the case, then
ingroup biases may be at their greatest when the audience is composed
of outgroup members. The hypotheses for this experiment are numerous,

and therefore are set out formally, below, for ease of reFerencez.

HYPOTHESES

1. Following Turner's (1982) assumption that intergroup
behaviour is primarily self-definitional:

a. Subjects who are more highly identified with
their school will express more bias in its
favour than will those who are less identified.

b. Since referent informational influence is _
operating, agreement with ingroup statements
and disagreement with outgroup statements
should be greater in highly identified subjects
than in less identified subjects, irrespective
of condition.

c. Highly private self-conscious subjects will
express more ingroup bias than lows, awing to
their greater awareness of their social
identity, although this may interact with
strength of identification.

~d. Highly private self-conscious subjects may
either be more susceptible to referent
informational influence than lows (as in 1b)
or they may merely remain more attitudinally
Tonsistent between pre-test and experiment than
lows (Gibbons, 1983)}.
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2.  Following Carver and Humphries' (1981) assumption that
group behaviour is self-presentational, and will
be designed to please the audience:

a. Subjects will display more ingroup bias in
the presence of an ingroup audience than
with no audience or an outgroup audience.

b. Since normative influence is operating
subjects will express greater agreement
with statements reputed to represent ingroup
attitudes when an ingroup audience is
present, but express greater agreement with
outgroup attitudes when the outgroup audience
is present.

c. While highly public self-conscious subjects
may generally be more biased than lows (see pre-
test results,below), this effect may interact
with the nature of the audience.

d. Highly public self-conscious subjects will prove
more susceptible to normative influence than will
lows, resulting in a Condition x public interaction
based on 2b above.

3, Following Doise and Sinclair (1973), Turner (1978b) and
Skinner and Stephenson (1981, and see below), it is
predicted that if subjects anticipate an outgroup audience
the intergroup distinction will be rendered more salient.
Hence the presence of an outgroup audience will produce
more differentiation than either no audience or an ingroup
audience.

However, this, primarily cegnitive, effect may be
moderated by subjects' desire to engage in self-

presentation and by the strength with which they

jdentify with their ingroup.

4. Self-esteem, measured at pre-test, will correlate with

intergroup differentiation, either negatively (Dakes and
Turner, 1980) or positively (Brockner, 1979a, 1979b),
depending on whether the lack of self-esteem motivates
discrimination or greater self-esteem is necessary for
conflict discrimination, respectively.

Hypotheses 1 and 2 may be regarded as rivals in so far as they
weight identification and self-presentation differently. Also
Hypothesis 3 assumes that bias will be at its height in the presence
of an outgroup audience, whereas Hypothesis 2 states that an ingroup

audience will elevate bias most of all. It is most likely, however,

that all of the hypotheses have some validity, and that none of them
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will be totally refuted here.

Methodological considerations and creation of dependent measures

a. The experimental setting

Kent has a selective secondary education system. One effect of
this is that, in addition to Grammar and Secondary Modern schools, a
Public school system flourishes. Within the Canterbury area there
are three public schools out of a total of eight secondary schools.
These schools, and types of schools, were selected as the groups for
the experiment to be reported. In barticular, the sabjects were
initially drawn from one large and long established public schoolj.
This school (MIXCOLLEGE) shall be referred to as 'MC' from now on.
Because the experiment was to involve a fairly lengthy béttery of
questionnaires it was decided that sixth form students should serve

as subjects.

b, Previous intergroup research involving public schools

In designing the experiment it was decided to draw upon, and modify,
two earlierrstu;ies - those by Hewstone, Jaspars and Lalljee (1982)
and Skinner and Stephenson (1981).

Skinner and Stephenson (1981) proposéd that 'polarisation of
opinions held by members of a group represents an attempt to establish
a more distinctive identity for that group' (p. 49). This idea, which
matches Turner's conception of referent informational influence, was
" tested using three schools. Subjects from two comprehensive schools
and one direct grant school were asked to complete an attitudes-to-schosol
scale, once 'as a typical member of a Nottinghamshire comprehensive/

direct grant high school would' (other group) and once for themselves.

The order of self/outgroup completions was reversed for half of the
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subjectsa. When completing the scale as an ocutgrouper might the direct
grant school subjects characterised comprehensive students as.very anti-
school, whereas the comprehensive subjects characterised direct grant
students as very pro-school. This effect was exaggerated if subjects
completed the scale for the outgroup after doing it for self. Skinner
and Stephenson explained this last finding by saying that the salience
of intergroup Eomparison was enhanced by reminding subjects of the
distinction between self and outgfoup.

One problem with this study was that, because the comparisons

involved were self/eutgroup and not ingroup/outgroup, it is difficult
to be sure whether the polarised perceptions of outgroup attitudes
reflected attempts to gain positive distinctiveness for the ingroup,
or merely a cognitive effect of categorisationS. The interpretation
of their findings is further complicated by the fact that the direct
grant school was named to the comprehensive subjects, whereas the
reverse was naot true. Attitudes to specific outgroups may vary
tremendously (Brown, Wade, Matthews, Condor and Williams, 1983) and
are unlikely to be equivalent to attitudes to outgfoups in generalé.
In sum, Skinner and Stephenson's study is interesting and informative
but is methodologically flawed. One additional measure which could
surely have informed them more fully would have been that of ingroup
identification.

Hewstone, Jaspars and Lalljee (1983) also investigated comprehensive
versus public school relations. The two groups were assumed to have a
'history of intergroup conflict' (p. 244) and this should have been
reflected in the pupils'® ‘social representations' of the two groups
(Herzlich, 1973; Moscovici, 1981).  In fact, subjects were asked to
write a twenty minute essay on 'similarities and differences between

public and comprehensive schoelboys'7
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On the basis of this evidence, Hewstone et al. made the assumption
that there was 'enduring mutual antagonism' (p. 249), and proceeded to
aslk é second set of subjects from each school to make various attributions
and evaluations of each of the groups. While heralding the importance
of investigating attribution 'at the intergroup level' (p. 248),
their method of eliciting such attributions was sﬁmewhat dubious.
Although they used Taylor and Jaggi's (1974) work as a starting point,
Hewstone géuéi. (1982) failed to take into account the possibility that
attributions about individual group members may not be equivalent to
attributions about the group as a whole (cf. Taylor and Doria, 1981;
Tayler, Doria and Tyler, 1983). Hewstone et al. provided specific
background information about individual public school and comprehensive
school pupils and then asked subjects, first, to rate the character on
5 traits, and, second, to attribute 4 successful or unsuccessful A-level
grades to luck, task difficulty, effort or ability (Weiner, 1974).

Thus it was unclear whether subjects were using an individual or group
level of explanation in this task. This problem rendered the results
highly susceptible to post hoc interpretations, where the ethnocentrism
(Sumner, ?9@6)'0F attributions could always be demonstrated at one or
other .of the 1evelsa. ~ This same confusion also afflicted the third

part of Hewstone et al.'s (1982} study where ascription of negative and
positive traits to the two grSUps did not reveal ingroup biases, probably
because 'subjects also made self-ratings’ (p. 262)9,

From the Skinner and Stephenson (1981) and the Hewstone, Jaspars
and Lalljee (1982) studies it is possible to draw several conclusions
about the methodology appropriate for the presenf regearch. First, it
should emphasise the intargroup‘level of behaviour and should not mix
individual and group components within the same task. Second, the

relevance of the outgroup should be ensured a priori, rather than merely
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resting on the researcher's assumptions. One problem with the earlier
studies included the classification of comprehensive schools as
'consensually inferior' (Hewstone et al., 1982, p. 263), whereas the
comprehensive/public comparison may well have been consensually irrelevant
to the pupils concerned. ‘Subjects may well have been able to recall

and accentuate social stereotypes of the two kinds of school (Doise,

1979) without social identity being influenced. In the present

research one important reason for ensuring the relevance of the outgroup
is in order that the effects of social identification can be observed.

Third, attribution has been accorded importance in both the
intergroup literature (e.g. Hewstone and Jaspars, 1982) and the self-
awareness literature (e.g. Gibbons, 1983). The former predicts
intergroup differentiation on relevant dimensions. Hewstone et al.
restricted the dimensions to ones which could impinge on any individual.
In order to examine whether these affect intergroup explanations two
alterations were introduced in the present research. Explanations
were required for success and failure of undifferentiated members of the
groups, and properties of the group were offered asladditional dimensions
of explanation,

Finally, separate evaluations of ingroups and outgroups cannot
always be taken to represent intergroup behaviour. Therefore, tha
present research asked Subjecﬁs to place the two groups on.the same
scale for each item. This was to increase the likelihood that the
ratings reflected intérgroup differentiation via specific intergroup
comparisons and not via comparisons to self or to some unknown other
groups. The content and design of the main experiment was hased

largely on the results of a pre-test {described below).
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METHOD
Subjects

One hundred and forty-two sixth form pupils from a public school
(hereafter referred to as MC) in Kent served as subjects.  Of these,
99 males and 35 females were pre-tested and 95 males and 30 females
participated in the main experiment. 91 males and 27 females were

present at both sessions.

PRE-TEST

The purposes of the pre-test session were (1) to obtain.individual
differences information prior to the experiment; (2) to find out which
schools were felt to be most relevant as comparison groups; and (3}
to get responses to attitude statements which would be presented again
in the main experiment in order to test hypotheses about referent
informgtional influence, selfﬁﬁresentation, and self-consistency.
Subjects were presented with an envelope which contained two booklets.
The first contained four A5 pages. Pages 1 and 2 asked subjects to
rate the strength of their agreement with 10 statements about schools
on 7-point écales. Some of the items were based on those used by
Skinner and Stephenson (1981) relating to discipline, the value of
education, and so on. Three statements were incorporated as a potential
measure of identification with the school. These will be discussed
in greater detail below. The third page listed 8 local schools and
asked subjects to say with which two (in order of preference) their
own school was most often compared, with which they felt most |
competitive, which they most wanted to beat at examination results and
which were most similar to their own. Finally, subjects were invited
to write in their own words how their own school differed from the two

which were most similar to it. These questions were used in order to
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ascertain which dimensions of intergroup comparisons were most relevant
{see Appendix E1).  The second booklet comprised the Eysenck Personality
Inventery (Form A), the Self-Consciousness Seale and the Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Scale. Self-consciousness and self-esteem have theoretical
relevance and the EPI was included for purposes described in Chapter 4.
The research was introduced as 'trying to find out about how you
think about yourselves and what you think about school and education’.
All subjects were gathered in a large theatre in the school and were
spaced apart from one another.  The session lasted approximately 30
minutes. At the end of the session subjects were asked to return the
booklets to their envelopes and to write their name, sex and school
year on the envelope. Absolute confidentiality was assured. They
were then informed that the experimenter would be returning to tell

them more about the research later that term.

Préutest regults

Only three of the eight schools were regularly cited (see Appendix
E2). Of these the most frequent were two public schools and the third
was a grammér school. Examination of the first/second choice frequencies
of the two public schools showed that one (BOYCOLLEGE, hereafter referred
to as '8C') was most often compared to, invoked most competitiveness |
and was regarded as most similar, This in itself is an interesting
result (cf. Brown and Abrams, 1982)10. There were no significant |
variations due to sex or school year of subject. Thus, it seemed
sensible to adopt BC as the comparison school in the main experiment.
In fact, BC is located less than 100 metres from MC on the opposite
side of a main road. Both schools are housed in majestic old buildings.
The main difference between them is that MC is mixed sex, while BC is

all male at the sixth form level (see Chapter 4). This difference was
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not mentioned by subjects in the open ended part of the pre-test,
though.

The attitude statements were entered into a factor anaiysis in
order to see whether the identification items formed a coherent
factor. An oblique fotation produced four factors as shown below
in Table 8.1,

Table 8.1

Factor .analysis .(SPSS, oblique rotation) of pre-test
data from MIXCOLLEGE (significant loadings only)

FACTOR
o 1 2 3 4
Eigenvalue 3.21 1.48 1,12 1.02
Variance (%) 32 15 17 10

Ties {.79) | Care (-.76)] Fees (.64) iIndustry (.33)

Pride (.73) | Choice (.33) Degree  {.50)
Belong(~.94) Adult (.45)
Strict(-.38) Choice  (.38)

The loadings are given in brackets. The first factor is clearly
identification with the school. The modal responses for the three
strongest 1dading items were all one point from the most favourable
extreme of the rating scales, although the means tended to be within
one scale point of the mid-point.  The second factor represents caring
about education. The third is the relative status of state and public
schools.  The final factor seems to reflect an adult/future orientation.
All of the items were subjected to MANOVA, first by Sex and then by Public
and Private self-consciousness, based on median splits (see Appendix E3).
The purpose of this was to detect any baseline differences which might
influence the results of the main experiment.

The effect of sex was significant (Multivariate F1D,121 = 2.41,

p < .05). Females reported feeling stronger ties with the school but
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agreed less that education in fee paying schools is superior to that in
state schools relative to males.

There Qere significant main effects of both self-consciousness
dimensions, but no interactions between them. On the three
identification measures, highly Public self-conscious subjects
reported stronger identifiation than lows.  They also cared more
about théir educatioﬁ and favoured fee paying schools more than did
lows (Multivariate F10,121 = 3.24, p < .001). Private self-consciousness
seemed tobe more relevant to items about personal autonomy.  High
Privates felt the school was less strict, felt choice about place of
education was more important, cared more about their education and
felt more pride in their school than did lows (Multivariate F1O,121 = 2.29,
p < .05). In sum, both forms of self-consciousness were related to
positive regard for school but in slightly different ways.

The pre-test showed that the assumption of intergroup rivalry
between public and comprehensive schools is not well founded in the
present case. The most relevant outgroup was the most similar school.
It also revealed that there is a clear identification component of
school attitﬁdes and that Private and Public self-consciousness affect
the expression of these attitudes under confidential conditions. The
main experiment is concerned with the effects of ingreup and outgroup
audiences on intergroup behaviour, and how identification and self-

consciousness interact with these conditions.

MAIN EXPERIMENT METHOD

As already stated, the dependent measures were based partly on
pre-test responses and partly on the Skinner and Stephenson (1981) and

Hewstone et al. {1982) experiments
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& 3 (Audience condition) x 2 (Sex) design was adopted.  Subjects
were randomly allocated to one of the three conditions: Outgroup
audience (OUT); Confidential (CONF); Ingroup audience (IN).  The
experimenter was blind as to which condition subjectsrwere in,  With
approximately 40 subjects per condition (see Table 8.2}, it was possible
to incorporate two levels (high/low) of pre-tested Public (PUB) and
.Private (PRIV) self-consciousness into the design after the experiment.

Table 8,2
Ingroup Confidential Outgroup Row Total

 Males 33 32 30 95
Females 12 10 8 30
Column Totall 45 ~ 42 38 1zs

Dépéndent variables

These were contained within two booklets (see Appendix E4).
Booklet 1 had a blue cover sheet and contained four A4 sheets, The
first page asked subjects to rate the two schools on each of 14
characteristies by placing an 'X' for own school and an '0' for other
school on a 9 cm. line representing a continuum from 'very bad' to
‘very good'.  The items included social, moral and academic aspects
of school life. These items are essentially EVALUATIVE because‘they
are rated purely in terms of how good or bad each school is rather than
in qualitative terms. The second page, on the other hand, could be
described as being TRAIT ratingsia. Subjects were again asked to use
9 em. lines, but this time there were 16 bipolar dimensions (such as
rich/poor, formal/informal, lively/dull).  These items therefore

allowed subjects to differentiate the two groups on affective dimensicns
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rather than just evaluatively. The items for both of these pages
used expressions or terms quoted from pre-test open ended responses.
They were later coded as 9-point scales. Responses falling on a
division were scored by the toss of a coin.

The third page presented seven of the 10 ATTITUDE statements from
the pre-test, again to be answered on a scale of 1 (strongly agree) to
7 (strongly disagree). Three of these were the identification factor
items. The other four were items on which the mean score had bean
more than 1 point away from the scale midpoint of 4.

The fourth page (REFERENCED statements) informed subjects that
earlier research had shown what pupils at the two schools think. 5ix
statements were presented, of which the source of 3 was specified as
MC and 3 as BC pupils. Subjects were again asked to indicate the
strength of their agreement with each item. In fact, two of the
items linked to MC and one of those linked to BE had been asked in the
pre~-test. These were selected because the mean responses had beén
less than 1 point from the scale midpoint, leaving plenty of scope
for the association to effect a shift in subjects' positions.

The seéond baoklet contained ten A5 pages. These were randomly
ordered,with the exception 6f the first page. The booklet had a green
cover, Seven of the pages asked subjécts to ahswer-just one question
by placing an X on a 9 cm. line. The questions were how competitive
subjects felt towards BC; how friendly they felt towards BC; bhow much
they would like BC pupils if they were at BC; how much a BC pupil would
1ike those at MC if he were there; how similar the two schools are;
how similar to one another pupils within MC are; and, how similar to
one another the pupils within 8C are.

Two pages invited subjects to attribute the good or bad pérformance

of pupils at each school to luck, effort, ability, task difficulty, type
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of parents and quality of teachers. A space was also left for any
other explanations subjects wished to offer. These ATTRIBUTION pages
differ from the approach of Hewstone et al. in that the attribution is

to 'some pupils who do very well/badly at A levels and other exams.'

rather than to a specific actor. Hence, it was hoped, attributions
would be made at the truly intergroup level and subjects were less

likely to make use of persdnality as an explanation. Furthermore,
subjects were asked te place both schools on the same scale, enabling
them to distinguish between general explanations {by rating both schools
the same) from specifically group based ones (by differentiation}.
Ratings were made on a 7 cm. line, with 'not at all' (1) and 'completely'
(7) at opposite ends for each potential attribution.

The final page was a simple inverse ratio 9-step reward matrix,
where subjects could award £80 to MC and £0 to BC at one extreme and
vice Qeréé at the other. The 'fair' point is £40 to each school.

This page was left until last so as not to commit subjects or create

inequity which might influence other responses.

Pfoéedura

Subjects were gathered together in the same theatre as was used
in the pre-test session and were reminded of the research topic,
tSchools and their pupils in Kent'. It was explained that MC and BC
were of particular interest at the time and that the research was being
conducted at both schools., Subjects were each handed an envelope which
contained their instructions on an orange coloured A4 sheet of paper,
and the two booklets of dependent measures. There were fhree different
versions of the instructions (eorresponding to the 3 conditions; see
Appendix £4) and, since the envelopes were randomly ordered, allocation

of subjects to condition was random.  Once all subjects were seated and
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spaced apart from one another, they were asked to read the instruction
sheet carefully. The 3 conditions were manipulated as follows:

Following the sentence, 'In conducting research we feel that it
is important to give as much reassurance as possible to the people
involved', subjects read that when they had completed their booklets
these would be kept:

1. (QUT and IN conditions) 'to show some of the other
pupils taking part', or

2.  (CONF condition) 'completely confidential'.

They were then assured that:

'Ndne of the MC and only the 8C pupils will see what you
have written' (OUT condition), or

'Only the MC and none of the BC pupils will see what you
have written' (IN condition), or

'Eéﬁé pof the MC and ﬁéﬂé of the BC pupils will see what

you have written' (CONF condition).

These instructions were typed so that all sheets appeared the same
and. no suspicions were aroused due to subjects seeing differing sets
of instructions. To ensure this, subjects were asked to replace the
instruetioh‘sheets back in their envelopes once they had read them.
{This also allowed the experimenter to be sure of each person's
condition.)

Subjects were then instructed to work through the two booklets in
order. Each booklet cover required the subjects to write their name,
sex and year; both to maximise accountability in the IN and OUT conditions
and to enable pre-test and experimental datato be used together.  When
all subjects had completed the booklets and put them in the envelopes
a sheet of manipulation check questions was administered. This merely
asked who would see the booklets, how much subjects had enjoyed and taken

seriously the research, what they thought it was about and how much they
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had tried to support MC, BC, both,.let MC win over BC or adopted no
particular strategy (SUPPORT items).

Finally, the Self-Consciousness Scale was handed out. = Once subjects
had completed this, all sheets of paper were sealed in their envelopes,
which were then handed in.  Subjects were then debriefed. The entire

session lasted a little under one hour.

RESULTS

The data were initially subjected to MANOVAS of 4 types:
i. Condition x Strength of Identification; |
ii. Condition x Privat®  x Public Self-consciousness;
iii. Private x Public x Identification.
iQ. Condition x Sex,
Analyses using other combinations of independent variables did not yield
~any new effects or remove those which'afe to be reported below. Before
doing so, it is necessary to describe the independent variables,which
are based on individual differences rather than on experimental

manipulation.

a. Pré~té5ted Self-consciousness

| The Private Self-consciousness Scale was foundto have a reliability
coefficient (alpha) of .54, and that of the Public Self-consciousness
Scale was .74. As has often been found, the two subscales (PRIV and
PUB) are positively correlated (r = .32, n = 134, p < .001). Subjects
were divided into High and Low scorers, based on a median split for
each subscale. The cell sizes for the PUB x PRIV x CONDITION design

are given in Appendix E5,
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b. Identification with own school

The identification variable was constructed by using the total
score on the three pre-test identification items combined with the
total score in the experiment on those same items. It was found that
this produced the most reliable scale (e = .93).  The correlation
between pre-test and experiment scores on these total scores was
r = .75 (n= 118, p < .001). The reliability analysis table for the
scales is given in Appéndix E6.

Unfortunately, and unexpectedly, pre-tested identification differed
between experimental conditions, as did the combined score (F2’117 = 4.43,
p < .05}, A greater proportion of OUT condition subjects fell on
the high side of the median split identifiecation than on the low side.

It was possible to remove this (random) bias by creating a 3 {Condition) x

2 (Identification) design, since the means of the HiIDENT cells do not
differ between IN, CONF and OUT conditions., When the combined
identification scores were entered into a 2 way (Condition x Identification)
ANOVA, there was the inevitable significant main effect of Identification
(Hi > Lo), but the effect of Condition was no longer gignificant, and

nor was thelCOHGition x Identification interaction11 (see Table 8.3

below).
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Table B.3

Identification.scores and Condition

. CONDITION main effect

Mean
QuT 15.24
CONF 21.77

i 20.04

n Me i p =<

34 92.02 4.43 .05

39

45

b. CONDITION x Identification (High/Low) interaction

IDENTIFICATION
coNpITION |HIGH () LOW (n) |  Effect | df MSe F p<
ouT 10.04 23 26.09 11 [CONDITION 2 41.%7 1.50 .30
CONF 10.75 16 29,43 23 |IDENTIFICATION 1 748.92 267.92 .001
IN 11.95 20 26.52 25 |C x I 2 43%.66 1.56 .20
ERROR ' 112 27.93

Grouping of dependent variables

Because a large number of dependent variables was used, these

were entered into the MANOVAs in the following groups:

Booklet 1: i.

ii.

iii.

Booklet 2: iv.

vi.

Good-Bad ratings for both schools
(EVALUATIVE measures);

Bipolar ratings for both schools
(TRAIT ratings);

ATTITUDE measures and REFERENCED items;

Intergroup orientation and reward
(ORIENTATION measures);

Success and failure (ATTRIBUTION items);

Self-reported (SUPPORT) strategies.

For i, ii and v and certain items from iv and vi, ingroup rating

minus outgroup rating DIFFERENTIATION scores were computed and entered

into MANOVAs in the groupings described here.

Finally, three indices
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of ingroup bias were computed, based on the likeability of the two
schools, the homogeneity (stereotyping) of the two schools and
in-outgroup support strategies. These were entered into a MANOVA

as BIAS items. The MANOVA procedure provides a means of avoiding

the problem of randomly produced significant univariate ANOVAs. Only
if the Multivariate F is significant is it then legitimate to proceed

to interpret univariate effects.

Ingroup favouritism

Before detailing the effects of independent variables it is
important to stress that the ingroup biases were clearly expressed.
Ingroup bias was significant on EVALUATIVE (F14,86 = 17.80, p < .0001),
TRAIT (F%,93 = 19.53, p < .0001), ORIENTATION (F2’111 = 23.74, p < 0001)
and ATTRIBUTION <F12,96 = 3.30, p < .001) items. Among the latter,
subjects attributed ingroup success.to good teaching more than outgroup
success. Subjects also said they supported MC more than BC, and
regarded BC pupils as more homogeneous than MC pupils (i.e. they
sterectyped the outgroup more than the ingroup).  Herice, the effects
of independént variables occur against a background of concerted ingroup
bias, invoked by intergroup comparison. The Multivariate and Univariate

ANOVA tables from the repeated measure MANOVAs are shown. in Appendix E7.

‘tondition x Identification analysis

a. Condition

There were two significant multivariate main effects of Condition.
Among the ORIENTATION items CF16,286 = 2.06, p = .01) competitiveness,
and thinking that BC pupils would like those at MC,was highest in the
OUT condition, with the other conditions both weaker, On the BIAS

items (F6 218 = 2.38, p < .05) there was greater ingroup bias in the OUT
b
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condition than in the other two conditions (see Table B.&, below).
Jable 8.4

Significant multivariate effects of Condition (from
Conditibh'X'IdEhtiFibatiﬁh'MANUVAS)

Variables Lamda | Items » (df) MSe F IN  CONFE  OUuT
URIENTATiUN 74 lCOMPETITIVENESS 2,111 5.73 6.07+*| 4,11 4.98° 3,217
(1=very much HOW MUCH BC
9=very little) WOULD LIKE MC 3,23 2,83% | 4,57 3.98 3.89
SUPPORT OFFERED
YO INGROUP-
BIAS .88 {BUTGROUP 2,111 2.97 3.96% 1.30 1.1 1.95
PERCEIVED
INTERGROUP
LIKING 6.38 3.46% [-0.20 0.24 1.05
* p < .05 Means with different subscripts differ at
** p < .01 p < .05 (Newman-Keuls).

b. Identification

There were significant multivariate effects of IDENT on EVALUATIVE

(F = 1.93, p < .05), TRAIT (F = 1.92, p < .01), ATTITUDE
32,77

28,72

(F = 2.94, p < .01), ORIENTATION (F = 3.51, p < .001) and
8,103

10,103
BIAS (F3,109 = 8,39, p < .0001) measures.  Highly jidentified subjects
were more positive about both schools, but especially MC, than were lows.
Highs also agreed more with certain attitude statements, felt more
competitive, regarded MC pupils as less homogeneous and used strategies
of supporting MC and trying to get it to win more than did lows. On
the attitude statements,,three of the four significant univariate ANOVAs
were on the REFERENCED statements.  Highs agreed more with one MC

statement and one BC statement than did lows and agreed less with one

BC statement than did lows. The middle one of these was the least




- 294 -

significant.  However, none of these effects prodﬁced significant

DIFFERENTIATION MANOVA effects, although the total TRAIT

differentiation score was larger among highs than lows (F1 1091 = &,52,
?

p < .05). These results are presented in Tables 8.5 and 8.6, below.
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Table 8.5

on responses

(From Condition x Identification MANDVAS)

MULTIVARIATE WILK'S | UNIVARIATE HIGH LOW
VARIABLES LAMDA | ITEMS (df) MSe  F IDENT IDENT |BIAS
EVALUATIVE .57 DDING WELL (MC) 1,99}2.20 5.05% 7.19 6.33 >

PEOPLE (MC) 4.78 B.83¥¥ 7.10 5.66 >
1 = very PEOPLE (BC) 4,58 7.26%% 5.40 4.47 >
bad A LEVELS (M) 2.88 10.44%% | 7,00 5.93 >
9 = very MATHS. {(MC) 3.76 B.4B¥* 6£.63 5.41 >
good MATHS. (BC) 2.72 7.02%x 6.03 5.17 >
MORALS (MC} 4,10 10.52%% 6.10 4.76 >
MORALS (BC) 3.08 7.95%% 5.86 4.74 >
DISCIPLINE (ME) 3.20  9.,50% 6.03 5.00 >
EXCITEMENT (MC) 5.18 9.37%* 6.05 4.42 >
EXCITEMENT (BC) 3,55 6.07% 4.41 3.58 >
FUN (MC) 5,05 16,52%%x% 7,14 5.12 >
FUN (BC) 5.03 9,97% 5.52 4.12 >
TRAITS .52 SOCIABLE (MC) 1,10814.00 9.75% 2.81 4.12 >
STUPID (MC) 3,24 L.63% 6.49 5.66 >
1 = trait LIVELY (MC) 3.00 9.44%% 2.81 3.75 >
9 = opposite RICH (BC) 1.83  4.35% 3.63 3.14 ?
BROAD-MINDED (MC) 4,64 15.38%%% | 3,93 5,51 >
| BROAD-MINDED (BC) 3.77 5.02% 4.78 5.74 >
SNOBBISH (MC) 3,81 5.31% 6.12 5.28 >
BORING (MC) 3,67 11.18%%% | 6,37 5,10 >
MATURE (MC) 4,50 5.18% 4.39 5.36 >
ORIENTATION .79 COMPETITIVENESS 1,110(5.73 19.71%*%¥ 2,97 5,141 >
1 = very much PERCEIVED INGROUP
9 = very little HOMOGENEITY 4,11 11.08%*% | 6.51 5,15 ?
SUPPORT STRATEGY SUPPORT MC 1,11011.95 24.09%%*¥ 2,95 4.32 >
1=very fuch .76 MAKE MC BETTER
9=very little THAN BC 2.42 10.94%%*% | 3,64 4.76 >
BIAS .81 SUPPORT- MC-
SUPPORT BC 6.61 9.02%% 2.39 0.80 >
INGROUP-OUTGROUP
HOMOGENETITY 2,97 18.96%%%¥ ~2,22 -0.66 >
ATTITUDE AND FEE PAYING
REFERENCED .78 SCHOOLS 1,112{2.28 7.76%% 2,15 2.98 >
ITEMS PUPILS AS ADULTS
1 = agree (MC) 2.38 7.80%% 2.59 3.41 >
7 = disagree TOO STRICT (BC) 2.58 10.10%* 4,98 3.98 <
PUPILS RESPON-
SIBLE (BC) 2.11 3.92% 3.39 4.00 >
MC = ratings of MC

I H

BC = ratings of BC
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Table 8.6

Summed differentiation scores
ANOVA by Identification

TTEMS Mse  df  F  |HIGH IDENT (n) LOW IDENT (n)
TRAITS 258.16 1,112 4.52% | 22.78 (59)  15.29  (55)
EVALUATIVE 229.24 1,104 1.48 16.57 (54)  11.24  (51)
COMBINED 348.85 1,104 5.35% | 18,89 (54)  13.78  (51)

For Tables 8.5 and 8.6

*p < .05
** o< 01
*%% o < ,001
¥%x% p o< L0001

C. Condition x Identification

There were significant multivariate effects on the ORIENTATION

(F = 2.51, p < .005) items and the TRAIT (F = 1.56, p < .05)

16,206 64,154
items, as well as on the DIFFERENTIATION scores for TRAIT (F32,186 = 1.56,
p < .05) items. These can be summarised as follows: LoIDENT subjects
regarded MC as more heterogeneous in the IN than in the CONF or OUT
conditions. ‘ In contrast, HiIDENT subjects regarded MC as equally
heterogeneous in all conditions.  On the ratings of BC heterogeneity

the LoIDENT showed the same pattern as they did for MC. However, the
HiIDENT subjects rated BC as more homogeneous in the IN than in the

CONF or OUT conditions.  To rephrase these data, when rating MC all
HiIDENT subjects and LoIDENT subjects in the IN condition rated them

as heterogeneous.  LoIDENT subjects in the CONF and OUT conditions

rated them as more homogeneous., When rating BC all subjects rated

them as more homogeneous than they had MC, but this effect was strongest
among HiIDENT subjects in the IN condition.  On ratings of how much

subjects thought they would like the pupils of BC if they were there
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HiIDENT subjects were more positive than lows in the DUT and CONF
conditions but less positive than lows in the IN condition. Similarly,
when asked how friendly tﬁey felt towards BC HiIDENT subjects were

most friendly in the CONF and least friendly in the IN coﬁdition,
whereas these positions were reversed among LoIDENT subjects. On

these measures then, it appears that identification has its greatest
impact in the IN condition.  The pattern is repeated on rating BEC

as boring (TRAIT item) - HiIDENT are least favourable and LoIDENT

are most favourable in the IN condition. 0On one of the differentiation
scores of the TRAIT items a similar pattern occurs. HiIDENT regard

MC as relatively more broad-minded than BC in the IN condition, but
among LoIDENT subjects the ratings are reversed - favouring BC.

Thus the three MANOVA effects are consistent. These data are

presented in Table 8.7 and Figure 8.
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Table 8.7

multivariate Condition x Identification interactions

MULTIVARIATE WILK'S|UNIVARIATE

VARTABLES ~ LAMDA | ITEMS (df)  MSe 3

TRAIT .37 BORING (BC) 2,108 | 3.04 2.74%
FRIENDLY 2,110 | 3.67 3.85%
HOMOGENEITY (MC) 4.11 2.98+
HOMOGENEITY (BC) 3.95 3.54%
LIKING FOR BC 3.25 10, 16%xxx

TRAIT DIF-

FERENTIATION .62 BROAD-MINDEDNESS 6.01 3.61%

b. Means for significant Condition x Identification Interactions
CONDITION IN CONF ouT
VARIABLE IDENTIFICATION HIGH ~ LOW  HIGH LOW  HIGH ~ LOW
BORING (1=yes, 9=no) 3.80  4.44 4,75 4,22 4,83 3,82
FRIENDLINESS (1=very,9=not) 5.60 4.08 4.44 5.39 5.57 5.27
HOMOGENEITY (MC) 6.30 6.12 6.63 4,26 6.61 4,82
HOMOGENEITY (BC) " 3.40 4.88 4,404 3.61 4,52 4.18
LIKING BC " 5.30° 3.52°  3.00° s5.00° 4.78  s5.36°
DIFFERENCE 1IN -=zMC > BC

BROAD-MINDEDNESS +=8C > MC [-1.75 0,33 0.25 -0.59 -0.33 0.09

Means with different subscripts are significantly different at p < .05

{Newman-Keuls).
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NOT AT ALL 6

LOW IDENTIFICATION
HIGH IDENTIFICATION

VERY MUCH 2

IN CONF out

Figure 8: Condition x Identification interaction on the guestion:
TIF .you were at BC, how much would you like the pupils
there?’ '

(F = 10.16, p < .0001, a end b differ at p < .05 by Newnan-Keuls.)
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Condition x Self-consciousness analyses

a. Sel f-vonsciousness main effects

On the ATTITUDE {F = 1.94, p < .05) items high PUB subjects

13,94
were again more identified with the school than were lows. They also
differentiated more than lows on the TRAIT total differentiation score

(F1 101 ~ 9.79, p < .0D1) but this did not produce a significant MANCVA.
b

On the ATTRIBUTION (F = 1.68, p < .05) items high PRIV subjects

24,78
attributed both schools' success more to effort and parents'than did
lows. This effect was stronger for MC than for BC pupils but not

reliably so (see Table B.B).
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Table 8.8

Significant multivariate main effects .of Private and Public

sel f-consciousness (from Condition x Private x Public MANOVAS)

MULTIVARIATE

WILK'S JUNIVARIATE

EFFECT VARIABLES LAMDA |ITEMS MSe F p < HIGHS L.OWS
PRIVATE | ATTRIBUTION .66 SUCCESS-EFFORT

(Me) (df 1,101) [13.08 9.54%% 005 6.05 5.40

SUCCESS-EFFORTY

(BC) 1.51 4.81*% 05 5.82 5.30

SUCCESS-PARENT

M) 6.01 9.62%% 005 |4.79 3.72

SUCCESS-PARENT :

(BC) 2.76 3.73% .06 4.53 3.85
PUBLIC | ATYITUDES .79 TIES (df 1,106 3.65 7.90%* 1 2.88 4.00

PRIDE 2.98 5.01=* .05 2.77 3.83

BEL.ONGINGNESS

{(-) 3,40 8.17*% 005 15.30 4.19

CHOICE OF

SCHOOLS 25.08 3.92% L5 2.36 1.87
b. Summed Scores: Main .effesots of Self-conscipusness (from

Fondition x Private % Public ANOVAs) (df = 1,92)

ITEMS EFFECT MSe F HIGHS LOWS
TRAITS PRIVATE 22255 1.97 18.07 20.22
PUBLIC 222.5 9.79%* 23.03 14.22
EVALUATIONS  PRIVATE 222.5 1.17 13.092 14.85
- - PUBLIC 222.5 3.02¢ 16.11 11.24
COMBINED PRIVATE 315.84  4.07* 13.65 18.95
PUBLIC 315.84  7.43%* 20.27 11.23
+p < .10
*p < .05
** p < 01




- 302 -

b. Condition x Self-consciousness interactions

There were no significant Condition x Public Sel f-consciousness
interactions,
There were, however, four significant Condition x Private Self-
consciousness multivariate interactions. These were on ATTRIBUTION
(Fas,155 = 1.73, p < .01), SUPPORT (F1a,1ss = 1.93, p < .05) and

BIAS (F - 2.12, p < .05) items as well as on the DIFFERENTIATION

6,206

on ATTRIBUTION (F,, 444 = 1-70, p < .05) items: On the ATTRIBUTICON
?

items HiPRIV subjects attributed MC and BC success, as well as MC

failure more to effort than lows had, but only in the OUT condition

(producing the interaction effect). Highs attributed BC failure to

- parents more than lows in the IN and OUT conditions but not in the

CONF condition. Explanations of failure in terms of Luck were made
more to MC than BC by LoPRIV than HiPRIV in the QUT condition bhut
this pattern was reversed in the CONF and IN conditions.  When
explaining success in terms of type of parents HiPRIV subjects used
this‘explanation more for MC than BC in the OUT and especially the
CONF condition, whereas LoPRIV subjects used it more in those
conditions (Ecth Hi and LoPRIV subjects used it more in the IN
condition). When reporting their strategies (STRATEGY and BIAS
MANOVAS) HiPRIV subjects reported having supported BC less, and {(thus)
MC relatively more than lows in the CONF condition but thié was
reversed in the IN and OUT conditions. It is wﬁrth mentioning that
there were no significant Condition x Private Self-consciousness
intéractions on the actual DIFFERENTIATION scoreé and that those

on the ATTRIBUTlON items do not conform to the pattern which subjects
actually reported. These results are presented in Table B.9 and

Figure 9.
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C. Condition x Private x Public Self-consciousness

There were two of these - on the STRATEGY (F1&,196 z 1.96,
p < .05) and BIAS (F6,206 = 2.51, p < .0%) items. There was also
a significant ANOVA effect on the total TRAIT DIFFERENTIATION score
(FZ,QD = 5,33, p < .01), which was not reflected by a significant
multivariate effect. The best descriptor of the STRATEGY and BIAS
effect is the computed variable QF Ingroup support minus Cutgroup
support. The important differences occurred in the IN and OUT
conditions. In the OUT conditien, greétest ingroup bias was reported
by HiPUB LoPRIV subjects but least by LoPUB LoPRIV subjects. This
suggests that public self-attention was an impertant factor in that
condition. In contrast, among LoPUB subjects in the IN condition,
HiPRIV subjects showed no bias at all, whereas LoPRIV subjects showed
the most (see Figure 9 and Appendix E8).

The total affective differentiation score should reveal how
accurate these reports of behaviour were. In the OUT condition the
pattern is indeed just as was described by subjecfs' self-reported
hias. While HiPRIV LoPUB subjects were the least biased in the IN
condition tﬁis was not a strong effect. In the CONF condition bias
was weakest among LoPUB aﬁd strongest among HiPUB.  This effect was
exaggerated further in the OUT condition, but gnly amongst LoPRIV
subjects. HiPRIV subjects converged at the middle range of biases
(?2,90 = 3.53, p < .05).

Hence, subjects accurately reported their behévibur in the IN and
OUT conditions but in the CONF condition HiPRIV LoPUB subjects over-
estimated their bias, whereas LoPRIV HiPUB subjects underestimatéd it

(see Figure 10).
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LoPRIV HiPUB
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3
2 HiPRIV LoPUB
HiPRIV HiPUB
1 LoPRIV LoPUB
0

IN CONF ouT

Figure 9: Ingroup support-Outgroup support (self-repert):
Condition x .Private X Public .interaction ' .
(F =.5.33, p. ..01) and Condition x Private
interaction (f = 0.34, p < .01)

34 LoPRIV HiPUB

32
30
28
26
24
22
20
18
16
14
12
10

HiPRIV LePUB

HiPRIV HiPUB

LoPRIV LoPUB

IN CONF - | ouT
Figiire 10: * Sumied TRAIT differentiatioh: Condition x Private X
Public interaction (F = 2.03, p < .05)
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1dentification x Self-consciousness interactions

There were two significant multivariate effects here, both
involving Public Self-consciousness. These were on EVALUATIVE
(F

= 1.89, p < .05) and ORIENTATION (F = 2,02, p < .05}

28,70 8,101
items. On rating how much they liked BC and how homogeneous BC

pupils are HiPUB HiIDENT subjects were more favourable than HiPUB
LoIDENT. However, among LoPUB subjects those who were HiIDENT tended
to be more hostile than LoIDENT, thus revealing the impact of Public
Self-consciousness on Identification12. In contrast, when rating BC

at music (one of the few items on which there was no significant general
ingroup bias) among HiPUB the LoIDENT subjects were more favourable than
the HiIDENT subjects. Among the LoPUB subjects the LoIDENT subjects
were less favourable than the HiIDENT subjects (see Table 8.10).

Table 8.10

Significant Public self-consciousness X Identification
multivariate interactions

HiIDENT LoIDENT

Multivariate Wilk's|Univariate HiPUB LoPUB HiPUB

{oPUB
Variables  Lamda |Items (dfy Mse F  [(aT) (17) (25) (34)
EVALUATIVE . .57 |Music (BC) 1,97 {2.80 14.66% |5.59° 6.53° 5.96" 4.71°
DRIENTATION .86 |Homogeneity (BC) 1,108|4.05 3.29% |4.26 3.76 3.67 4.66
Liking for BC 3,70 2.92+|6.50 4&.41 3.96 4.77

tp < .10
* p < .00
a and b differ at p < .05 (Newman-Keuls).
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Other analyses

a. Pre-test-experimental attitudinal consistency

Difference scores between pre-test and experimental attitudes
were computed and then transformed into absolute difference scores
(irrespective of sign) in order to test the hypothesis that increased
private self-attention would lead to higher consistency. These scores
were entered into MANOVAs using the same combinations of independent
variables as were used above. There was a significant main effect
of Public Self-consciousness (F1O,97 = 1.97, p < .05) which was evident
on five of the items (see Table 8.11). Contrary to expectations,
high Publics were more consistent than lows. There were no other
‘significant multivariate effects.

Table 8.11

Significant main effects .of Public self-consciousness
on fest-re-test (absolute) difference scores (df =1,106)

Item Highs Lows MSe F

Ties 0.62 1.27 |1.52  6.39%
Fees 0.83 1.35 .71 5.20%
Care 0.49  1.27  |1.97  7.92%¢
Belong 0.79  1.50 |1.93  5.07%
Industry | 1.20  1.71  |1.65  4.69%

* p < .05
** p < 01

b. Self-esteem

Scores on the RSE scale correlated weakly but reliably (r . W22,
n = 113, p < .01) with positive ratings of MC at drama, music and
maturity, but with negative ratings of BC in terms of friendliness.
1t also correlated positively with feeling proud of the school in

the experimental session. It correlated with not supporting BC, and
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with differentiating in favour of MC in terms of timidity and
maturity (esteem relevant variables). On attribution items self-
esteem was positively correlated with attributing BC success to ease
of task, and with differentially attributing 8C success and failure
more to parents than MC's. Finally, it correlated positively with
hoth the AFFECTIVE and ?he EVALUATIVE summed differentiation scores;
positive self-esteem was related to greater ingroup bias.

The RSE scores wefe'also correlated with other individual
differences. They correlated highly with social anxiety (r = .33},
neuroticism (r = .52) and with social anxiety in the experimental
session (r = .36) (all ns > 110, all ps < .001). Thus, low self-
esteem subjects tended to be rather ill at ease felative to highs.

These correlations are presented in Table 8.12.
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Table 8.172

Significant correlates of pre-test self-esteem (n = 117)
Variable T Interpretation
(MC) Drama - 23%% Higher esteem = higher rating

Music - 24%% K

Mature L 24%F "
(BC) Friends . 25%% Higher esteem = lower rating
Pre-test pride in school JI5% Higher esteem = higher pride
Experimental pride L 22%% " "
Attitude to responsibility . 25%% (BC referenced) Higher est@em:égreementi
(BC) Success: Task - 22%% Higher esteem = endorse attribution
Supporting BC -, 24%% Higher esteem = less support
DifFEreﬁtiation Scores
Timidity — o 22%% Higher esteem = BC more timid
Maturity -, 2B%*** Higher esteem = MC more mature
Success: Parents m o 25%¥ Higher esteem = BL success due parents
Summed evaluative ~ . 23%% Higher esteem = higher bias
Summed trait - o 2UF¥ " "
Extroversion -tk Higher esteem = higher extroversion
Neuroticism L 52¥F% lower neuroticism
Public self-consciousness L19% lower public
Private self-consciousness 04 no relation
Social anxiety 33w lower anxiety

¥ p o< .05
¥ p o< 01
*¥*¥% p < 001
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C. Effects of sex

Although no specific effects were predicted it was thought
prudent to include sex of subject as a factor in the design. In
fact, several main effects of sex were obtained, on the TRAIT and
ATTRIBUTION simple and DIFFERENTIATION scores, as well as on the BIAS
items. Quite simply, girls rated BC as more likeable than did boys
(both sexes rated MC equally positively) aﬂd thus differentiated less
against them. This was reflected by an ANOVA on a summed TRAIT

differentiation score (F 5 = 10.94, p < .001). Females also

1,10
attributed BC success more to teachers and parents than did males,
whereas they attributed ML fajlure more to teachers but less to task
difficulty than did males. Females used a strategy of supporting both
schools more and trying to beat BC less than did males (see Appéndix

EF9). None of these effects influenced others or interacted with any

other independent variables.

Mahipulaﬁion checks

The full tables of manipulation checks are provided in Appendix
E10. Howevér, the most important check was whether subjects were
aware of which audience their answers had. The responses to this check
indicate that the audience manipulation was fairly successful (see
the diagonal in Table 8.13).
Table 8.13

Méﬁipﬂléﬁion éheck of expected audience

Answer to which audience would be seeing booklets

ACondition | INGROUP NONE GUTGROUP
n 36 10 3
CONE 1 39 1

ouT 1 2 35
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DISCUSSION

Intergroup behaviour

As expected, subjects displayed ingroup bias. However, this
was greatly reduced among females because they were offen quite positive
about both of the schools. There are a number of reasonable explanations
for this result. First, sex per se ~ some girls were engaged in
intimate relationships with boys Ffom the other school. Thus,
interpersonal attraction, increased contact and knowledge of the other
school mitigated against ingroup bias. This explanation follows the
line taken by approaches to intergroup behaviour which favour individualistic
explanations. An alternative which is consistent with social identity
theory is that, since girls were in the minority at MC, they regarded
both schools as being essentially male and, therefore, as sha?ing the
same characteristics. In other words, they may not have regarded
the two schools as separate categories. A check on this idea revealed
that males did regard outgroup pupils as more homogeneous than girls
did (t = 1.94, df = 124, p < .05, 1-tailed), whereas both boys and
girls regarded ingroup pupils as equally heterogeneous.  So girls
perceived tﬁé type of pupils at the two schools as less different than
did boys.  Given the‘rather.weak nature of the data supporting this
argument, it seems that both individualistic and social identity
explanations of the sex differen06$ are credible.

Also, as expected, subjects differentiated in terms of their
.attributions. However, they did not do so by use of the four dimensions
suggested by Weinrer. .Instead they attributed ingroup success more to
good teaching than they did outgroup success, but ingroup failure
less to bad teaching or parents than outgroup failure. While Hewstone
fz;él' (1982) were able to use status differences between schools as a

largely post hoc explanation of their findings, it is not possible to
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do so with the present data. Hewstone et al. found that the superior
(publie school) group used internal stable factors to explain their own
success but that the inferior (comprehensive school) group used external
unstable factors to explain it. However, with the present results,

it is hard to fit parents and teachers into either of those categories.
Parents and teachers are both stable and external factors in individual
terms. On the other hand, if we treat the attributions as group
phenomena then these factors are internal and (possibly) stable and
criterial attributes of the group. In view of the intention to
encourage attribution at the group level these findings are potentially
quite important. It seems that intergroup attribution may be based

on quite a different cognitive schema. from personal and interpersonal

attribution.

Support for the hypotheses from main effects

a. Salience, audiences and self-portrayal

Against the background of genmeral ingroup bias we may now examine
the other hypotheses. 3) GQuite simply, the OUTGROUP audience
condition did provoke greater intergroup differentiation than the other
conditions, especially than the CONF condition, as was predicted. It
is plausible that this is because of the héightened salience of the
intergroup distinction in the OUT condition.  However, we cannot
say why increased salience should necessarily have such an effect (see
Chapter 6 for discussion of this point in greater detail) and the effect
did not pervade all of the dependent variables.

2a) Self-portrayal would have led to greater differentiation in
both audience conditions (OUT and IN) or only the IN condition. That
it did not suggests that the salience of group membership affecté self-

definitional concerns first.
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?h) There was no evidence of 'reference group' behaviour by,
or normative influence on, high Publies.  Somewhat surpriéimgly, highs
were more consistent over time in their attitudes than were lows,
indicating, perhaps, that the same aspects of self were sélient in
both sessions.

2c¢) On the other hand, highly Public self-conscious subjects
did show more ingroup bias than lows on trait ratin;s. It may be
tentatively suggested that this reflects high Publics' concefn with
interpersonal affiliation within a group (Froming and Carver, 1981)
and interpersonal evaluations (Fenigstein, 1979). It is therefore.
reasonable to suppose that self-presentation is relevant to intergroup
hehaviour on at least some dimensions. However, the fact that there
were no interactions with Condition suggests that the self-presentational
'standards’ used by publicly self-conscious people are not nacessérily
those which might be inferred Froﬁ the nature of the audience.

3d) There was no interaction between Public self-consciousness
and Condition on the REFERENCED items.  Thus Carver and Humphries'
(1981) results have not been replicated in the present experiment.

Nor is there evidence of purely normative influence operating.

b. Secial identification and private self-consciousness

1a) In line with the self-definition approach, highly identified
subjects were more favourable to the ingroup than were LoIDENT subjects.

The tendency for highs to differentiate more was also present but not

strong. This is hard to reconcile with the idea that intergroup

discrimination is entirely bound up with identity. It may be that
positive identity is gained through intragroup processes above and
beyond the initial differentiation between in and outgroup (Abrams,

1982; Brewer, 1979).
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1b) Referent informational influence did seem to be operating in
this experiment since highly identified subjects generally agreed more
with ingroup and less with outgroup statements than did lows, irrespective
of Conditien.,  Furthermore, high and low identified subjects did not
differ, generally, in their endorsement of attitudes which did not
have a group referred to as their source.

1¢) The self-definition view is not supported by the behaviour
of highly Private self-conscious subjects. Their intergroup behaviour
did not differ from that of lows.

1d) It is also surprising that Private self-consciousness had only
a minor impact on self-consistency since one explanation for 1c would
have been that high Privates were concerned with aspects of self-

definition other than that provided by intergroup comparisons.

The relationship between identification and self-presentation

So far, then, the evidence is mixed. Both self-portrayal and
self-definition appear to have some relevance. Interactions between
identification and audience condition should provide some clarification.
Highly idenfified sub jects differentiated between groups and stereotyped
the outgroup more than did lows in the IN condition but this reversed
slightly in the other conditions. This suggests that subjects of both
types expressed their feelings as appropriate to the audience. It
is particularly notable that highly identified subjects were much more
favourable towards the outgroup in the absence of an audience, whereas
the opposite occurred amongst low identified subjects. These results
are of value since they demonstrate the compatibility of self-definitionai
and self-presentational themes in intergroup contexts.

If salience has a self-definition evoking property then audience,

and particularly an outgroup audience, should combine with private
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self-attention to exaggerate behaviour baséd on intergroﬁp reference
values ('standards'). The evidence from these data was that high
Privates attributed ingroup success or failure more to effort in the

IN and BUT than in the CONF condition. Similarly, they attributed
outgroup failure more to parents (negative) than did lows in the IN and
OUT eonditions but not in the CONF condition.

In other words, it seems that the audience conditions increased
internal attributions. However, for the ingroup these were unstable,
and hence under the influence of the group, whereas for the outgroup
they were stable, and hence represented a permanent condemnation. The
fact that the effects of Private self-consciousness were most prevalent
on the attributien items, and that these were restricted to internal
(effort and parents) attributions supports the assumption that these
subjects were indeed privately self-focused since attributions should
theoretically follow the direction of attention. What is interesting
is the tendency of highly Private self-conscious subjects to use
differentially personal explanations for the performances of ingroup
but social attributions for the outgroup’>.

Consisfent with the interpersonal attraction aspects of Public
self-consciousness it was only amongst LoIDENT subjects that HiPUB
subjects thought they would like the pupils of BC more than did LoPUB
subjects.

The data suggest that both self-presentational and self-definitiocnal
factors have identifiable roles to play in intergroup behaviour. The
various interactions just deseribed point to the conclusion that the
two factors are interactive. It seems plausible that those who are
highly identified with a group are more likely to seek opportunities to
express‘that identity overtly, particularly to other ingroup members

(cf. Turner's, 1982, discussion of ‘over-conformity').
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Implications for the theories

a. Social identity theory

Perhaps the most‘important finding is that identification is most
clearly associated with ingroup favouritism and, quite often, ingroup
bias. To date there has been no other research which so clearly
demonstrates this relationship. Since identification is the crux of
Social Identity Theory this study has provided an important contribution
to its empirical validation. Furthermore, identification in this
experiment was a demeonstrably real and stable aspect of the group
involved (test-re-test correlation was r = .75), unlike some of those
used in earlier research. The theory received further corroboration
from the finding that referent informational influence, rather than
normative influence, ogceurred in this study,

Second, attempts to manipulate the salience of social identity
have depended largely on intrapsychic factors (e.g. order of presentation
of materials, attention, etc.). The present study demonstrated that,
even when individual differences in identification were accounted for,

a similar effect could be preduced by more social means; i.e. the

presence nfhan in or outgroup audience. However, the audience may have
two effects: first, to increase the salience of the intergroup distinction;
and, second, to specify behavioural standards.

Third, it has been shown that intergroup attributions for success
and failure are a source of ingroup bias, but not necessarily on the
same dimensions as are used when attributions are made about individuals'
success or failure. This suggests that people may use different types

of causal explanations for individual and group outcomes.

b, Self;aﬁtehtion.theary

Here the key results both concur with and depart from those of
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past research. HiPUB subjects expressed more ingroup bias than did
lows, but this adoption of ingroup support did not increase their agree-
ment with statements attributed to their ingroup. In fact, HiPUB.
subjects were more consistent than lows - a completely novel and
counter-predictive result. One possible post hoc explanation is that
highs may have wished to portray themselves as being consistent, for
some reason. These results certainly pose a problem for self-awareness
theories, theough.

In line with self-attention theory, different audiences did appear
to cue different responses, presumably invoking different behavioural
stendards.  However, as the interactions between self-consciousness
and Condition and Identification show, both Private and Public factors

contribute to the determination of intergroup behavieur,

GENERAL DISCUSSION

A difference between the theories which has so far been left aside
concerns the motivational bases of behaviour. Carver and Scheier
(1981a) regard the behavioural standards specified by a schema as
being intrinsically metivational. The mere perception of a divergenée
petween behaviour and standard motivates renewed regulation of behaviour.
in contrast, Social Identity Theory specifically posits the desire for
positive self-esteem and self-image as the motivational force.

A tentative exploration of the relationship in the present experiment
showed that dispositional pesitive self-esteem was reliably correlated
with intergroup differentiation., Quite why this should be so is
unclear since it might be expected that bias should be relatively weaker
amongst people who already have a positive self-image (see Hypothesis 4).
However, Lhis variable was.also vorrelated with neuroticism and social

anxiety, so it may be that subjects higher in self-esteem felt more secure
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and were less wary of social retribution than were lows; hence they
felt freer to be biased in favour of the ingroup. Arguably, then,
higher self-esteem and greater confidence are strong bases for
enhancement of self-image in other spheres, whereas low self-esteenm
inhibits such actions. This is consistent with Baumeister's (1982a)
finding that high self-esteem subjects used self-enhancement manoeuvres
when their self-image was under threat, whereas lows did not. Furthermore,
there is evidence that people strive to confirm their self-conceptions
(Swann and Read, 1981) and thus it it logical that higher self-esteem
subjects would try to maintain their esteem, whereas lows would not
necessarily try to enhance theirs. While the data from the present
study do not directly contradict social identity theory,they are more
readily explainable in a self-attention/self-regulation framework.

In sum, this study has been innoVatory in testing Fundamental
issues of when and why intergroup differentiation occurs in a real
group with an enduring identity and a meaningful outgroup with which to
make comparisons. It has pointed to the conclusion that, while Carver
and Scheier are right about the pervasive hature of the prineciples of
selfaregulafion, social identity theory is correct in its basic claim .
that the regulation of intergroup behaviour cannot be simply reduced to
the sum of individual action. In this study it seems that subjects
do not regulate their intergroup behaviour solely in terms of Private
or Public‘standards,_but that identity and social factors interact in
their determination of the standards for behaviour. These theoretical
issues will be reconsidered at the end of the next chapter, in which a

small replication of the present study is reported.
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NGTES

A gross example would be a possible study of childhood memories;
this would be impossible if subjects were not granted the luxury
of a childhood. Since the childhood itself would be difficult

to control experimentally it is clear that mundane realism is

a necessary part of experimental realism in this case.

It is almost too obvious to state that it is predicted that subjects
will display ingroup bias and favouritism, because of their desire
to make the ingroup positively distinctive from the outgroup. OF
course, this presumption is derived from social identity theory,

and forms the backdrop against which other hypotheses are to be
inspected.

398 boys (241 boarding) and 168 girls (47 boarding) attended the
school. The largest block of pupils was at sixth form level (149).

All subjects were fairly neutral about schools, although the
direct grant school pupils were more positive than comprehensive
sub jects.

In only one of the three schools did the salience manipulation
influence responses for self. Thus there may be some doubt as

to the certainty with which we can accept the claim that
‘individuals may adopt a more polarised expression of opinions ...
because of the way those opinions may relate to group identities’
(Skinner and Stephenson, 1981, p. 57).

The dimensions for differentiation may be different and fewer.

For example, British attitudes to FEurope are distinect from British
attitudes to the French or Germans or Irish in particular. Even
the salience of these different levels of group membership may

not be equivalent.

These were later coded as similarities and differences, which
inevitably revealed different beliefs and values among pupils
of the two schools.

This methodology tends to make the group a property of the
individual (like IR}, whereas social.identity theory tends to
stress that the individual is representative of the group and
subsumed by it. In order to investigate the relationship

between intergroup attributions and intergroup perceptions

within the social identity framework it.is necessary for the

group rather than its individual members to be the salient entity.

Although consistent with Turner's (1978) results, this account is
contradictory to that of Skinner and Stephenson (1981), who
regarded the effect of self-ratings to be facilitative of
intergroup differentiation.

The other school was the one which subjects most wanted to beat
academically,
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This analysis was discussed at length with Professor David

Howell, an author of several books on statistics for psychologists.
He pointed out that the nature of the cell sizes means that each
column (i.e. condition) mean is differently weighted, and hence
the inclusion of identification in the analyses, as an independent
variable, does satisfactorily reduce the likelihoed that any

main effects of condition are confounded with the greater overall
identification mean in the 0QUT condition. Indeed, it is somewhat
alarming to consider the conelusions which could have heen drawn
about the effects of conditions had one not been aware of the
random (but significant) differences between them in subjects’
group identification.

It should just be neted that these effects were both .1 > p > .05,

~ On the other hand, it was lows who reported having given greatest

ingroup support in the OUT condition (although these questions
were not going to be seen by either school). So the evidence is
rather ambiguous.

While the terms EVALUATIVE and TRAIT ratings are used to refer

to differently presented dependent measures there is no assumption
that the trait items are non-evaluative, Indeed such traits may
combine to represent criterial attributes for category membership.
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CHAPTER 9

A REPLICATION OF THE MIXCOLLEGE EXPERIMENT

INTRODUCTION

Certain reservations may be held about the interpretation of the
results of the MIXCOLLEGE experiment.  Principal among these was the
question of whether the intergroup ratings really did reflect ingroup
bias, or whether they were merely an accurate representation of the
differences between the two schools. In order to put those responses
in perspective a small replication was conducted at BOYCOLLEGE.

Most aspects of the procedure were identical to that in the
MIXCOLLEGE study. However, the subjects were all male, and only
forty-five took part. Furthermore, there was no pre-test session, and
the subjects in the experiment were seated very close to one another.
Therefore, the results from this replication cannot be regarded as
being as reliable as tﬁose from the MIXCOLLEGE experiment. The design

is shown below:

thditién‘ Ingroup Confidential  Outgroup  Total
n | 16 14 15 45
The identification scale had an alpha of .80 and identification
did not differ significantly between conditions (FZ,Q& = 1.60, p > .20).
A median split was performed on the identification scores, and used to
analyse the data by MANOVAs in a Condition x Identification design,

which is shown below in Table 9.1.

Table 9.1

Design
o ' Condition
Identification Ingroup  Confidential Outgroup
High 5 7 11
Low 11 7 4
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Clearly, these cell sizes are far from adequate; however, they
do allow a tentative investigation of main effects.  Simple repeated
measure (ingroup rating-outgroup ratihg) MANOVAs were also performed
in order to see if ingroup favouritism were present; Finally, the
data were analysed using the dispositional Self-Consciousness Scale

(Fenigstein et al., 1975).

RESULTS

Ingroup bias

Ingrogp hias was found to be significant on EVALUATIVE (F14,1& = 5.73,
p < .001), TRAIT (F16,13 = 2,93, p < .05) and ORIENTATION (FZ,BB = 8.83,
p < .001) items. The univariate analyses indicated that mathematics,
sport, music and wealth were the most important items (ps < .001).
On the DRIENTATION measures subjects thought that an MC person would
like BC people, but not vice versa. In general, the degree of bias
was somewhat less than that shown in the MIXCOLLEGE experiment {see

Appendix F1).

Condition x Identification analyses

There was a weak main effect of Identification on the EVALUATIVE
items (F30,10 = 2.40, p < .07). Highs thought BC was more exciting,
better at music and more fun than did lows.

On the ORIENTATION items there were main effects of Condition and
Identification, as well as an interaction between the two (F16,58 = 2,10,
p < .02). The main effect of Identification (F8,29 = 2.67, p < .025)
was due to highly identified subjects giving greater rewards to ingroup,
and rating it as more homogeneous than did lows. The main effect of.
Condition (F16,58 = 1.94, p < .034) was more or less linear: ingroup

rewards were highest, perceived intergroup similarity was lowest and
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perceived outgroup homogeneity was highest in the INGROUP condition but
the reverse occurred in the OUTGROUP condition.  The Condition x
Identification interaction revealed that, on the reward measure, and on |
liking for MC, highs were more biased against MC in the INGROUP condition,
but this difference reduced or reversed in the other conditions, as can

be seen in Figure 11, below {and see Appendix F2).

not at all
6 .
LoIDENT
Liking for MC =5 HiIDENT
&
3
very, much ; et -
IN CONF ouT
CONDITION

Figure 11: ' Condition x Identification interaction on liking for
QUEGEQUD (Fy 3¢ = 3.25, P < +05)
utgroup (Fy P

The summed differentiation scores on the EVALUATIVE and TRAIT
items were also subjected to Condition x Identification ANDVAs.
On the EVALUATIVE items there was a main effect of identification

(F

H

1.39 5.05, p < .05) and a Condition x Identification interaction
b .

(F2’39 = 3.43, p < .05), Highly identified subjects were more biased
than lows, an effect which was most reliable in the CONF condition (see
Appendix F3). | |

There were no significant multivariate effects of Self-Consciousness,

although there was a significant Private x Public interaction on self-

reported response strategy (F1 4 = 5.99, p < .02). Among high Privates
b
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only the high Publics reported favouring the ingroup over the outgroup.
Among the low Privates only the low Publics reported ingroup bias.
Furthermore, these self-reports accurately reflect their actual
differentiation levels on the summed EVALUATIVE differentiation scere
(F1’29 = 3,54, p < .07) (see Appendix F4).

DISCUSSION

These results are similar to those of the MIXCOLLEGE study in
several ways. First, subjects‘again showed ingroup bias, although it
was slightly less impressive at BC._ The fact that these bisses
pceurred on items such aé those concerning sporting abilities and
performance indicates that the two schools actually hold emphatically
contradictory views of their relative standing; This is in spite of
the fact that objective records of sports performance are available and
known to subjects (e.g, in the end-of-year reports and prospecti
published by the schools). In‘actual fact, these records indicate that
the tﬁd schools are gquite evenly matched. Also of interest is the
fact that 'music' was a diﬁension on which BC displayed most bias, while
MC displayed least. 1In fact, BC is renowned as a music school, and
it may be that this was such a clear criterial attribute in their
favour that it would have beeﬁ illegifimate for MC pupils to pretend
otherwise (cf. Mummenday and Schreiber, 1983).

The second area of support for the MIXCOLLEGE results comes from
the identification measure. Once again identification was associated
with ingfoug favourability,‘and (less clearly) ingroup bias. It is
interesting to note that both studies produced positive correlations
between identification and ingroup and outgroup evaluations (see
Appendices F5 and F6).  Although the association was stronger for

ingroup evaluations, this finding is rather surprising and would not
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have been predicted from social identity theory. These data indicate
that identification can be expressed through ingroup commitment
irrespective of intergroup differentiation (see alsﬁ Appendix F7}.

The effects of condition in the two studies are also somewhat
curious, In both, the effects were restricted to the ORIENTATION:
items. These concerned statements about how subjects felt towards the
two schools, how homogeneous they perceived the pupils to be, and so on.
However, at MC the QUTGROUP condition produced most hostility, whereas
at BC the INGROUP condition produced most hostility,

This anomaly is resolvéd when the Condition x Identification
interactions are examined since they qualify the main effects of Condition
on the ORIENTATION measures in both studies. In fact, the very same
measure ('If you were a pupil at [the.outgroup schooll how much do you
think you would like the other pupils there?') in
both studies produced the most significant univariate effect.  In both,
the highly identified subjects were more negative than lows in the INGROUP
condition, but this difference was reduced or reversed in the CONF and
QUTGROUP conditions. Even with the inadequate cell sizes in the
BOYCOLLEGE sfudy the evidence seems to indicate that it is not just the
audience which is important, but the relationship between one's group
identification and that audience. Specifically, identification with
one's group affects willingness to display to the ingroup one's attraction
to the outgroup.

The main effects of self-consciousness obtained in the MIXCOLLEGE
study were not significant in the BOYCOLLEGE study.  However,
correlations between Public self-consciousness and dependent measures
revealed significant positive associations between Public self-
consciousﬁess and positive ingroup ratings. Hence the data are at

least non-contradictory (see Appendix F8).  There were no significant
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Self-consciousness x Identification interacticns.

Although no significant Private x Public self-consciousness
interactions were obtained in the MIXCOLLEGE study, those obtained
in the BOYCOLLEGE study are similar to those found in the Minimal
Group study (Chapter 6, Table 6.7), and the Similarity study (Chapter
7, Table 7.6). That is, highest expressions of ingroup support occur
among subjiects who are high on both or low on both dimensions of self-
attention.  Interpretation of the high/high means is not difficult;
subjects are aware of their group membership (Private) and wish to
display commitment to it (Public). Unfortunately it is rather harder
to find a sensible explanation ?or the low/low means. As was mentioned
in Chapter 1, self-awareness theorists have not been forthcoming with
predictions about the behaviour of the unself-conscious person., One
possibility, which follows from Diener's (1980) resesrch, is that low/lows
are disinhibited and display hostility and bias in a rather carefree
manner.

In general, it appears that the two studies reported in this and
the previous chapter sit well together. Taken as a whole, the results
imdicate.thfee‘main points.  First, identification with a group
produces ingroup bias. Second, the expression of ingroup bias to an
iﬁgrode audience.is influenced by strength of identification., Third,
and parallel with the self-portrayal/self-definition effects just
described, private and public self-attention seem to influence intergroup
behaviour. Higher public self-attention is associated with greater
ingroup bias, whereas higher private self-attention is not. Yet

when the two combine ingroup bias is often maximised,

Thegretical issues remaining

While the MIXCOLLEGE and BOYCOLLEGE experiments are ccherent one
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major problem remains unresclved,  Since people behave differently
to different audiences we can assume that self-presentation is
involved. From the point of view of self-awareness theory it is
necessary that attention be paid to the public aspects of self in order
that a person presents him or herself as he or she wishes. In the
experiments reported thus far higher public self-consciousness has
been associated with greater ingroup bias.  This suggests that, contrary
to St. Claire and Turner's (1982) ideasq, intergroup situations encourage
self-presentation as a 'good' ingroup member.  The key question is why
were there no significant Public self-consciousness x Condition
interactions in tBe MIXCOLLEGE and BOYCOLLEGE experiments?  Theoretically,
we should have found that only those who were high in Public self-
consciousness behaved differently to different audiences. As it is,
no conclusions can be drawn as to the effects of Public self-attention
on intergroup behaviouf té different audiences. The final experiment
in this thesis was designed in order to address this problem.

Ancther slight question mark over these two experiments arises
from the fact that all subjects were together when filling in the
depéﬁdent measure booklets. This may have created an ingroup audience,
even though there was no communication between subjects. The effect
of this may have been to raiée the floor for intergroup discrimination,
producing a weak operationalisation of the distinction between
conditions. Although the manipulation checks give little suggestion
of this, it is a possibility which cannot be ruled outz.

Another, more general, gap in the story is left by the emphasis
on dispositional measures of self-attention. Since it is clear that
these may be related to other characteristics (e.g. neuroticism) it

would be desirable to reproduce the effects of self-consciousness using

experimental manipulations. In addition, it will be recalled that
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Carver and Humphries {1981) and Froming and Carver (1982) only found
reference group related biases among Public self-conscious subjects.
Such biases have now been shown to exist in intergroup contexts.
However, neither the Carver and Humphries nor the Froming and Carver
studies were able to produce any effects when Public self-awareness was
experimentally manipulated. Only Wicklund and Duval's (1971) own-voice
feedback condition increased positive reference group behaviour, and
that manipulation did not involve an asudience to whom subjects could
present their behaviour. Hence, there is some doubt remaining as to
what might be the effects of Public self-attention on group and intergroup
behaviour. The experiments reported in Chapter 5 confounded Public

and Private self-attention as well as having an irrelevant audience

(the experimenter) for interqroup behaviour., This problem is rectified

in the design of the final experiment reported in this thesis.
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NOTES

St. Claire and Turner (1982) conducted a minimal group experiment
in which .some subjects were merely asked to -predict the behaviour
of bona fide subjects, while others were explicitly told that the
experiment was about prejudice. Only Control and Prejudice
condition subjects discriminated, while those in all three
conditions displayed fairness strategies. It was concluded that
the data provided 'little support for the hypothesis that social
categorisation effects are mediated by demand characteristics'

{p. 314). However, post-experimental enquiry revealed that almost
two-thirds of the subjects ceuld not even recall what the study

was about; casting doubt on the effectiveness of the manipulations.
The view that fairness is the strategy which subjects think the

‘experimenter expects of them is not really shown clearly by the

St, Claire and Turner study. .. If anything, their Prediction
condition reveals what subjects expect of one another.

A related weakness resides in the fact that any differences between
conditions may be a consequence of the subjects' awareness that

the intended audience for their answers was or was not the actual
audience at the time. = The following experiment was designed to
avoid this confounding.
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CHAPTER 10

EVALUATIVE CONTEXT, STANDARDS AND INTERGROUP BEHAVIOUR

INTRODUCTION

The experiments thus far described have each manipulated the
context of intergroup behaviour. That is to say, the meaning of
behaviour has been altered by leading subjects to focus on different
agpects of the situation and on different standards for that behaviour.
However, the effects of these independent manipulations have usually
been qualified by variables associated with the subjects themselves:
commitment to the group; self-consciousness; self-esteem; sex; and
ingroup attributes. These variables seem to combine to create different
evaluative contexts (as 1 shall call them).

The concept of evaluative context, as used here, is made up of
three components. First, we should consider the nature of the
evaluators present. Here, the relative expertise and siée of the
audience are important, as a more expert or numerous audience may
increase a person's evaluation apprehension (cf. Cottrell, Wack, Sekerak
and Rittle, f968). Furthermore, the importance and relevance of the
audience may vary. A display of ineptitude may have no consequences
in front of an ingroup audience, but may bring the ingroup into disrepute
if an outgroup audience is present,

The second component is the definition of the situation itself, and

the implicit goals of those within it.  For example, whether the actors

are identifiable or anonymous may influence their willingness to engage

in a variety of social acts (cf. Zimbardo, 1969; Diener, 1980; Latangé

and Darley, 1968). Here, the extent to which one is personally accountable
for one's behaviour may be important. If the experimenter does not seem

able to distinguish one's own efforts from those of others (Latané, Williams
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and Harkins, 1979), or if one is contributing to a group effort (Sherif,
1969),the situation may be seen as non-evaluative in personal terms.
Situations may also vary in terms of the standards of evaluation that
they evoke. In a competition between two teams, the 'standard’ required
is pre-defined (i.e. to be better than the opposition), whereas in the
case of a solo performer the standards must be a combination of self-
defined and audience-defined ones (Abrams and Manstead, 1981).  Another
jmportant situational variable is probably the actual behaviour or ‘
performance itself. That is, a good or bad, successful or failed,
action will have consequences for future selfuevéluations {Turner, Hogg,
Turner and Smith, 1984)}. |

" The third component considered here is the subject's attributes.

These may include abilities or existing skills (Abrams and Manstead,
1981), self-confidence, the propensity to be self-aware and self-
evaluative, familiarity with other aspects of the particular evaluative
econtext, and persohal needs or goals (cf. Sarasen, 1972; Wine, 1971).
 The evidence which has accumulated from the experiments reported
in earlier chapters suggests that these three companents are important
in the detefmination of intergroup behaviour. Generaliy, other research
has alsé varied the evaiuative context of group behaviour, but usually
only one component of it at a time. The component chosen has tended
to reflect the theoretical orientations of the researchers concerned.
Diener's (1980) deindividuation research has dwelled on the
proposition that lack of self-awareness results from group membership,
and leads to the disinhibition of behaviour, Self-awareness is
decreased with anonymity and lack of identifiability, which are the
independent variables in Dieﬂer;s research. The situation is either
iﬁzgégrOUp, or iﬁterpersonel, as is the audience. What Diener seems

to be doing is to use deindividuation to create intragroup behaviour and
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individuation to create interpersonal behaviour, and then to treat
self-awareness as a dependent variable. This self-awareness is

then seen as the cause of behaviour. Tt may be that, if Diener had
considered intergroup situations, he would have come up with different
conclusions regarding the loss of identity in the group. More specifically,
his assumption that loss of personal identity and being self-aware are
mutually exclusive states could be called into question.

Another branch of research which echoes Diener's approach is that
informed by social impact theory (latané and Nida, 1981) and specifically
on 'social loafing' (Harkins, Latané and Kipling, 1983)}. Here, the idea
is that, as the distinctiveness of one's personal contribution decreases,
so does the effort ﬁut in to making that contribution. The 'audience’
is the experimenter, and variations in evaluative context simply involve
varying the number of co-workers a subject believes are present. Latané
infers the destructiveness of groups from the finding that they produce
a decay in personal effort. He might have reached quite different
conclusions if an intergroup context and social identification had been
introduced. In such a situation the subjects might aim to achieve
'superior cdnformity of the self' to group goals (cf. Codol, 1975)
and hence individuals' performances as group members might outstrip
their performances when psychologically alone.

Both of these approaches limit the situational companent of the
evaluative context to the intragroup, interpersonal and personal domains.

Furthermore, subjects merely behave, and are not subsequently acceuntable

in any way for their behaviour, In ignoring the communicative intention
behind behaviour, the psychological self-definition of the subjects

and the constitution of the audience, these approaches have inevitably
resulted in rather barren accounts of group behaviour.

In contrast, intergroup researchers have viewed evaluative context
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in terms of both the situational and audience components. This has
typically meant setting up intergroup negotiations (see Stephenson, 1981)
or competitions (Reid, 1983), One of the first studies relevant to

the present discussion was that of Rabbie and DeBrey (1971).  They

had subjects in 3-person groups, which expected to meet with outgroups.
Beyond this, the groups expected either to compete or to co-operate

on a task, and that their representatives would do this either publicly
(with all members present) or ‘privately’ {with other members absent).
An interaction was obtained such that in the 'public' condition ratings
of both in and outgroup were enhanced in the co-operative context,
whereas in the 'private' conditions these ratings were enhanced in the
competitive context. Rabbie énd DeBrey were only able to speculate
about the reason for this pattern of results, including the possibility
that the public condition 'reinforces whatever intergroup orientation
exists in the‘grOUp' (p. 249)5 In fact, even the ‘private’ condition
invelved accountability to ingroup members and anticipated interaction
with an outgroup member. The public and private conditions both
entailed the presence of an outgroup audience, but the public condition
introduced a physically present ingroup audience. The fact that the
ratings of both in and outgroup followed the same pattern suggests that
subjects may have been responding to the situation as much as to group
membership. Note that a similar pattern of results-(i.e; ratings of
both the ingroup and the outgroup being influenced in the same direction
by each condition) was obtained in both the MIXCOLLEGE aHd the BOYCOLLEGE
studies. Ingroup pfesence, then, renders co«opératian more positive,
whereas ingroup absence renders competition more positive.  Another

way of desaribihg this is that subjects felt happier about their
representatives behaving in a hostile and competitive way on their

behalf (private condition) than about being seen to do so themselves



- 334 -

(public condition). In contrast to the deindividuation studies it
seems that, in intergroup contexts, the greater the number of people
that are physically present the less aggressive or disinhibited they
may feel.

Stephenson (1981) reviewed the research on bargaining and negotiation.
Here, the emphasis was op £he gituational (interpersonal and intergroup |
aspects) and personal (skills, strength of case, style) components of
the evaluative context. (The audience was assumed to be the outgroup.)
Stephenson and Brotherton (1975) found that ,whereas negotiations between
single representatives tended towards compromise, those befween ingroup
pairs and outgroup pairs tended towards competition and winning/losing.

The compétitive orientation seemed to be enhanced by a reduction in
awareness of the outgroup as iﬁdividuals, as also shéwn by the fact that
telephone negotiations tend to be tougher and more competitive than
facé—tcuface ones (Morley and Stephenson, 1970, 1977). Stephenson
(1981) points out that negotiators face a problem - 'the integration

of their intergroup and interpersonal relationships with the opposition’
(p. 191). An important step was Stephenson's suggestion that a
negotiator éould adopt an interpersonal style even with intergroup

goals, andlthat these two components could function independently of

one another. GSpecifically, negotiators with a weaker case gained by
appealing to 'interpersonal norms of reciprocity' which prevailed in

a face-to-face negotiation (Morley and Stephenson, 1977). In fact, the
Stephenson and Brotherton (1975) and Morley and Stephenson {1977) results
can be re-explained in terms of depersonalisation. Given a competitive
intergroup evaluative context the depersonalised representatives (those
in pairs or on the telephone) were behaving in an assertive and competitive
way, whefeas the personalised representatives were behaving in a more

co-operative and interpersonally accommodative way.  Therefore, the
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bargaining studies discussed by Stephenson (1981) may help fill in

the 'intergroup gap' in the work of deindividuation researchers.
However, there is still the problem that neither branch of research has
unconfounded subject and audience components of the evaluative context.

In deindividuation research the audience is always intragroup or
interpersonal, and is generally in the same state as the subject.

In bargaining research both sides have one or both have two (etc.)
representatives, and the outgroup is always (or potentially always)
present. In the latter, it is hard to say whether a shift from

intergroup to interpersonal styles of behaviour results from a personalised
audience, a personalised subject, or both.

One purpose of the present experiment is to keep the subject
components constant while manipulating the audience and situation
components of the evaluative context. Specifically, situational
evaluative cues were aesigned fo direct attention to public, private
or no standards by means of video feedback, a mirror and alone conditions,
respectively.  The second situationél component, which also prbvided a
standard for comparison, was a regord of outgroup and ingroup performance.
Half of the.subjects were in winning ingroups and half were in losing
ingroups (subjects not being told how well their group had done, but
being able to surmise this from the evidence)1. The audience component
was varied by having subjects believe that their intergroup behaviour
was being viewed (in the video feedback conditions) solely by ingroup
members, solely by outgroup members, solely by the experimenter or (in
mirror and control conditions) by nobody but themselves. The subject
component was constant (all subjects belonged to the same category’and
were among a group of social science students),although dispositional
differences in self-evaluation (private and public gelf-consciousness,

and self-esteem) as well as ingroup identification were used in the
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Overview and derivation of hypotheses

An experiment was designed in which social science students were
ostensibly being compared with natural science students on a group task
involving ‘'reasoning skills'., = After seeing a video (no sound track)
of the 'previous group of natufal scientists' in discussion, groups
of 3 to 5 social science students were given 20 minutes to produce
arguments for and against the statement: 'Space exploration is a waste
of resources.' These arguments were handed to the experimenter on a
'report form'. For the second phase of the study each subject was
randomly sent to one of 5 rooms. In fact, each room was arranged to
execute a different manipulation.  Three rooms were set up with video
cameras and moniters {video conditions). Subjects were given a copy
of the natural science group's report form and were asked to complete
the dependent measure booklets. In the video conditions subjects were
led to believe that ingroup, outgroup, or no group members would subsequently
view the film (VidIn, VidOut and VidCon conditions, respectively). A
fourth rcom.contained a row of mirrors which reflected the subject's
image while he or she completed the dependent measures (Mirror conditien),
and the fifth room contaihed.only a desk and chair (Control condition).
Subjects were unaware of these different manipulations. The dependent
measures included ratings of ingroup and outgroup reports, ingroup and
outgroup traiﬁs and ingroup identificaﬁimn. The majority of subjects
had been pre-tested, providing self-consciousness and self-esteem data

as well as attitude statements,which were presented again in the experiment.
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HYPOTHESESZ

Effects due to Condition

Evaluation

i. The deindividuation hypothesis predicts decreasing
ingroup bias as self-awareness is increased.
Therefore Control subjects will be more biased than
will those in the other conditions, since the
latter all contain self-focus inducing stimuli.

ii. Alternatively, the social identification approach
would predict the opposite of (i) above. If
self-focused attention gravitates towards social
identity it is likely that ingroup bias would be
increased,

iii. The two audience conditions (VidIn and VidOut) are
more evaluative than the others, and hence should
produce the most extreme shifts of ingroup bias
(the direction of which will depend on which of
hypotheses ai and aii are correct).

Standards

i. The question of the direction of the effects depends
on the standards to which subjects attend.  Some
researchers (e.g. Scheier and Carver, 1980) argue
that video feedback directs attention to the public
self, whereas mirrors direct attention to the private
self. If the private and public standards for
intergroup behaviour differ in some simple way all
three video conditions should differ from the mirror
condition, and both should differ from the Control
-condition.

ii. If public and private standards are the same, then
the Control condition will differ from the others
but the Video and Mirror conditions will not differ.

iii. If the standards are provided not by the manipulation
of self-focus per se but by the cues associated with
the self-focus, the three video conditions will differ
from one another. The prevailing standards for the
public expressicn of intergroup attitudes should vary
depending on the group membership of the audience,

Consistency

To the extent that hypothesis bi is correct, the privately
self-focused subjects of the Mirror condition will be more

consistent (pre-test-test) in their attitudes and more

veridical in their perceptions of groups than will the
publicly self-focused subjects in the video conditions.
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Performance of Group

i. Subjects will over-evaluate.. ingroup performance
(cf. Ferguson and Kelley, 1974; Blake and Mouton,
1969). :

ii. Evaluation of group performance will rise linearly
- with the quality of that performance.

iii. It is possible that 'failing' groups may compensate
by becoming more cohesive (i.e. more identified)
(cf. Turner, Hogg, Turner and Smith, 1984) or may
show elevated ingroup bias on measures which do not
relate to performance (cf. Lemaine et al., 1978).

Dispositional self-consciousness

Private

i.  The only predictable main effect of private self-
" consciousness is that it will be positively
associated with attitudinal consistency.

ii. Private self-consciousness may combine with other
dispositional variables,such as identification,to
exaggerate their effects.

Public

i. Public self-consciousness will be uncorrelated with
attitudinal consistency.

ii. Ffrom the previous two experiments, and Carver and
Humphries' (1981) study it is likely that public
self-consciousness will be positively associated
with ingroup bias in this intergroup context.

iii. Since public self-consciousness seems to render
-people susceptible to normative influence (Carver
and Humphries, 1981; Froming and Carver, 1981) it
will increase agreement with ingroup, and disagreement
with outgroup attitudes. '

iv. However, public selfmconscibusnESS will not combine
with other dispositional variables to.exaggerate
-their effects,

Self-esteem

As in the two previous experiments, it is anticipated that

" self-esteem will be positively associated with ingroup

bias.because of its effects on self-confidence in the
expression of such biases.
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PRE-TEST AND PILOT STUDY

The original aim of the study was to replicate the MIXCOLLEGE and
BOYCOLLEGE experiments,but use more controlled manipulations of self-
attention and audiences. It was felt that a useful start would be to
identify the important groups, attitudes and values that were adopted
by the intended subjects; 1i.e. social science students., To this end,
the entire first year social science statistics course {n = 190) was
asked to complete a set of questionnaires (see Appendix G1).  These
included 15 attitude statements in a Lickert (7-point scale} format,

a self-description %9-point semantie differential, a list of causes

against which subjects could place a tick fer those they supported, and

a list of nine items which subjects were required to rank ‘according to
how important a part ef university education you think they are'. All
of these items wefe designed to tap the profile of social science
students' values, attitudes and self-concepts. An attempt was also

made to elicit spontaneous self-categorisations by means of incomplete
sentence stems.  Subjects were asked to complete the Following sentences:

*The group I identify with most strongly is ...';

"When T am in this group 1 ...';

'Most of my friends are ...';

'"University students ...'.

After completing these questionnaires subjects filled in the EP1 Form B,
the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, and the Self-Consciousness Scale (see
discussion of UKC SURVEY 1983 in Chapter 4).

There were a number of significant effects of sex, which are of
no concern here. A 2 (high/low Private self-consciousness) x 2
{high/low Public self-consciousness) MANOVA revealed a significant
main effect for Public on the self-description semantic differential

items (F1G 473 = 254, p < .01).  Highs described themselves as more
¥
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active (2.58) than lows (3.58) (F1,182 - 7,10, p < .01) and as less cold
(7.12) than lows (6.32) (F1,182 = 13.51, p < .001). There were no
other effects of self-consciousness.

The completed sentence stems were coded into a variety of categories
(see Appendix G2).  Between 40 and 56 subjects did not provide answers,
depending on the sentence. By far the majority claimed to identify
with idiosyncratic groups (friends, family) and abstract groups
(thinkers) or no groups. In fact, only 51 subjects mentioned a social
category, of whom only 8 specifically mentioned students.  The majority
of subjects said they felt at ease and less self-conscious in these
groups (107), while some mentioned behavioural changes in the same vein
(16).  When referring to their friends most subjects merely said that
they were good or nice or similar to themselves (102).  Thirty-eight
subjects described their friends in terms of social categories (age,
being a student).  Responses to the stem ‘Univeréity students' were
almost entirely evaluative, with roughly equal numbers feeling that they
were positive (30), neutral (36) or negative (30).  Although these |
déta were interesting in their own right, they did not suggest any
particularlg relevant social categorisation for use in the main
experiment.  However, the ranking task did prove useful; there
seemed to be general agreement that 'gaining qualifications' (modal
rank = 1) and 'learning to think' (modal rank = 1) were the most
important aspects of university, followed by 'meeting people' (4) and
'social 1ife' (5). It therefore seemed appropriate to use a reasoning
task as the focus for group activity and to use social science students

as subjects.
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Subjects

77 social science students (38 male, 34 female) participated in

this experiment.

These had signed up in advance.

For each

experimental session five subjects were recruited, although the

actual numbers who

of seventeen sessions was conducted.

randomly assigned to a different condition from the others.

turned up varied from three to five.

A total

Five

Each subject in a session was

natural science students served as experimental confederates by being

filmed taking part in the group task.

Experimental design

The design is shown below.

SEX . ~ CONDITION. . .. Row
Control Mirror VidControl VidIngroup VidOutgroup [Totals
Male 5 9 7 6 11 38
Female. g:) 6 7 8 5 34
Column totals 13 15° 14 14 16 72

Apparatus and materisls

The experiment was conducted in the Social Psychology Research Unit

(SPRU) at the University of Kent at Canterbury.

video studics and a console room from which the three studios can be

monitored simultaneously

group discussion room.

SPRU has a suite of

. One of these is large, and was used as the

All three studips were arranged so that a

table and chair were placed opposite a wall-mounted video camera and a

television monitor.

The signal from each camera went to a separate

consale room monitor and then back te the monitor in that studic.

Two other rooms were used for this experiment.

had a notice on the door, reading 'Writing experiment:

in large blue letters.

Inside were a desk and chair.

One was an office which
Do not enter’

The desk was

against the wall and had a row of large (50 cm. x 30 cm.) mirrors propped
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up facing the chair. On each of the mirrors there was a typed notice:

'PLEASE DG NOT REMOVE: Reserved for Mirror-Writing Study. R.R.?

A fifth room contained only a desk and chair, with no other apparatus
or notices.

A ‘report form' was provided which was a sheet of A4 paper on which
the groupe were required to tick a box to indicate that they were
social scientists rather than natural scientists, The form was blank
apart from the reasoning problem 'Space exploration is a waste of
resources', which was printed at the top.

Another rteport form, completed by the confederate group of natural
scientists,was photocopied and used in the second part of the experiment
(see Appendix G3). ' .

Two dependent measures booklets were enclosed in a brown A5 envelope,
a pile of which was left in each experimental room. Booklet 1 contained
5 A5 pages, which were randomly ordered, All of the items were concerned
with evaluating the performances of in and outgroups.  Subjects were
required to circle a number (from 1, 'very', to 9, 'not at all') to
indicate: how skilled each group was; how well and adequately they
had perfarméd; ‘how well other social and natural science groups
will perform; how important reasoning skills are in university education;
and how well the task reflected reasoning skills. An inverse reward
matrix (Gg > sg, in steps of 10) was included on which subjects were
asked to award points to the two groups for their performances.

The second booklet contained six A5 pages, again randomly ordered.
The items were designed to tap feelings about and attitudes towards
social and natural scientists (without reference to task performance).
Subjects were required to place an 'X' on a line (scored as a 9-point
scale) to indicate how competitive and co-operative they felt to other

groups (1 = very much, 9 = very little).  Two pages presented bipolar
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trait adjectives at opposite ends of a 9 em. line. On one of these
pages subjects were asked to show where they would place social scientists
and on another page to show where they would place natural scientists.
Eight traits were presented. Another page used the same format to
ask how subjects felt about the group with which they had worked.
The six bipolar adjectives selected were designed to measure affective
aspects: pride, happiness, enthusiasm, anxiety and the sense of belonging.
Two more pages contained attitude statements with which subjects were
asked to express their agreement by circling a number (1 = strongly
agree, 7 = strongly disagree). The first page contained seven
statements, of which five had been pfesented in the pre-test session.
These were included so as to enable tests to be made of hypotheses
relating to intra~subject consistency (see sbove). The second page
contained six statements, three of which were said to have been made
by social sciehce students and the other three by pure scientists,
One of the social science, and two of the pﬁre science, statements
had been presented in the pre-test and had produced mean scores within
1 point of the middle of the scale. These were inciuded to see how
reference gréup information would be used.

A sheet of manipulation checks was constructed. This asked subjects
about the apparatus in their experimental room, the audience for their
" video recording and a 9-point scale measuring how self-conscious (1 = very,
9 = not at all) they felt in their experimental room.  All of the

dependent measures are shown in Appendix G3.

Procedure
Two experimenters {who randomly took the role of E1 or E2 at each
session) were paid to conduct this experiment. When the subjects for

the session had all arrived at SPRU, E1 showed them to the video console
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room, where £2 was waiting. En route, E1 asked them all if they were
social science students, and concluded: 'Good, so you are all from
the social science faculty.' Once in the console room, E2 introduced
the experiment.

'We would like you to participate in an investigation into
and an evaluation of reasening skills among students.

Part of our interest is in the differential performances
of pure science students (those doing Physics, Biclogy,
Chemistry, ete.) compared to those of social science
students (those doing Psychology, Economics, Politics,
etc.). There is actually very little research on these
differences and it is likely that performance on the task
we will give you is affected both by the verbal-intellectual
skills and the knowledge of social science students and by
the abstract-deductive thinking skills and knowledge of
pure science students.  0f course, so far we have no way
of knowing how relevant these various abilities are.

But this research is specifically locking at reasoning
skills and not at any other aspects of intelligence.

'We will ask you to work as a group on a task designed to
measure your reasoning ability.  You will have 15 minutes
to discuss the statement: "Space exploration is a waste
of resources." In that time you must reach a consensus
about how far you agree or disagree with the statement and
the reasonsWhy. At the end of the 15 minutes you should
write, on the sheet provided, your views on the issue and
the arqguments behind those views. We will be analysing
this later to assess the reasoning skills displayed. We
will only be concerned with your reasoning abilities and
not with what your particular views or judgements are.

But it -is important that you take the topic seriously and
make the report a faithful reflection of your collective
opinions. Just to give you an idea about what you will
be doing, you can take a guick look at a video tape of the
last group who did the task. They were all pure science
students. Obviously, we can't play the sound as well as
this would help your own performance.'

Here, E2 switched on the video tape of the natural science confederate
group, which subjects watched on a television monitor, for about 20 seconds.

'Tt actually goes on for quite a while, but since we are rather

short on time I'1l just show you a short bit of the total

tape.' :

After making sure that all subjects understood the task, they were

all escorted into the large video studio, and were asked to sit around

a big table. The video camera had its cover on, and the television



- 345 -

monitor was switched off. E1 asked E2:

‘Do you think it is worth filming them?', to which E2Z replied:

'No, I don't think spo; there's no need.'

This was to assure subjects that their performance during the
reasoning task was not being monitored. E1 then continued with the
instructions:

'Have you all understood what you have to do? 0.K.  Well,

we don't want to interfere with your doing the task.  What

we'll do is to let you work on the task from when we sound

a buzzer. Then we will press the buzzer again after 15

minutes, and (it does not matter how far you have got with

the task) at that point you must get to work writing the

repaort.  You will have 5 minutes in which to do this.

Then I1'11 come back in to collect it from you.'

E1 and E2 then left the room. As stated, a buzzer was sounded
after 15 minutes, and 5 minutes later E1 and E2 entered to collect
the report forms. E1 then explained that the second phase of the
étudy required that the subjects be separated from one another:

'Right, now I'd like to split you all up into separate

rooms so that you can answer some guestionpaires without

any interference from the others. %o we will take

each of you in turn to a room, while the others wait

here till vou are collected. '

E1 took two subjects to the Mirror and Control rooms, and then,
after delivering instructions, went to the video console room. E2
E2 took one subject to ane video studio, removed the camera lens cap
and switched on the television monitor. E2 then returned to take
another subject to the second video studio, and finally returned to the
large studio, where the same procedure was adopted for the remaining
subject. (When fewer than five subjects participated allecation to
rooms was still random.) |

All subjects were asked to sit at a desk, In the Mirror condition

£1 also mentioned that:
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'T am afraid that, apart from the studios, this is our
only other spare room in this building. As you can
see, it is actually being used for one of our third
year student's projects - on mirror writing, I think.'

In the Video conditions, £2 told each subject:

'Now, as you can see, we have a camera set up in here.
What we will do is to film you - you will be able to
see yourself on the monitor - while you are filling
in these guestionnaires. We have monitors in the
other rooms too, so we will be filming the others

at the same time.'

VidIn condition subjects were also informed that:

"When you have all finished filling in your gquestionnaires
you can all come back and have a look at yourselves
together on the moniter in the console room. So you

will be able to see what the rest of your group were

doing and they will be able to see what you did.’

VidOut condition subjects were told:

'"We'll be using these recordings to show to the next

group of pure science students who take part in this
investigation -~ like the film you saw, but later

on in the proceedings - so they will be able to see

what you and the rest of your group were doing.'

VidCon condition subjects were told:

'We're just doing this for your interest really - so
you can see the equipment working, and so on., We
won't be recording or anything like that, so no one
else will see what you do.’

In all 5 conditions subjects were then given a copy of the outgroup's
report form and the dependent measures. The experimenter explained:

'We 've photocopied the summary produced by those pure

science students for you to have a look at because we are
interested to see how you think theirs and yours compare

in various ways, Once you have looked over it can you open
your envelope and answer the questionnaires in order
(Booklet 1, then Booklet 2). This should take you about

15 minutes in all. So I'll come back then and see you

and you can rejoin the others,'

The experimenter then left the room and returned to the console
TOOMm. In fact, in the Video conditions, as soon as subjects began

to open the dependent measure booklets the camera moved, focused and
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soomed in on the booklet and then panned back to the subject's face.

This shift continued for the duration of the session. As a

result, subjects in these conditions were confronted with their own

image and close-up views of their resppnses on the large television

monitors. The whir of the camera motors reminded subjects of this

continuous scrutiny. When all subjects had completed their booklets

they were brought back to the main studio, where the camera and monitor

had been switched off again. At this point subjects were still unaware

of the differences between rooms, and they were asked to complete the

manipulation check sheet. These were placed in the envelopes with

the dependent measures, and subjects wrote their name on the back of

the envelope. Fach envelope was pre-ceded according to which room

it had been in. The data and time of the session were also noted.
Subjects were debriefed together in the console room. None

had guessed the true purpose of the experiment, and none objected to

the deception., Each was paid £1 and sworn to secrecy until the end

of term (December 1982).

RESULTS

The dependent variables were analysed in five sets.  These were:
FVALUATIVE ratings (i.e. items in Booklet 1, evaluatinglthe task and
groups' performances); TRAITS (i.e. the semantic differential descriptions
of social science and natural science students); AFFINITY (subjects’
expression of attachment and affect towards their specific ingroup);
ATTITUDE statements; and REFERENCED statements {i.e. those whose source
was specified as either the outgroup or ingroup}.

on the EVALUATIVE and TRAIT ratings, difference scores (ingroup
rating minus outgroup rating) were calculated, and were also summed

to produce total EVALUATIVE differentiation and total TRAIT differentiation



- 348 -

scores. The AFFINITY ratings were also summed to produce an index
of positive affect towards the ingroup.

These sets were each entered into MANOVAs, and the summed scores
were analysed by ANDOVAs. The data were initially analysed by Sex and
Condition, and then by combinations of the remaining independent
variables. As there were no significant effects due to sex, this
fFactor was collapsed and will therefore receive no further mention.
The hypotheses will be examined in the sequence that they were stated

above.

1. Cénditians

Hypotheses ai and ii and bii all predicted that the Control
condition would differ from the other fuur conditions because the
latter all induced self-awareness.

Hypotheses aiii and biii beth predicted that the three Video
conditions would differ from one ancther because of the diFFerént
evaluative cues in each.

Hypothesis bi merely predicted that the Control, Mirror and Video
conditions Qould differ since they produced no, private, and public
self-awareness, respectively.

In fact, there were no significant multivariéta effects of
Condition (summarised in Appendix G4). One of the total scores did
differ between conditions, however. On the AFFINITY ratings the most
positive were in the VidCon condition and the most negative were in the
VidIn condition (Fa’sé = 2,53, MSe = 29,23, p < .05).  The means are

shown in Table 10.1.
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Table 10.1

Summed affinity ratings

CONDITION

CONTROL - MIRROR VIDCONTROL VIDINGROUP VIDOUTGROUP
(n) 13 15 14 14 15
x 20.62  18.4  17.43 23.07 20.33

Clearly, hypotheses ai and ii and bi and ii are not supported,

Hypotheses aiii and biii will be explored more extensively below.

2.  Performance of group

Two independent judges were asked to assign scores to the reports
produced by all of the groups, ineluding the report produced by the
natural science confederates. The criteria were the same as those
given to the subjects themselves (i.e. reasoning skills). Both judges
placed the natural science report in the middle of the range (10th).

" Thus half of the groups had performed successfully (9) and half had
failed (B8) relative to the outgroup product with which they were
presented.  The rank correlation between the two sets of judgements
was T = .85 (n = 17, p < .00%)°.

It was hypothesised that subjects would generally over-evaluate
ingroup product.  Such an effect would have been evident from a
. significant repeated measure difference between ratings of in- and
outgroup performance. In actual fact, none of these Qas significant,
and the total EVALUATIVE differentiation score was -0.44, which was not
significantly different from zero (t68 = 0.89, sd = 4.12, p > .1).

Hypothesis ii suggested that subjects' evaluaticns would actually
reflect the standard of their group's report. As the correlation ta?le

in Appendix G5 shows, subjects’ ratings of ingroup report adequacy and



- 350 -

outgroup report quality were oppositely‘éorrelated with real ingroup
performance (rs = .25, -.27, ps < .05).  Furthermore, a repeated
measure ANOVA {Group Performance X Ingroup/Outgroup ratings) on quality
of performance was also significant (F1,65 = 5,73, p < .05). The
sutgroup performance was downgraded by successful groups and upgraded
by unsuccessful groups (relative to ingroup performance).  This
hypothesis has therefore been supported (see Appendix G5).

Hypothesis iii predicted that, on non-evaluative measures, group
performance could be inversely related to ingroup bias, since failing
groups would have a greater need to bolster their self-esteem. - The

TRAIT (F = 2,25, p < .05) and TRAIT differentiation (FB 59 = 3.11,
b}

16,51
p < .005) scores produced significant effects on MANOVAs, both when group
performance was the only independent variable and when private and

public self-consciousness were included (see Appendices G5, G6).

Contrary to Turner et al.'s (1983) ideas, suceessful groups displayed
more ingroup bias than did unsuccessful groups by rating social
scientists as relatively warmer, friendlier and less competitive.

This pattern is neatly summarised by the significant ANCVA on the summed

TRAIT diffefentiation score. Successful groups differentiated more

(8.16) than did unsuccessful groups (4.57) (F1 67 = 7.69, p < .01).
. t

3, Self-~conseciousness

Only 58 of the 72 subjects had provided their names {on request)
in the pre-test. Therefore, the self-consciousness, self-esteem and

attitudinal consistency analyses were all performed on this reduced Na.

a. Private
The data were analysed by 2 (high/low median split Public)

x 2 {(high/low Private) MANQOVAs. Hypothesis i was that Private
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self-consciousness will be positively associated with attitudinal
consistency. On the plain ATTITUDE statements test-re-test difference
scores there was a significant multivariate effect (F5’32 = 2.35,

p < .06). Highs were more consistent in their attitudes to Maths.

and Sciences {0.47) than were lows (1.22} (F1,36 = 9.81, p < .005},
consistent with the hypothesis (see Appendix G6}.

Hypothesis ii will be dealt with below.

b.  Public

Hypothesis i was that Public self-consciousness will be uncelated
to consistency. There was no evidence to contradict this hypothesis
(see Table 10.2, below).

Hypothesis ii suggested that Public self-consciousness will be

associated with ingroup bias. There was no evidence of this from the
ANOVAs or MANOVAs. Indeed, although Public self-consciousness was
positively aséociated with the AFFINITY total score (r = .27, n = 57,
p < .0%), it was negatively associated with the total TRAIT differentiation
score (r = -0.25,-n = 55, p < .05).

Hypothesis'iii.predicted that Pubiic sel f-consciousness will be
associated with reference group behaviour. On the REFERENCED attitude
statements there was a significant multivariate effect of Public
(F6,49 = 2.29, p < .05). However, there was also a significant MANOVA
on the plain ATTITUDE statements (F7’&a = 2.7Q, p < .05). As can be
seen from the means (in Table 10.2), high Publics were always closer to
the midboint of the (7-point) scale than were lows, irrespective of the

gsource of the statements.
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Table 10.2

Main effects of Public self-consciousness on Attitude
items (df = 1,54)

Public Self-conscicusness
Reference Statement High {32) Low (26) F
Social Science | Anti-Nuclear Energy 3.56 2.65 4.08%
r " Creativity 4.03 3.23 4.48%
Natural SeciencejPro-Nuclear Energy 4.13 5.27 7. 33%%
" " Anti-Denationalisation 4,13 3.23 3.55+
None Education 4.03 4,88 5.11%
Women 4.52  3.40 5,38%
Maths. & Sciences 4.58 5.46 7. 25%%
+ p < .10
* p < 0B
¥* p < .01

Therefore, hypothesis iii received no support; hypothesis iv will be
discussed below; there were no significant Private x Public

interactions.

4.  Self-esteen’

42 subjects had completed the Rosenberg Self-Esteem scale in the
pre-test. This is scored as a Guttmen scale with values of O (highest)
to 6 {lowest). Self-esteem was significantly correlated with a number
of dependent measures (see Appendix G7).  These are encapsulated by
the correlations with the summed scores. Self-esteem was negatively
associated with EVALUATIVE differentiation (r = -.27, n = 42, p < .05),
In other words, subjects with lower self-esteem expressed more ingroup
bias when comparing ingroup and outgroup reports than did highs.  However,
self-esteem was positively associated with differentiation in terms of

TRAITS (r = 0.31, n = 41, p < .05), especially friendliness (r = .46,
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n < .001). The hypothesis therefore receives mixed support.

5. Bias

As has already been discussed above, there was no overall bias on
the EVALUATIVE items. While this may be explicable in terms of the
cancelling out effect of ratings of differential group performance the
assumption that subjects would show general ingroup bias haé, as yét,
attracted 1little support. When examining the TRAIT items five of the
ingroup/outgroup ratings differed significantly {p < .0001) in Condition
X ingroup}outgroup rating (repeated measure) ANUVAS5 (see Appendix GB8).
This was reflected by the fact that the . summed. TRAIT differentiation
score (6.57) was significantly different from zero (t = 9.76, sd = 5.55,
p < .001). In addition, subjects reported significantly positive
AFFINITY to their actual ingroup. The summed AFFINITY score combined
S items on 9-point scales {(a neutral total score would be 25), the
grand mean of which was 19.94, which is significantly more positive
than 25 (t68 = 7.20, sd = 5.79, p < .001).

In addition to these effects the two REFERENCED attitude statements
.which were attriputed to social scientists both produced significant
shifts towards agreement from pre-test positions in the repeated measure
ANOVAs. No such shifts occurred on the statements attributed to

natural scientists {see Table 10.3 below).
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Table 10.3 -
Pre~test Experiment responses to REFERENCED Attitude statements
(df = 1,37)
Reference Statement Pre-test Experiment F
Speial Science | Education 2,45 1.93 13, 75%%%
" " Anti-Nuclear 4.17 3.21 19, 05%%%*
Pure Science Pro-MNuclear: 4,43 4.64 0.86
" " Anti-Denationalisation |  4.21 4.00 0.41
**% p < 001

¥xe% p < 0001

REVIEW AND FURTHER ANALYSES

There were no impreSsive overall effects of Condition, although
hypotheses concerning the Video conditions have yet to be examined.
One significant effect on the summed AFFINITY ratings suggests
that tﬁe VidCon and VidIn conditions produced different responses.

iroup performance was a reliable predictor of both EVALUATIVE
ratings of ingroup and outgroup performance, and of ingroup bias on
other measures. There was no evidence of over-evaluation of ingroup
product, or-of cohesion and ingroup bias resulting from failure,

private self-consciousness was associated with attitudinal consistency,
as predicted. Public self-consciousness was associated with attitudinal
neutrality,but not with reference group behaviour, thus contradicting
Carver and Humphries® (1981) findings.

Sel f-esteem was associated with ingrDUp‘bias on the TRAIT items,
but with outgroup bias on the EVALUATIVE items, This result is not
directly compatible with any hypotheses advanced.

Bias was evident on TRAIT items, but not on EVALUATIVE items,
Subjects felt relatively identified and aFFiiiated with the specific

group with which they had worked.  Clear evidence of reference group



- 355 -

behaviour was exhibited on the REFERENCED attitude statements, rendering
the absence of an effect of Public self-comsciousness on these items

all the more surprising.

Condition

Hypotheses aiii and biii predicted that the Video conditioné might
differ either in their potential to produce evaluation apprehension,
or in their capacity to evoke different standards for behaviour. Owing
to the lack of directional hypotheses concerning these differences it
was thought that a Eosﬁrﬁac'discriminant analysis might illuminate the
nature of any differences that did exist between Video conditions. The
data from these three coﬁditions were therefore entered into a discriminant
analysis (BMDP), and this yielded one significent discriminant function
(% = 38,96, df = 12, p < .0001). The discriminating variables are
.presented below in Table 10.4, from which it can be seen that seven
dependent measures are used to classify correctly 76% of cases. The
clearest discrimination was between the VidIn and VidCon conditions.
Subjects in the former were less positive about social scientists or
about their‘actual group than were the latter. The Vid0ut condition
fell between the two. It therefore seems likely that these conditions
did not merely switch on self-presentation Xig'bublic self-attention,
but that the nature of the audience played an important role.  What
is perhaps surprising is that subjects were least favourable to social

scientists when the ingroup was watehing!
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Self-consciousness

Hypothesis ii for Private and iv for Public self-consciousness
concerned their interactions effect with other factors. While cell sizes
were too small to examine Self-consciousness x Condition effects, it was
possible to examine those of Self-consciousness x Group performance,
using MANOVAs (wherein all main effects of Private and Public self~-
conscious rteported earlier remained significant).

There were no significant Public x Group performance interactiaons,
but a significant multivariate interaction was obtained between Private
and Group performance on the EVALUATIVE ratings (F10,a0 = 2.70,

p < .05), as well as on the EVALUATIVE differentiation scores

(FB,AB = 2,88, p < .05). As can be seen in Table 10.5, high Privates
regard the task as more relevant, and give the ingroup relatively more
poinfs after a successful than after a failed performance. Among the
lows performance has little impact. However, when'rating the adequacy
or quality of that performance highs seem to be less favourable to the
ingroup after a successful performance than after a failed one.  Among
lows this pattern is clearly reversed. This pattern is summarised by
Figure 12,wﬁich depicts the significant Private 'x Group performance
interaction which was obtained on the summed EVALUATIVE differentiation

scare (F1,56 = 4,33, MSe = 15.32, p < .05).
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Table 10.5

Means for significant Private self-consciousness X Group
per formance interactions

Variable Performance Successful Unsuccessful
self-cons. High Low High Low MSe F

n 12 1z 15 16
Fvaluative ratings
Relevance of task skills 3.278 4.50 5.33? 4,69 2.92 4.,00%
Reward allocation 3.73%  4.17°  4.50° a.06? 0,62 4.14%
Adeqguacy of ingroup a b
performance 5.13 4.08 4.87 5.56 1.98  B.19*¥
Difference in adequacy
ratings 0.73 p.08 -0.20  -1.13 3,39  4,58%
Difference in product b . b b
ratings 0.20 -1.00 0.07 0.31 1.71 3.73%
Pre-post attitude differences
reatures of society 0.5 1.70%  0.90°  1.00° | 6.79  5.53%
Prama and arts 1882  0.7%° 0.80° 1.25 | 0.78  B8.00%*
Total EVALUATIVE ‘
differentiation score 1.07 -1,00 0.00 2.00 115.32 4,33%
t p < .0
* p < 05
*¥* p < 01

Means with different subscripts in a row differ significantly (Newman-Keuls,
p < .05).

INGROUP

BIAS -3
4 -2
-1

0 HIGH PRIV
+1

$ .2 ) LOW PRIV
OUTGROUP  +3

BIAS
SUCCESS FATILURE
GROUP PERFORMANCE

F= 4,33, p < .05

Figure 12: P;iVate gself-consciousness . x Group performance inferaction
on Fhe summed EVALUATIVE differentiation segre
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It was felt that Private and Public self-consciousness might also
interact with group identification, given the prominent role of
identification in the MIXCOLLEGE and BOYCOLLEGE experiments. The
AFFINITY summed score was used as the index of experimental ingroup
identification and a median split was performed upon thesea. 3-way
(Private x Public x Identification) MANOVAs were used to analyse the
other dependent variasbles. All previous main effects persisted, but
there were two significant Private x Identification multivariate
interactions (see Appendix G9). These were on the EVALUATIVE items
(F10’39 = 2.60, p < .05) and on the EVALUATIVE differentiation items.
(FB,&7 = 3,26, p < .05). The pattern was clear and consistent, as can
also be seen in Table 10.6,below. Amongst the highly identified
subjects the high Privates gave more ingroup reward, énd downgraded
outgroup performance more than did low Privates. This pattern was
reversed among non-identified subjects.  This suggests that high
privates were particularly sensitive to their feelings about their
actual ingroup, and evaluated its performance aécordingly.

On the EVALUATIVE differentiation scores there was alsoc a significant
multivariaté Public x Identification interaction (F3,47 = 4.79, p ﬁ..DDS).
Here, high Publics differentiated weakly in favour of the ingroup,
but the difference between highly and unidentified subjects was negligible.
Among the low Publies high identification was assoclated with ingroup
bias, whereas non-identification produced outgroup bias. This suggests
that only low Publics behaved in accordance with their identification,
the highs being more caﬁtious, perhaps (see Appendix G9).

The patterns of multivariate interactions were also reproduced by
the ANOVA on the summed EVALUATIVE differentiation scores. As Table
10.6,below, shows, both Private and Public self-consciousness interacted

significantly with Identification, although no significant 3-way interaction
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occurred. | The means and cell sizes for these interactions are
provided in Table 10.6, and the ANOVA effects are shown below in
Figures 13 and 14.
Table 10.6
Significant interactions from the private x Public x Identification

ANOVA on the summed EVALUATIVE differentiation score
(M8 = 11.84, df = 1,47) 16 ]

identification
High ~— (n) Low () F
Private Self- High —1.538 (15) 2.60b {(15) B.0Z2%%
Consciousness  Low 1.18% (11) 0.38° (16) :
Public Self- High 1.DOb (15) 0.82b 7 9,87%%
Consciousness  Low -—2.27a (11 2.21b {14)
*ox p < .01

Means with different subscripts differ significantly (Newman-Keuls, p < .05).
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LOW PRIV

HIGH PRIV

HIGH LOwW

Figure 13

IDENTIFICATION

F=8.02, p<.0

-3

-2

+2

+11 - I
\\\\\\\K LOw PUB

HIGH PUB

HIGH LOW

IDENTIFICATION

F = 9.87, p < .0

Key: PRIV = Private self-consciousness
PJB = Public self-consciousness
Figufeé 13 and 143 Interactioné between Identification.and Public

and Private self-consciousness .on the summed
"EVALUATIVE differentiation score
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There were no significant Condition x Idenfification interactions,
perhaps due to the small cell sizes. Nor were there any significant

main effects of Identificatiocn, which is perhaps more surprising.

Self-esteem

In order to explore the effects of self-esteem further, subjects
were divided by median split into 'high' (n = 23} and 'low’ (n = 19)
scorers. Self-esteem was then introduced into ANOVAs with each of
the other independent variables in turn. A significant interaction
between self-esteem and identification (derived from the AFFINITY
scores) was obtained an the total TRAIT differentiation score
(F1,37 = 5,40, MSe = 29.22, p < .05).  Among highly identified subjects
those with high self-esteem were more biased towards the ingroup than
were those with low self-esteem; this pattern was slightly reversed
among non-identified subjects (see Table 10.7 below).

self-esteem x Identification interaction on the summed
TRATT differentiation score

Self-esteem
High (n) Low ()
High 9.00 (13) 2,88 (8)
Identification
Low 3.78 (9) 5.64  (11)

Manipulation checks

Subjects were asked about the apparatus in the room in which
they were alone. They were also asked about the audience for their
behaviour. All of these measures confirmed that subjects were aware
of the manipulations appropriate to each condition {see Appendix G10).
Of greatest importance was the extent to which each condition rendered

the subjects self-aware. Self-reports of how 'self-conscious’ subjects
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felt differed significantly between conditions (Fa,sa = 11.18,
MSe = 3.71, p < .0001). A (Newman-Keuls) comparison of means in
Table 10.8 (below) indicated that the Mirror and Caontrol conditions
did not differ, and the VidIn and VidOut conditions did not differ.
Between these extremes was the VidCon condition, which differed
significantly from.both pairs of conditions.

Table 10.8 |

Subjective self-cohsciousness by Condition

Control Mirror VidCon VidIn VidOut

7.64 7.60 5.86 4,29 4,25
a a b c c

Means with different subscripts differ at p < .05.

This result is important since it helps to distinguish between
support for hypotheses about the Manipulations. Specifically, it
seems that the evaluativeness of the conditions distinguishes between
them, and tha% bath ingrOUp and outgroup audiences have the same
potential to induce self-awareness.  Any differences between the VidIn
and Vidout conditions must therefore be attributable to the different
éfaﬁdafdé'whﬁch were invoked. In contrast, differences between VidCon
and both VidIn and VidOut conditions are as likely to be a result of

differences in self-attention as in standards.

DISCUSSION

The main results of this experiment are easily described. Ingroup
bias was most evident in the ratings of ingroup and outgroup TRAITS.
The only sign of an effect of Condition was on the summed score from
AFFINITY ratings. Further analyses demonstrated that the VidIn and
VidOut conditions were clearly discriminable from the VidCon condition

in terms of responses to certain TRAIT and AFFINITY ratings. When being
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video recorded, subjects with an ingroup audience displayed less
positive sentiments toﬁards that group than when no group members were.
an audience. Surprisingly, there were nc significant overall ingroup
biases on performance evaluations.

Successful and failed performance did influence ratings of the
ingroup and outgroup; but only on TRAIT ratings. This renders even
more surprising the fact that even successful groups did not favour the
ingroup when evaluating ingroup and outgroup performances.  What they
did, instead, was to describe social scientists in more glowing terms
than did the failing groups. One reason for the absence of main
effects on the EVALUATIVE ratings here was the curious interaction
between group perfopmance and Private self-consclousness. fPerformance
evaluations reflected relative group performance among low Privates,
but were unaffected by performance among high Privates. In sharp
contrast, ingroup/eutgroup reward allocations reflected relative
performance among high Privates, but not among low Privates., The
pattern of reward allocations fits in with Greenberg's (1983a, 1983b)
findings that high Privates prefer equity more than lows, who prefer
equality. -The evaluations, on the other hand, seem to reflect the
epposite tendency. This anomaly may be resolved using the concept
of self-concern, which will be discussed below.

Another, perhaps more interesting, set of effects occurred on
the EVALUATIVE ratings. When subjects were divided into high and low
identified categories, high Private self-consciousness seemed to lead
to evaluative bias in line with strength of identification.  High
public self-consciousness seemed to eradicate effects of identification.
. In other words, Private self-attention seemed to lock in to the self-
definition while Public self-attention seemed to elicit socially neutral

(and possibly self-presentational) behaviour.



- 365 -

These effects of Public and Private are consistent with the main
offects of self-attention on the attitude items.  Whether referenced
or not, high Publics moderated their positions (against pre-test) to
become more neutral. Lows did not.  Conversely, high Privates stuck
more religiously to their personally held attitude positions than did
lows. Finally, the referenced items which were signified as emanating
from an ingroup source did produce an overall shift towards agreement,
irrespective of self-conscicusness.

These tesults can be discussed in terms of the way that the
evaluative context impinges on three general variables: the focus ofl
attention (direction and amount); standards; and motivation.,  When
self-awareness theory was originally elaborated by Wicklund (1975), much
of the research was directed towafds explaining social facilitation
phenomena (Paulus, Annis and Risner,.1978), and evaluation effects
(Cottrell, 1972; Henchy and Glass, 1968 Liebling, Seiler and Shaver,
1974). The arousal hypothesis (Berlyne, 1979) argues that performance
follows an inverted U curve as arousal increases (that is to say,
performance will be better under moderate arousal than under high or
low arousalAcenditions),whereas the drive hypothesis (Zajonc, 1969)
states that performance will be linearly related to arousal. Self-
éwareneSS effects fitted in with a drive model initially (Wicklund and
puval, 1971), but later on Wicklund (1975) suggested that too much self-
attention could have a deleterious effect since inéuf?icient attention
would be paid to the task. This fitted in both with the arousal model
and with the test-anxiety research {Sarason, 1978; Wine, 1971, 1980),
which found that highlylselfacritical people tend to do worse than
expected on difficult tasks7. Carver (1979} and Carver and Scheier
(1981c) proposed that self-attention would impair performance when

expectancies were low, since awareness of possible failure led to a
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withdrawal from the situation. More recently, theorists have suggested
that 'self-concern' can reverse the effects of self-awareness (Aderman
and Berkowitz, 1983; Sandelands and Calder, 1984; B. Stephenson and
Wicklund, 1983).

The reasoning is made clear in B. Stephenson and Wiekliund's (1983)
paper. A moderate degree of self-focused attention enhances one's
awareness of another person's perspective. Thus, in three experiments
own voice feedback led to better performance on a perspective taking
task than @ no feedback control condition. However, when self-concern
was introduced, by telling subjects that thelr responses were being
analysed as part of a study on neuroticism, perspective taking worsened
dramatically. B. Stephenson and Wicklund (1983) argue& that 'when a
highly salient aspect of self wés brought into self-awareness settings
... the self-focus moves toward that dimensicn away from the more social
considerations' (p. 75). This reasoning was backed up by the‘Finding
that, when completing the Davié and Brock (1975) and Wegner and Giuliano
(1980) self-focus index, subjects' first person/plural ('I' versus "we'l)
ratios were 1.B6 and 1.64 in the self-aware and self-concern conditions
(*1' more pfominent) but -0.58 in the Control conditioﬁ ('we' more
prominent).  In sum, B. Stephenson and Wicklund's (1983) study can
be described as one whose effects were attributable to variations in the
situational component of the evaluative context. It therefore seems
reasonable to examine the present‘experimént for similarities with
theirs. It seems likely that the Mirror and VidCon conditions may
have induced self-awareness, but not self-concern. The VidIn and
VidOut conditions may have induced both sel f-awareness and self-concern.
The Control condition should have induced neither. A reasonable index
of self-concern is probably to be found in the self-reported self-

conscigusness measure. The mean AFFINITY total secore for each condition
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can be plotted against self-rated self-consciousness, as shown
in Figure 15 (above).

As can be seen from Figure 15, there seems to be some support
for a self-concern explanation for these data. This is especially
ag when the diseriminant analysis between Video.conditions is examined.
In this, the VidIn and VidOut conditions are closer together in their
distinction from the VidCon conaition. Given the high level of
significance on the self-consciousness measure, it deeg geem plausible
that the conditions may represent the continuum from non-self-awareness
to high self-concern gquite well. On the other hand, these data indicate
that group affiliation was maximised in the self-focus/no self-concern
conditions - the opposite of B. Stephenson and Wicklund's (1983) results.
A plausible explanation for this will be suggested below.

B. Stephenson and Wicklund found no effects of Private or Public
self-consciocusness in their experiment, and concluded that: 'The
utility of the self-consciousness items. in the perspective~taking
paradigm would seem to be questionable ...’ (p. 73}, and '... self-

focused attention is not, through the nature of the onsetting stimulus,

concentrated on any garticuiéf self-relevant aspect., Rather, self-
focus can come to bear on whatever aspect of thelself is prominent or
salieht at that time' (p. 75) (emphasis added).

In other words, they rejeect Scheier and Carver's (1980) distinction
hetween Private and Public manipulations of self-focus. What these
different typeé of self-focus are supposed to produce is adherence to
different standards. Some effort has gone into demonstrating that
Public self-focus inéreases the use of social over personal standards.
For example, Diener and Srull (1976) found that subjects in a video
condition adopted social standards more than personal ones, whereas

controls did not. Hass (1984) asked subjects to draw an 'E' on their
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foreheads during his three experiments, When subjects were either
being filmed or tape recorded they were more likely to draw the E so
that it was the right way round to an onlooker than they were in Control
conditions. Furthermore, he argued that:
'IF the Fenigstein et al. (1975) description [of Public
self-attention] can be taken literally, as Mead intended

his to be, and Public self-consciousness involves taking
the external perspective of another person ...' (p. 793).

High Publies should outperform lows on this pefspective taking task,
as indeed they (marginally) did. There were no effects of private self-focus.

Unfortunately for the Scheier-Carver position, other researchers
have dempnstrated that mirror manipulations, and private self-consciousness,
can increase the use of social standards as well as perspective taking
performance. For example, Greenberg (1983a, 1983b) reported that
mirrors/high Private self-consciousness encouraged equity, even at
ekpense to self. Gibbons and Wright (1983) repeated Froming, Walker
and Lopyan's (1981) finding tﬁat a mirror could increase agreement
_ with a social standard (attitude statement), althoﬁgh it also maintained
consistent behaviﬁur with regard to a personal standard (pre-post
cerrelation); Finally, Bernstein and Davis (1982) found that highly
Private seiffconscious subjects' self-descriptions were closer to those
provided by observers than were lows. In contrast to Hass' (1984)
results, high Public self-consciousness led to ﬁgggg perspective taking.
This was deemed to be:

"consistent with the results of Turner and Peterson (1977),

and with the idea that high Public individuals' concern

with winning.social approval may reduce the validity of

their self-descriptions' (Bernstein and Davis, 1982,

p. 15). '
The ambiguity of the relation between types of self-focus and standards

is only increased by two other recent findings. In one study (Tharnton,

1984) a mirror.maﬂipulation increased defensive attributions teo a victim
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of a sexual assault (in contrast to Duval and Wicklund, 1973), while
another study (Sandelands and Calder, 1984) found that self-referenced
recall was increased by the presence of a video camera and judges.

These last two studies both involved a degree of self-concern,
or salience of personal aspects of self. Indeed, taken together, all
of these experiments do provide support for B. Stephenson and Wicklund's
idea that the manipulation of self-focus may be less important than

the general evaluative context in which it arises.

Social, personal and non-identity

While B, StephEﬁson and Wicklund's (1983) analysis goes some way
towards explaining the effects 0Ff3on6ition in the present experiment,
there are still some problems. First, for them, self-awareness
excludes group awareness (Footnote 3, p. 66),but in the present
experiment self-awareness was associated both with maximised‘(VidCon)
and minimised (VidIn) expressions of affinity with the experimental
group. Second, the high self-concern conditions (VidIn, VidOut) and
the lowest self-concern condition (Control) both showed evidence of
moderation of ingroup bias., This suggests a degree of objectivity,
or perspective taking, directly contrary to what B. Stephenson and
Wicklund would have predicted,

Nor are the present results explicable simply in terms of self-
presentation. If the reduced ingroup bias of the VidIn and VidOut
conditions were due to self-presentational concerns then an increase
in ingroup bias should have been evident in the Mirror and Control
conditions, where such concerns were absent.

In Chapter 3, a model was proposed which integrated self-focused
attention and social identification. A centinuum was sketched out, at

one end of which lay deindividuation, and at the other lay personal identity.
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Supposing that the measure of self-rated self-consciousness was

taken to represent that continuum, it might then be possible to describe
the effects of conditions as 'identifying' effects.  That is, subjects
in the Control condition are relatively deindividuated, but as self-
awareness increases so does awareness of social identity (Mirror, VidCon
conditions). Once an audience is introduced personal aspects of the
self become relevant due to the identifiability of one's individual
contribution, and so commitment to the group wanes. This account is
consistent with the idea that self-focused attention can enhance the
effects of self-definition as a category member. However, it is

not certain that Control subjects were deindividuated.

In order to resolve this problem it is necessary to return to
Chapters 2 (review of Social Identity Theory) and 5 {minimal group
experimenté) in which two important points were made. First, personal
and social aspects of identity may be.independent, and may therefore
influence behaviour simultaneously (see Stephenson, 1981).  Second,
attention can be conceptualised as being independent from salience.

The pfesént experiment was guite explicitly about iniergroug comparisons.

There is no reason why salience of group membership should have differed

between conditions. Thus, even in the Control condition, with minimél
awareness, social identity still exerted some influence (positive
rating3‘of ingroup). On the other hand, the salience of personal
self-images could plausibly be said to have varied between conditions.
Specifically, in the VidIn and VidOut conditionsrsubjectg anticipated
that their behaviour was to be scrutinised by a Féw pther individuals.
Furthermore, in the VidIn condition the subject was personally known

by those individuals, and would meet them later. Thus individuated,
the need for personal distinctiveness, and the salience of standards

relating to the personal self-image, were increased. The relative
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impact of the still salient soeial self-image was attenuated since
attention was also focused on these personal aspects., Ina8
nutshell, the measure of self-reported 'self-consciousness' may

well have reflected the salience of perscnal identity.

Private and Public self-consciousness

Although experimental manipulations may all produce the same, non-
directional, self-focus it is implausible that the dispositional measures
are also effectively identical (cf. B. Stephenson and Wicklund, 1983).
Since the Private and Public scales are Factmfially discrete it seems
likely that subjects who score highly on each do tend to direct their
attention to covert and/or overt aspects of self, respectively.

In the présent experiment there was clear support for Scheier and
Carver's (1981) claim that private self-consciousness homes in on self-
definitive standards and goals, while Public self-consciousness centres
" on one's social and interpersonal performance. However, self-awareness
theorists have always emphasised the insular, asocial and individualistic
effects of private self-attention (Scheier and Carver, 1980; Froming
and Carver, ﬁ981; McCormick, 1979). The results of the present
experiment reinforce the argumeht (see Chapter 1) that 'private' and
'‘ublic' are not synonymous with 'personal' and 'social', respectively.
Specifically, high Private self-consciousness did lead to higher intra-

subject attitudinal consistency (perscnal)}. However, it also polarised
the impact of social identification on ratings of ingroup and outgroup'
performance (social), thereby reducing the veridicality of their self-
reports on this matter (cf. Pryor et al., 1977). Therefore, it seems
that high Privates were not motivated to be self-consistent per se but
that they tried to conform their self-definitions in both the personal

and the social domains. This result backs up the reasoning of Gibbons
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and Wright (1983), but provides much more reliable evidence for the
idea that private self-focus can dwell on 'social' standards.

For Public self-consciousness the effects seem to be a striving
to be modest or neutral. The low Publics were more extreme in their
attitudes, and moved less relative to pre-test than did highs. The
lows also expressed ingroup bias in accordance with their social
identification, whereas the highs remained neutral. Since these effects
are collapsed across conditions (due to the small N) it is possible
that highs' neutrality is actually a mean of five different strategies
(depending on the audience).  Therefore it can only be concluded that
high Publics were not behaving in terms of self-definition and.ggx
have been attempting.to present themselves as socially attractive

individuals, free of bias ° or prejudice.

The pattern of intergroup behaviour and group performance

It is interesting to note that no general ingroup bias was exhibited
on performance evaluations. One reason for this may have been that
subjects had already been informed that the in- and outgroups could
both be expéﬁted to do well, but that this would probably be due to
strengths in different kinds of reasoning abilifies. It méy be that,
given the pre—existing intergroup distinctiveness on these dimensions,
there was no need to differentiate in terms of performance.  Some
evidence in support of this interpretation lies in the fact that TRAIT
judgements did favour the ingroup overall. Hence, positive distiﬁctiveness
lay in the characteristics associated with the ingroup and outgroup,
rather than in terms of their products. However, when the ingroup
outperformed the outgroup both performance evaluations and TRAIT
ratings exhibited more ingroup bias than when the ingroup failed.

This indicates that the impact of group performance is distinct from
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the basic motivation to attain positive distinctiveness. Clearly,

one reéson for this is that group product is an objectively assessible
entity which subjects could not evaluate in an unrealistic fashion.

In contrast, traits are hard to pin down, and repfesent an ideal vehicle
for differentiation and stereotyping (Tajfel, 1981).

It seems reasonable to suppose that traits combine to produce the
criterial attributes of group membership (Turner, 1982). Further
evidence for this position can be found from the responses to the
REFERENCED .attitude statements in the present experiment.  Only when
the statements were attributed to social scientists was there a
significant shift towards agreement relative to pre-test responses.

This finding is made more convincing given that no such shifts occurred
in the unreferenced or the outgroup referenced statements. Hence the
shifts are not attributable to familiarity with the items.  These
results alsec help to distinguish between the normative and referent
informational influence properties of intergroup behavieour. Carver

and Humphries (1981) suggested that (normative) reference group behaviour
was a matter of self-portrayal, and hence was dependent on Public self-
focus. In the present experiment there were no reference group effects
among high Public self-conscious subjeets; indeed, these subjects tended
towards neutrality in their responses. This suggests that the process
influencing the responses to the social seience attributed statements
was indeed referent informational influence. These statements were
taken as criterial attitudinal positions for group membership and,
commensurate with their situational self—categorisation as scéial scientists,
subjects naturally endorsed them.

The interactions between Private self-consciousness and group
performance are intriguing. HMigh Privates gave more rewards to a

successful group and less to a failing group than did lows. in contrast,‘



- 375 -

high Privates gave poorer evaluations of a successful group and higher
evaluations of a failing group than did lows. (ne explanaticn for
these results is that high Privates were behaving equitably - giving
rewards to a successful ingroup, but not being judgemental about relative
performance.  This idea is supported by the fact that the reward
allocations were mirrored by perceptions of task relevance.  Since
highs felt more involved in the task when the group was successful

they may have felt obliged to reward the ingroup (cf. discussion of
dissonance in Chapter 3).  Another possibility is that failure and
defeat led to increased solidarity with the ingroup (Turner, Hogg,
Turner and Smith, 1984), but only among high Privates (who were most
keenly aware of their social identification}. While highs felt

obliged to give rewards in line with performance they compensated by
devaluing the outgroup product when the ingroup'had done badly.

Although this explanation is admittedly post ﬁoc it does make some sense

in theoretical terms.

Self-esteem

Many ofrthe explanations thus far advanced have relied on the
assumption that self-esteem is a motivational variable which ties in
with a need for positive distinctiveness. The correlational results
indicate that high self-esteem was predictive of ingroup bias on the
trait ratings. If these represent criterial attributes it seems safe
to say that the confidence of high self-esteem subjects in terms of
their global self-concept facilitated the advancement of their specific -
social identification. On the other hand, self-esteem was negatively
associated with ingroup bias on performance evaluations.  This result
may be due to highs not needing to differentiate on such an unstable

dimension, but lows grasping at the opportunity to gain positive
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distinctiveness, albeit on a relatively transient social comparison.
This reasoning is consistent with that of Turner, Sachdev and Hogg (in
submi@siﬁn), who gbtained similar results.

More information about the former effect was gained from the
significant interaction between Self-esteem and Identification on the
total TRAIT differentiation score. It was found that highly identified
subjects were considerably more biased if they ﬁad high self-esteem
than if they had low self-esteem. Amongst non-identified subjects
self-esteem had little impact. This finding adds weight to the
interpretation that self-esteem may underlie the confidence with which

people strive to preserve positive self-images.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

These results suggest that a variety of different components
interplay and combine when people engage in intergroup behaviour.
The effects of Condition, while weak, show that varying degrees of
-evaluation cén potentially flick the switeh from personal to social
identity, and back again. Furthermore, the results do not support
Carver and Humphries® (1981) view that group behaviour is merely a
matter of self-portrayal. If anything, the effects of Public self-
consciousness seemed to show that self-portrayal is an individualistic
strategy whiéh sometimes obliterates intergroup considerations. In
contrast, there seemed to be evidence that self-stereotyping and
referent informational influence did occur, and Private self-consciousness
appeared to heighten subjects' sense of their social identification.
This experiment has reinforced Turner's (1982) argument that intergroup
and intragroup behaviecur are mediated by the salience of a social

identification in the self-concept, and not just by nermative interpersonal

influences which are external to the individual,
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NOTES

In fact, it was purely chance which produced this even split of
successful and failed groups, since 'success' here was defined as
quality of performance relative to the outgroup's.  The latter
was constant.  Therefore, success and failure was not directly
manipulated,but was incorporated as a factor in the design if

it were of theoretical importance.

As with previous studies in this thesis, it is assumed that the
social categorisation will lead to ingroup favouritism and bias.

The random allocation of subjects to conditions meant that there
were no differences in performance ratings between conditions
(Ff!» 79 = 0.14, p < .1).

¥

The Private and Public self-consciousness scales had reliability
coefficients of o« = .70 and o = .74 in this sample. An
identification index was derived from a factor analysis of the
AFFINITY items. A BMDP (1981 version, P4M) oblique rotation
produced 2 factors which explained 50% and 17% {eigenvalues of
3.00, and 1.05), respectively. The first factor was composed of
six items, whose loadings are shown here in brackets: Happy
(.81); Enthusiastic (.79); Proud (.79); Positive (.75); and
having a Strong Sense of Belonging (.71). The second factor was
composed of: Anxious {.92); and having a Weak Sense of Belonging
(.43). Hence, Factor 1 was used as the identification scale.
The Cronbach's o« reliability coefficient for this scale was .BZ,
and that for the RSES was .79. The interscale correlations are
shown in Appendix G11.

There was a change in mainframe computers (from CDC 6600 and

COC 7600 to AMDAHL) at the University of London Computing Centre
while these data were being analysed, As a result, it was
impossible to perform repeated measure MANOVAs as were used in
the analysis of the previous experiment. '

The main effects of Private (F = 0.13), Public (F = 0.29) and
Identification (F = 2.78), as well as the Public x Private (F = 0.004)
and Public x Private x Identification (F = 0.09) interactions were
all non-significant (p > .10).

Bargh and Cohen (1976) conducted an experiment using five levels of
evaluation to test this model, but the results were inconclusive.
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CONCLUSIONS

The broad aim of this thesis is to demonstrate a relationship
between focus of attention and intergroup behaviour. The present
chépter assesses the extent to which this aim has been achieved,

After summarising the progression of theory and research in this thesis
unresolved methodological and theoretical issues are discussed. The
focus is on the main findings rather than on minor discrepancies
between results. Finally, implications'For past and thure research

are drawn out,

REVIEW

Chapters 1, 2 and 3 present a critique and integration of self-
awareness and social identity theories.  Self-awareness 'theory'
comprises three theories or approaches. Wicklund's (1975) approach is
predominantly 'soclal'. It regards self-focused attention to be a
consequence of situational factors. The important effect of self-
attention is that it socialises individuals (it brings their behaviour
into line with social and moral standards). Carver's (1979) approach
is more psychological, Whatever the causes of self-focused attention,
the effects are essentially due to cognitive processes (feedback loops,
hierarchical structures, expectancies, ete. ). Falling rather between
stools is the personality approach adopted by Buss (1980) and partially
incorporated by Scheier and Carver (1981).  Although Buss's (1980)
theoretical contribution has been largely ignored, the distinction
between 'private' and 'public' self-attention has been retained and has
heen of central importance in Scheier and Carver's work. The distinetion
refers to focus on the covert and overt aspects of the self. Attention

may be differentially directed to these two aspects both because of
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situational cues and by dispositional tendencies. Since the behavioural
standards associated with the two aspects of self may differ knowledge of
to which aspect attention is directed is important when predicting
behaviour.

While summarising these three separate approaches it is noted
that they are all broadly compatible with one another.  However,
particular reservations exist concerning the empirical and conceptual
adequacy of the private/public distinction; the extensive catalogue of
'effects' of self-attention contains a number of contradictions. Here
the role of salience of standards is cited as being important in determining
the effects of self-attention., Finally, all three approaches only
consider social psychological processes associated with individuality,
None addresses the issue of how self-attention bears on social identity
and intergroup behaviour.

Social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1979) has often been
contrasted with 'individualistic' theories in social psychology. Its
superiority is said to lie in the fact that it considers the impact of
social groups to dwell in processes of self-categorisation and identification
rather than\interpersonal‘attraction, normative influence or realistie
conflict. Minimal group experiments have helped to demonstrate how
easily people can switch from acting in terms of their identity as
individuals ('personal identity') to acting in terms of a social
category ('social identity'). The relative salience of these
identifications determines which has the greatest impact on behaviour
(Turner, 1982). Intergroup discrimination is seen as emanating from
the combination of a salient social identification with the need for a
positive selF—image (and hence positive distinctiveness for one's group) .
Together with these cognitive and motivational processes are the socio-

historical forces which often go to make up the attributes, status and
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pOwWer of.any given group. This theory is therefore very broad, spanning
the psychological and societal determinants of intergroup behaviour.
While noting that considerable energy bas been directed to distinguishing

the social identity approach from more individualistic interpretations

of group and intergroup behaviour, there is a fair amount of commaon

ground.  Many instances of behavioﬁr which appear to be of an intergroup
nature can be described in terms of pufely intragroup processes. It

is also possible that the role constraints provided by group memberships
mean that, even when social identity is salient, it does not lead to
intergroup discrimination or even intergroup behaviour. Relationships |
may also exist between individuals and group members (e.g. a member of the
public and a police officer). Reference group theory may help to agcount
for behaviour in some of these instances. It is also suggested that equity,
dissonance and reactarice,in addition to the need for poéitive gelf-esteem
(cf. Dakes and Turner, 1980),may determine the nafure of intergroup
hehaviour. However, there is little clear evidence for the dbminance

of any single motive for intergroup behaviour. —All of these considerations
point to the conclusion that the impact of social identity on behaviour

is not likeiy to be determined by any one process. More likely than

not, individual psychological factors and external constraints all play

a part. It is probable that overt behaviour reflects a pragmatic
self-preserving motive. Behaviour may or may not betray to observers

the existénce of a salient social identification, depending on which
strategy will best preserve or enhance that identification.

Chapter 3 contrasts the social identification and deindividuation

models of group behaviour., Deindividuation theorists have claimed

that being immersed in a group may draw attention away from the private
aspects of self. Disinhibited group behaviour is a result of a lack

of private self-awareness (e.g. Prentice-Dunn and Rogers, 1982).  However,
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the presence of public self-awareness is not said to diminish the impact
of the group on the individual, Indeed, all the evidence suggests
that public self-attention involves increased responsiveness to
normative cues and conformity pressures. Specifically, reference group
behaviour appears to be increased when people are publicly self-aware.
Deindividuation and self-awareness theorists therefore believe that
group membership leads to a loss of identity (lack of private self-
awareness) and/or increased self-presentation and conformity (due to
public self-awareness).

In contrast, the social identity approach (e.g. Reicher, 1982)
claims that group membership may confer identity upon people, and that
a process of referent informational (rather than normative) influence
then comes into play. These two approaches each have something to
offer.  Private self-attention should increase the influence of group
membership on behaviour if subjects are identified with the group. None
of the deindividuation research explicitly creates group identifies,
whereas it seems that intergroup contexts are particularly likely to
render social identity salient. In sum,.it is the awareness of identity
(not a lOSS‘Gf identity) rather than self-presentation which is thought
to be most likely to lead to behaviour in terms of the group.

Owing to its critical importance, the private/public distinction
comes under clcser‘empirical and theoretical scrutiny in Chapter 4.
The Self-Consciousness Scale (SCS; Fenigstein et al., 1975) was
administered to a large number of subjects (8 different samples) from
undergraduate and sixth form populations1. It is concluded that the
SCS is an acceptable instrument for investigating differential effects
of private and public self-consciousness, Furthermore, the two versions
of the scale administered to children alsc seem to yield private and

public factors, indicating that these factors are not necessarily
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restricted to a 16-21 year old age group.

The initial attempt to investigate the impact of self-awareness
on intergroup behaviocur (Chapter 5) is by the experimental induction
of public self-awareness (by large mirror, audience presence and other
cues) in 11-year cld school childrenz. However, no support is obtained
for Carver and Humphries' (1981) view that group behaviour is essentially
self-presentational in natureB,

The next experiment (Chapter 6) uses a different approach. Within
a minimal group paradigm attention is directed towards and away from
group membership (relative to standard procedures). In addition, the
impact of private self-consciousness is examined. Attention to group
membership increases both the amount and consistency of ingroup bias,
while ingroup pride is elevated among high privates. Subjects high
in both public and private self-consciousness display most intergroup
hostilitya. Two main points emerge. Focus of attention clearly has
some impact on intergroup behaviour. It is also possible that we
should distinguish between 'salience' and 'attention’ since it seems
that even when group membership is salient the direction of attention
may inFluenée behaviour in different ways.

The pursuit of the self-consciousness approach is continued in
the investigation of the impact of self-consciousness in more realistic
intergroup contexts. Chapter 7 reports that highly private self-
conscious subjects are prouder (again) aﬁd more bhiased in favour of
their own school and are also more responsive to intergioup goai
goal relations than lowss.l From these data it is concluded that
private self-conéciousness heightens subjects' sense of social
identification. Public self-consciousness stimulates conformity,
fitting in and adherence to general social norms (e.g. of interpersonal

attraction). When the two combine it leads subjects to concentrate on
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presenting themselves positively as members of their ingroup. While
the theoretical position of Chapter 3 is partly supported, the biases
displayed by unself-conscious subjects also lend support to the
deindividuation account of group behaviour.

Both self-definition and self-porirayal seem to play a part in
intergroup behaviour.  The MIXCOLLEGE study (Chapter 8) manipulates
the audience for intergroup behaviour (Ingroup, Outgroup or Confidential).
Identification with the ingroup, self-consciousness and self-esteem are
also included as factors in the‘designﬁ.

The effects of Condition are restricted to just é few measures.
However, the Qutgroup audience condition provokes the greatest amount
of bias - suggesting that salience cen be influential in addition to
self-presentation.  Although high publics are more biased than lows
there is no interaction with Condition, suggesting that whatever self-
presentational standards are being adopted may have little to do with
the audience.

Jdentification is associated with ingroup favouritism and with
endorsement of ingroup attitudes (i.e. referent informational inFluence)7.
Perhaps the most impbrtant finding is that identification and Condition
interacted;highly identified subjects are more biased than lows with an
ingroup audience, but not with an outgroup or no audience. In other
words, identification is only accurately displayed towards the group with
which it is concerned. These results reinforce the view that both
self-definitional and self-presentational factors influence intergroup
behéviour.

The BOYCOLLEGE experiment (Chapter 9) is a successful partial
replication of the MIXCOLLEGE study. As well as demonstrating that the
ratings of the two groups really are biased, significant effects of

identification, and the Identification x Condition,are obtained once
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again. Interestingly, in both studies identification is positively
associated with ratings of both the ingroup and (less strongly) the
outgroup, suggesting that identification creates bias mainly through
its positive effects on regard for the ingroup. Finally, the kind of
Private x Public interactions reported in Chapter 7 (SIMILARITY) are
also obtained from the BOYCOLLEGE dataB.

The operationalisation of the audience factor in the MIXCOLLEGE
and BOYCOLLEGE studies is further developed in Chapter 10. This marks
a return to the laboratory and a re-examination of the effects of
experimentally manipulated self-focus eon intergroub behaviour.  Unlike
the first study reported in this thesis, manipulations of private
(Mirror) and public (Video feedback) self-focus are clearly separated,
and the presence of different types of audience is retained as a
manipulation within the public self-focus (Video) conditions. A
competitive task is also introduced, in order to justify the existence
of the groups. Selfﬂesteém, self-consciousness and identification
with the group are also included as factors.  Thus, three compohnents
of evaluative context (evaluators, definition of the situation,
sub ject attfibutes) are considered .

The effects of Condition are minimal, although it appears that the
three Video conditions differ; the ingroup audience provokes least and
the confidential provokes most ingroup bias. Contfol, Mirror and
Outgroup audience conditions fall between these extremes. It is felt
that these résults cannot be explained fully in terms of either self-
presentation or self-concern.  The most parsimonious account is in
terms of the relative salience of and attention to personal and social
identity.  The continuum described in Chapter 3 (deindividuation »
social identity - personal identity) is invoked10. It also seems that

referent informational influence occurs since there are significant
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overall shifts towards agreement with attitudes associated with the
ingroup (relative to pre-test) but not with any other attitudes.

As in the SIMILARITY study, private self-consciousness makes subjects
mote attentive to task performance and more likely to link reward
allocations to that performance. However, the most important interactions
aré those between self-consciousness and identifiecation.  Consistent
with the theorising of Chapter 3,evaluative biases reflect amount of
identification amongst high, but not low, private self-conscicus subjects.
Thus, both identification and awareness of that identification are
necessary for social identity to produce ingroup bias. - In contrast,
only amongst low, but not high, public self-conscious subjects do
evaluative biases reflect identification. This suggests sven more
strongly that group behaviour, and particularly that associated with
social identity, is not simply & matter of self-portrayal. More
interestingly, it appears that social identification may be concealed,
thus preserving the individual's scope to allow any potential audience
a glimpse of his or her social identity.

One cther set of results which is of interesﬁ concefns the impact
of self-esteem (measured prior to subjects' engaging in intergroup
behaviour). In both the MIXCOLLEGE and the final experiment (Chapter
10) self-esteem is positively correlated with ingroup biases, particularly
on trait ratings. However, in the final experiment self-esteem is also
. negatively correlated with evaluative bias, Perhaps low self-esteem
prompts people to make specific and relatively minor evaluative gains,
whereas people with ﬁigher self-esteem ignore moment-to-moment variations
and, instead, make general assertions about their groups. It is
suggested that this may be attributable to the greater self-confidence
of those with higher self-esteem., The Self-esteem x Identification

interaction in the final experiment shows that those with higher self-esteem
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display bias more in line with their level of identification (reflecting
assertive self-preservation) than do those with lower self-esteem.
Overall, there is very little support for Turner's (1982) view that

the basic motive behind intergroup behaviour is a need for (implying

a previous lack of) self-esteem.

METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS

In trying to obtain as complete a picture as possible a number
of different designs, procedures and analyses have been adopted. Due
to such variations it is sometimes difficult to compare results across
experiments. For example, the measures of self-consciousness administered
to children are not exactly the same as those administered to sixth
formers and students. Therefore, where effects of self-consciocusness
differ it may be due either to developmental differences or to measurement
differences. Confidence in the use of these measures is contingent
on the unifying theoretical framework from which they are constructed.
None of the age groups in the present research is excluded from self-
'attention theories. The process of self-focused attention probably
is universai, but the content or aspects of self which are observed
may well be determined by cultural and developmental variations.
Although there may be developmental differences in self—attentlon there
is little reason to think that these introduced contradictions into the
| results. (It may be worth eitending the use of self-consciousness
scales ﬁn children for use in the investigations of perspective taking
and egocentrism in future research.)

The potential problem, then, arises from the possibility that the
private and public dimensions which are measured may not accurately
represent the way in which they are conceptualised. = Private self-

consciousness scales measure an amalgamation of several different aspects
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of covert self-focus (see Chapter 4), and public self-consciousness

scales may also measure conformity (sée the scales for 11 year olds).

If this is the case the gquestion then becomes: 'To what do high

publics conform?' This issue will be taken up below. In general,
however, the use of thegse scales allows comparébility between the present
and previous self-consciousness research - a consideration which outweighs
the reservations.

A number of other subject variaﬁles are used in the design Qf the
present experiments. The most important of these is 'identification’.
With the exception of the MIXCOLLEGE study, identification was measured
only during the experiment. While its use aé an independenf variable
in the BOYCOLLEGE and final experiments may be theoretically justified,
it is curious that the only reliable effects of Condition, in the final
experiment, are when the identification (and treit) items are used as
dependent variables. In the other experimenté, measures which tap
jdentification (pride, belongingness, etc.) tend to be unaffected by
Condition and to be more intertwined with self-consciousness and
self-esteem. ?erhaps the reason for the effect of Condition in the
final axperiment is praciseiy that such manipulations directly influence
self-attention |

The Condition manipulations in all of the present experiments comply
with those of the paradigms from which they were derived. The evidence
that the first and last experiments did manipulate selfmattention:is
good, and the audience manipulations in the final three experiments
also seemed to be quite effective12.' While it can be argued that the
focus of attention manipulation in the minimal group experiments
introduced a demand effect, the results are counter to those which have
been predicted if demand characteristics are influential (see St. Claire

and Turner, 1982).
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On the other hand is the signal failure of manipulations and
dispositions of self-attention to produce comparable effects. in
the first experiments it is possible that because public and private
manipulations are confounded they cancel out one another's effects.
However, in the Final.experiment there is no clear general separation
between Mirror (private) and Video (public) conditions. It is the
presence and nature of the audience which turnsout to be crucial in
distinguishing between the Video conditions. In the light of these
findings, the absence of significant Public x Condit;on interactions in
the MIXCOLLEGE study is quite surprising. It is possible that hiéhly
public self-conscious subjects may refer to some generalised other for
social standards, whereas situational manipulations of public selffawareness
lead subjects to refer to the standards of some ééééifié other.

The dependent variables used in the present research are also of
interest. The reward allocation matrices which have been so prominent
in previous research (see Turner, 1981a) are not seized upon where
alternative means of expreésion were available by subjects in the
present studies. One conclusidn from this fact is that instrumentality
may be‘onlyﬁé minor consideration in subjects' intergroup behaviour.
Trait ratings and indices of intergroup orientation (liking, perceived
similarity13, competitiveness, etc.) seem to provide the focus for most
hias, However, an interesting pattern emerges in that where biases
are elevated on these measures it is predominantly due to shifts in
ratings of the ingroup and not derogation of the outgroup. This suggests
that ingroup enhancement can sometimes be more important than intergroup
differentiation14.

The use of attitude items and of referenced attitude items is
highly illuminating. The only effects of public self-consciousness cut

across both types of statement. The ‘reference group' behaviour in the
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first experiments then became more explicable in terms of referent
informational influencé, since similarly presented jtems in the
intergroup contexts of the final studies attract support only when
attributed to ingroup sources, and especially if subjects are highly
identified.

The method of eliciting intergroup attributions in the MIXCOLLEGE
study is also fruitful. Differentiaticn is greater on group-related
than on individual causes for academic success and failure15. Finally,
the attempts to ascertain which social categories are most relevant by
open-ended methods (first and final experiment pilot studies) are only
.moderately rewarding. Beyond t5e obvious difficulties of imposing a
coding fréme, we find that subjects do not readily suggest or refer to
social categories at all. However, when specific outgroups are
suggested (MIXCOLLEGE study) subjects have little difficulty in picking
out the most relevant, One explanation for the problems of the more
open-ended approach may be to do with the salience of social

categorisations.

THEORETICAL PROSPECTS

'Sglience' seems to hold the key to a great many predictions about
behavieur in social psychology. Turner (1982) argues that when a social
identification is salient it will lead to intergroup discrimination.
Wicklund (1982) believes that the salience of different aspects of self
determines what happens when attention becomes self-focused.  However,
it is unclear quite where salience resides. While one aspect of self
may be salient to the subject‘(e,g. his or her attitudes, or emotions)
quite another may be salient in the eyes of an observer (e.g. the subject's
sex of skin colour). The subject may be aware of both these perspectives,

and then it is hard to predict which will have the greatest impact on
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hehaviour or why. In the presence of an audience it is highly likely
that people are aware of identity both as experienced and as portrayed.
Therefore when asking when or whether social identity is salient we
might also add ‘and to whom?'.

The idea that more than one aspect of self might be salient in
the same situation is also useful (see Chapters 2 and 3).  In Chapter 5
the results of the minimal group experiments are discussed in terms
of the distinguishable contributions of salience and focus of attention.
Attention is considered to be a prerequisite for wilful action (cf.
James, 1890); the conscious assessment of which rules or procedures to
apply in behaviour. Under many conditions the rules, norms or schema
are quite obvious and require liﬁtle self-reflection. However, when
alternative courses of action are possible and the rules are socially
constructed or are ambiguous then self-focused attention is necessary.
Given a salient social identification the individual must make sense
of his or her behaviour in terms of the standards available.

It 'is also possible that, while the state of self-awareness does
eliminate deindividuation, attention may secan both personal and social
aspects of identity. FEither or both aspects may become salient.
However, the greater availability of personal identifications or self-
schema (see Markus, 1977; Rogers, Rogers and Kuiﬁer, 1979) may make
the probability that persenal, rather than social, identifications will
provide behavioural standards‘higher as the time spent in self-focus
increases. Therefore, even though social and personal identities (and
intergroup and interpersonal behaviour) may be orthogonal rather than
lying on a single continuum, excessive self-attention or self-concern
can flick a switeh from one to the other. The effects of increasing
self-attention are probably to identify and then to personalise salient

self-images.,



- 391 -

A clear finding in this thesis is that many standards are available
in intergroup contexts. For example, some subjects behave directly
in line with their sense of group identification, others ignore or even
reject the intergroup nature of the situation. It is not entirely
clear why different standards are adopted, but it is likely that
motivational factors are important. For example, highly private self-
conscious subjects seem to value independence of identity from immediate
‘social constraints, whereas highly public self-conscious subjects
adhere to general social norms (equity, interpersonal attractiveness,
ete.) and situational constraints, possibly because they seek social
.acceptance {ef, Fenigstein, 1979).

1 should now like to reintroduce the notion of pragmatic self-
preservation. it seems reasonable that the reason why individuals
differ in the standards they adopt is that they have developed different
ways of preserving their self-concepts. Individuals may develop habitual
ways of approaching situations which are potentially threatening or
rewarding to the self. However, as we have'seeh, variations in ¢onfidence
and in subjective importance of an identity will influence the
assertivenesé or defensiveness with which it is preserved.  Second,
the presence and nature of an audience 5180 influences what kind of
strategy will be adopted. - Third, processes of compartmentalisation
and integration of self-images may also be importantqé. In order to
ignore their social identifications in intergroup contexts people must
have some higher order integrating principle such as 'treating all people
as equals’, The opposite case - behaving differently towards the same
individuals depending on whether social or personal identity is salient ~
requires compartmentalisation as well as another overriding principle
such as 'being true to my‘group'. This characterisation of the way

that identity influences behaviour goes well beyond either the salience
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formulation offered by Turner (1982) or the differential self-awareness
formulation proposed by Scheier and Carver (1981}, but owes much to
Tajfel (1969, 1974} and to Simmel (1955}, both of whom stressed the
role of intergroup behaviour as a provider of meaning and a preserver
of the structure of identity.

The characterisation of social identity theory as being in opposition
to individualistic social psychology (Turner and Giles, 1981) should
be abandoned. While social identity theory can encompass socio-
historical Factoré a substantial bulk of research under its banner has
dwelt at the individual and intrapsychic levels. Turner's (1982) approach
is essentially cognitive; the intergroup behaviour described by him
could be produced without real human groups or social processes existing.
His approach is no more social than is Festinger's (1957) dissonance
theory or Schank and Abelson's (1977) script theory. Where Turner
helps is in highlighting the process whereby categories become assigned
to the self. His approach does not add any 'social' inputlto the
explanation of why people should identify with such categories or why
they might be motivated to discriminate in favour of them. Turner's
self~categﬁfisation model does describe processes which mean that
behaviour of the group is directly reducible to the psychology of the
individual (cf. Turmer and Giles, 1981).  The social identity approach
helps to account for intergroup behaviour, and does extend our understanding-
of how groups are brought to life in individuals. However, it is
Tajfel's (see 1979) eontribution which expands its scope to become
social17. My own view is that the problematic (individual versus
social psychology) is in need of revision. The debate assumes that
the individual and society are divisible. However, it is equally
reasonable to assume that they are indivisible, are part of the same

process, and that the notion that one may be discerned from the other
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is misquided. In this latter conception, the very motives, needs,
cognitive capacities and reactions which are called 'individual' are
seen to exist as a social construction. Theories which have been branded
"individualistic' (e.g. equity theory) must be social in so far as they
propose uniformity in the prineiples of social behaviour. They are
'asogeial' merely in that the social and historical construction (and
change) of such principles are not explicitly acknowledged (see Semin
and Manstead, 1979, for thoughts along these lines). What these
theories do is to explain social behaviour in a way which allows the
phenomenology of individuality. Social psychology is concerned with
the way that people conceive of and behave in their social world.
Social identity theory embraces the processes by which the social world
is represented psychologically, but is far from compiete in its depiction
of the way that individuals navigate around that world.  Furthermore,
it is untrue that all other social psycholégical theories have neglected
the éocial construction of reality. Reference group theory, relative
deprivation theory and seript theory (for example) each embody
the pferequisite‘assumption that social forms and structures must be
psycholugicélly represented. If we consider social psychological
theorists as-artists, it is not that social identity theorists are
superior to other theorists,but more that they are often painting on
a different part of the canvas.

Carver and Scheier's (1981a) theory of self-regulation seems to
be mistaken in its charaeterisatioh of the nature of 'private' and 'public’
aspects of self. They have accepted the view that 'public' should be
equated with 'social’ and with self-portrayal, whereas ‘private' should
be equated with 'personal’ and self-definition, They are further
misguided in depicting group behaviour as requiring a loss of identity

or self-definition, and as entailing self-presentational conformity.
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when self-definition is a social categorisation it seems that
'private’ and 'social' are wholly compatible.  Future research might
benefit by considering deindividuation,‘individuation and social
identification together and by trying to find out when self-focus will
lead to ingroup cohesion and when it will lead to atomisation into
individuals. It would be useful to conduct an experiment in which
deindividuation, social identification and self-focused attention were
orthogonally manipulated in order to see how these factors combine or
cancel one another out. In addition, experiments in which interactions
are arranged between individual group members and between pairs or
trios of group members might furnish more information about how public
self-consciousness and self-presentation operate in intergroup contexts.
At present it appears that public self-focus can lead either to
moderation or to elevation of ingroup favouritism. This may reflect
the salience of personal and social identification or may be due to
more general pragmatic self-preserving motives.

A second direction would be to distinguish between different
types of group salience. A social categorisation may be salient
because it has been imposed by an external agent (Cartwright and
Zander, 1968) (for example, when others mistake one's identity) or

because an identification with a social category is under threat or

challenge. Salience of an externally imposed category may produce
different behaviour from salience of an identification. This
possibility could be explored by introducing people who are involved
with one system of categorisation (e.g. 'this experiment is about racial
prejudice’) to interactants or group members who are known to be
concerned about another system (e.g. the male subject is informed

that the other group is composed largely of feminists), Under these

kinds of condition it would be possible to disentangle self-definitional
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(self—categorisation) from self-presentational (self as categorised
by others) forces in intergroup contexts.

Third, it may be worth while to devise experiments which clearly
distinguish between salience and focus of attention {in intergroup
or other contexts) since it is important to undergtand more fully how
salient identities are reflected in behaviour. This requires that
greater control be exerted cver the salience of various gself-aspects
while Focus of attention is being manipulated. Perhaps the crucial
difficulty here will be to arrive at a satisfactory definition of
'salience’.

Fourth, the impact of audiences has always been a central problem
for social psychologists (Allpert, 1968; Zajonc, 1965).  In view of
the possibility that different audiences may suggest different standards
for behaviour it may be worth finding out what people believe those
standards to be. Here the cateqorisationswhich subjects believe are
salient to the audience may be important in specifying standards. The
approach taken in Chapter 6 could be developed, and specific standards
could be made explicit in intergroup contexts, thus allowing closer
serutiny of the impact of self-focus on adherence to those standards.

Fifth, I believe that the way that salience, focus of attention,
standards and real constraints of contexts influence the expression of
identity in intergroup and other contexts may be described usefully in
terms of concepts such as self-preservation. To a limited extent it
may be possible to articulate formal hypotheses about how and when
identity will be concealed or revealed, and to conduct research to
test such hypotheses.  (Of cburse, it may be difficult to set up
experiments in which different strategies can be unambiguously ranked
according to their self-preserving potential. However, the important

point is that behaviour sheuld be regarded as resulting from a person's
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perception not just of his or her own motives or intentions but also
of how such behaviour will affect others' perceptions of him or her.

As a general conclusion, the most important contribution of this thesis
is to demonstrate the way that two major social psychological theories
can be usefully integrated to pfovide a more complete account of social
behaviour18° These two theories represent possibly the most
social and the most individual extremes of social psycholegy. Yet,
as is demonstrated here, neither can explain the phenomena on which
they focus without incorporating processes postulated by the other.

For self-awareness theory the threadbare and ill thought out
explanation of group behaviour in terms of identity loss (see also
Mullen, 1983) can now be replaced by a fuller view in which the group
confers identity. In this new formulation, the self-awsre individual
can be seen not just as a combatant against social pressures,but also
as a dedicated representative of society through social identification
with groupsqg. In no sense may we now treat group behaviour as
always reflecting a loss of individual intagrify (ef. Le Bon, 1893); a
position which has been prominent in recent theories (e.g. Milgram,
19745 Zimbérdo, 1959).

For social identity theory the issues are different. The
reliance on the concept of salience casts individuals as being very
much at the mercy of cognitive processes or environmental stimuli which
are beyond their contrel. By introducing self-awareness we can explain,
to some degree, individual variations in intergroup behaviour. We can
also construe such behaviour as being wilful; a reflection of (for
example) identification, pride and commitment in the awareness of
individual actors. Social categeries may provide a self-definition
but they do not always contain directions as to how to behave. In

addressing the guestion of how individuals come to act in terms of groups,
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we must explain not only how they come to regard themselves as
group members but also how they give meaning to their identity through
action. The self-aware search for standards appears to be the process

which performs this function.
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NOTES

While the Social Anxiety subscale was most reliable and had the
most coherent factor structure it was alse highly correlated
with neurgticism, extreversion and self-esteem. The Private
and Public subscales seemed to have reasonably coherent
reliability and factor structures (the Private scale less S0},
and were only moderately correlated with one another (r = .3)}.

Two possibilities were explored. First, public self-awareness
would lead to increased ingroup bias; and, second, public self-
awareness would lead to greater rejection of statements made by
the opposite sex group (a negative reference group).  However,
in the first case self-awareness actually decreased bias among
male subjects, and in the second self-awareness only attenuated
rejection of negative reference group statements.

The finding that females, but not males,displayed intersex bias

was both surprising and interesting. In a later study (MIXCOLLEGE)
males were more biased than females against an all-male eoutgroup
school. Both sets of results fit in with a developmental model

of gender identification couched in terms of social identification
{Abrams and Condor, 1984),

This difference is most reliable within the Enhanced Condition.
(However, there are alsc significant main effects in which high
Privates express greater attraction to the outgroup than do. lows.)
High Publics express enthusiasm for learning numbers directly

in line with the condition in which they find themselves (i.e.
most in the Distracted Condition), providing some support for

the idea that high Publics are more likely to engage in audience-
pleasing self-portrayal than are lows. Four significant Private
x .Public interactions all showed that subjects who were high on
both dimensions expressed greatest intergroup hostility.
Curiously, the effects of self-consciousness did not embrace
reward allocations.

When competing against a similar attitude outgroup high Privates
weré more biased (in reward allocations) than were lows. However,
when competing against similar status outgroups this pattern was
reversed. High Publie self-consciousness seemed to sensitise
subjects to outgroup status (performance on the test increased
with outgroup status) but not to goal relations {(highs were

equally positive about working with either competing or co-operating
outgroups). Subjects who were high on both dimensions were more
biased than those high on only one - replicating the result from
the minimal group experiment. (However, subjects who were low

on both were also more biased than those high on only one.)

Also of theoretical interest was the finding that those who were
high only in Private self-consciousness were most biased against
similar attitude or status outgroups, while those high only in
Public self-consciousness were least biased against similar
outgroups.

Several alternative and rival hypotheses were put forward. Self-
presentational demands could have led to greatest bias in the
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presence of an ingroup audience. The nature of the audience
could also have exerted normative influence on the aceceptance

of statements made by members of the ingroup and outgroup
(particularly among highly Public self-conscious subjects).

If these hypotheses were confirmed Carver and Humphries' (1981)
position would have been supported. On the other hand,
hypotheses derived from social identity theory predicted that
ingroup bias would increase with identification, as should
endorsement of ingroup attitudes (via referent informational
influence), particularly among subjects who were high in Private
self-consciousnsess. Any effects of Condition® would be due

to variations in salience of social identity - the highest predicted
to be in the presence of an cutgroup audience.

Neither Condition nor Public self-consciousness had any
impact on endorsement of ingroup and outgroup attitudes.
There were no important main effects of Private self-consciocusness.

High/high and low/low subjects were more biased than were those
high on only one dimension. Neverthelsss, Public, but not
Private, self-consciousness was positively correlated with ingroup
bias -~ matching the main effect of Public obtained in the
MIXCOLLEGE study.

The deindividuation hypothesis would predict that Control subjects
would display more bias or hostility against the outgroup than
would subjects in the four self-aware conditions.  The social
identification approach might predict the opposite, on the basis
that all but the Control subjects would be aware of their social
identity. However, differential focus on Private and Public
aspects of self (induced by different manipulations} could make
different standards dominant, and hence could lead to different
effects. Other hypotheses were broadly in line with those for
the two previous experiments.

The only significant main effects of self-consciocusness tended

to support the distinction between Public and Private.  High
Publics moderated their attitude positions more than lows (playing
safe). High Privates were more attitudinally self-consistent
than were lows. However, there was no evidence for reference
group normative influence since neither Condition nor Public
self-consciousness influenced endorsement of ingroup and outgroup
attitudes, although identification had no effect on these either.

In retrospect, it is a shame that no measures of identification
were included in the first experiments (Chapter 5), since the
self-awareness manipulations may have influenced identification
and thus helped in the explanation of the final experiment.

The Condition manipulations in the SIMILARITY experiment were
clearly effective (see Brown and Abrams, 1982).

In both the MIXCOLLEGE and BOYCOLLEGE studies analyses were
performed to see what relationship existed between the perceived
similarity of members within each of the groups (homogeneity)
and similarity (1 = very similar, 9 = very different) between
groups. In both cases multiple regressions indicated that
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perceived intragroup homogeneity was not predictive of perceived
intergroup similarity. However, an index of the absolute
difference in perceived homogeneity of the ingroup and outgroup
was reliably predictive of perceived intergroup similarity.

In the MIXCOLLEGE study: Similarity = 4.38 + 0.32 x differential
homogeneity (F = 11.74, r* = .09, p < .001). In the BOYCOLLEGE
experiment: Similarity = 5.38 + 0.31 x differential homogeneity
(F=7.69, v = .15, p < .01), Therefore, it seems that one
aspect of judgements of intergroup similarity is the extent to
which both groups are perceived as groups, or as individuals.

The correlations between perceived intergroup similarity and
differential homogeneity were r = .3 and r = .39. If both
groups are perceived as being composed of homogenecus individuals,
or if both are perceived as being heterogeneous, then the two
groups are perceived to be similar. if one is regarded as
heterogenecus and the other as homegeneous then the two are
perceived to be different. This rather contradicts Turner's
(1981, 1982) account of self-stereotyping and intergroup
differentiation, as well as Doise's (1978) view that intra-
category similarities are accentuated at the same time as
inter-category differences, These data fit in with Park and
Rothbart's (1982) finding that in intergroup contexts one form

of intergroup differentiation results from the fact that outgroup
but not ingroup members become stereotyped (i.e. are perceived

as being homogenecus). In other words, it seems that differentiation
between groups can occur both through descriptions of intergroup
dissimilarity and of differences in intragroup similarity.

This may be especially true when the ingroup's prior position
(rather than the outgroup's current position) can be taken as a
point of reference.

1 think that too many dependent measures were presented in these
later experiments. One reason for the different patterns of
results on different groups of dependent variables may be that,
having differentiated on one set, subjects searched for alternative
strategies to use on others. Also, as the number of dependent
measures increases, so does the risk of a Type II error. While
the use of MANQVA does reduce this risk, it is still present.

It may be tha