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‘ ' ABSTRACT® : .
<y " The present thesis esééizes an experimental paradigm

:\ used to determine when disadvantaged group members will,
accept their s1tuation, take individual sor collective action, .

. and &hen “that action will follow or violate\existing norms.
Subjects were asked to respond to information indicating that
they had failed in: their attempts to gain access to a high

. status group. "Collectlve nonnormative" action was endorsed

‘ 7 only by subjects who Were told that the high status group was

completely closed to meﬁbers of their group.* In contrast, -

' subjects perceiving the high status group to be open endorsed

"acceptance" and "individual normative” actlons:=;Euep'when

.access to the high status group was almost closed, subjects

|

v continued to\ prefer individual action. Subjects who
perceived themselves as close to gaininélentry i;to the high
. D ' status §roup were more likely to endorse "individual
nonnormative"” strategies while those who were diséant from
entr& were more likely to accept their positlon. Jrhese
‘fiﬁoings are discussed in terms o% their implications for the

disruption of societal functioning. T
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La présente thése décrit ‘un péradigme expérimental

o

~utilisé¢ pour déterminer, qﬂand les membres d'un groupe
désavantagé accepteront leur situatioq,'duand ils préndront _
une action individuelle ou col}ecézve, et quand cette acti?n
suivra ou transgressera des normes existanﬁesn, Les‘éhjets
étaient mis en siéuation d'échec devant une.tentative

d'accession a un groupe au statut plus élevé}‘et leur

( ° e

réaction devant 1l'échec &tait évaluée. Les résultats
o ﬁéntrent qu'une éction "collective non—normative".était
! gndossée seulement par ies sujets qui avaient été ave;tfb que
»~ le groupe au statut plus éleve était complétement fermé aux
membres de leur groupe. Au contraire, lorsque les sujets :
étaient a§ertis que le groupe au sta?ut pPlus éleve était
buvert aux membres de leur groupe, ils endossaient une action

"d'acceptation"” ou une action ;individuelle normative®: ,

Lorsé;;\}iagcés au groupe au statut plus élevé etait presque

fermé, les sujets persistaient dans une,action individuelle.

<

o

D'autre part, les sujé}s se percevant comme étant proches
d'entrer dans le groupe au statut plus élevé avaient plus .

tendance a endosser des stratégiés "individuelles non-

normatives" que ceux qui se percevaient comme &tant &loignés

- d'entrer-dans ce groupe. Ceé sujets avaient plutdt tendance a
4 accepter leur situation. Les résultats de cette ‘recherche
sont discutés en terme de leur implication dans la Y

‘ perturbation du functionnement sociétaire. c
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The unequal-distribution of resources'among members of a’
collectivity is a pervasive phéhdhenon that arises at
virtually”every level of social organization; from nations

\\

to large businesses, to the family unit. The-actions of -

individuals faced with these inequalities can range from

_apparent passive acceptance, to individual attempts to gain a

larger share of the.resaurces, to episodes of collective

°

viokence. Understanding and predicting the reaction of group
members when they are in a relatively disadvahtaged position

\

is a fundamental,iésue.
In order to address this iﬁportant element of intergroup -
relations it is {mportant to first delineéte the scope or
range of féhavioural responding that is available to the
diéadvantaged group member. Secondly, an ﬁnderstang}ng of
the existing theoretical perspectives in intergroup relations 5
is needed in order to formulate empirical'hypotheses.
Finally, an experimental paradigm must be developediin order

to test these hypothesized determinants of the responses of

disadvantaged group members.

Responses to Perceived Inequality

There is an infinite number of different specifﬁc

i

behaviours that might be exhibited by members of a \ .

disadvantaged group. How to conceptualize these is a major

™\ LI
challenge. In an attempt to meet this challenge the present

L=

'paper will propose that the available responses be organized




r

&C " .
into five distinct categories on the basis of three important

n"decisions" made by members of a disadvantaged group. The

/£irst decision is whether to take any form of action at all.

<

Often when faced with 'inequality disadvantaged group members
do not act, appearing to acceépt their disadvantaged position
(Martin, 1987; Taylor, Moghaddam, Gamble & Zeller, 1987).

J
Once the decision to act has been taken, the question is what

. »
form should that action take; the disadvantaged group member .

must choose between an individual or collective response.

Third, fhe choice must be made between action, be it

individual or collective, that conforms to the norms of .the

existing social system ("normative"), or that is outside the

confines of the existing social rules and‘%tructure

@

("nonnormative").

Through these three decisions the disadvantaged group
member selects among five broad categories of response:
1) no action to alter his}her disadviptaged position;
2) attempts at individual upward mobility through pmrmative
channels made available by the system; 3) individual action
outside the norms of the system, with the intention of
elevating himself/%;;self to a more advantagédwposition; 4)
instigation of collective action within the grescribed norms
of the existing structure; or 5) instigation of collective )
action outside’ the normative étructure, with the intention of

altering the system to improve the position of his/her group.

These five forms of .responding represent distinct
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categories, however, the category into which some specific
actions fall may require some clarifiication. In térms of

personal and collective action, this distinction is not made

.simply on the basis of the number of people involved. _For

examﬁié) when a prisoner goes on a hunger strike to protest
the treatment of all prisoners, the action is taken by one

individual but this action should not be construed as an

individual .response. Thé prisoner's actions are motivated by

an interest in the improvement of the collective condition of
his/her grouﬁ. The individual is ;ctlﬁg as a representative‘
of his/her group not solely on his/her own behalf. Similarly,
when an individual member of a terror1§t organization hijacks
an airplane and demands changes in the ébndltions of his/her
group, we must interpret this as a collective action.
Alternatively, if the hijacker's intent is o demand a large
ransoé for peésonal gain, this would be classified as an
individual action. In both examples the aétions of the
hijacker may result in actual imprgvement of his/her personal
condition: However, in the first instance it is the indirect
result of improvement of the collective conditi;n of the
group and in the second he/she is the ole\be;eficiary of the
improvemen;s resulting from the act%on. Thus, the

individual/collective ,distinction has to do with whether

actiogs are directed at the "improvement of the personal or

the collective condition and not the number of individuals.

taking part. .

$ *

-
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The normative/nonnormative distinction also needs some

clarification. Normative action refers to actions that
conform to the existing norms of the given soci;ty. By
definition, a norm involves behav:!.ours that’ are'accepte& and,
in fact,‘ positively valued in the given social mnilieu.
Therefore, a normative action is one that is acceptable and
valued within the context in which it occurs. By this
definition a behdviour tﬁat is normative today in North
America may not be per:éeived as normative in another time or
in another cultural milieu. For example, a strike by
labourers represented an u\r;accepi:able resﬁonse to job
dissatisfaction in North America in past centuries and
’remains unacceptable in many ‘Japanese cé:rporations. ' However,
strikg’s are both legal and acceptable _as a means of
expressing dissatisfaction "in North America today. In. one
time period and in one cultural setting this action by a
disadvantaged group is nonnormative and in another it is
- considered norm:ative. J

In order to make clear the distinctions betw‘een these
five 'categories of behaviour and to illustrate their social
‘r,lelevancg, ‘a real-world ex'amplce‘_of each category will be
explored. One of the most intrigun'ing behavioural choices,'
and often the most intuitivgly d;.fficult to understand, is
ir:actioh. ;!\{et", e‘xamples’ofv disad%rantaged ‘group members who
do. not take action abound. Until recently the vast majority

-

of women apparently accepted their lessef role in the

o

D.!



o\

marriage relationship and in society in gener&l.’ Another
even more dramatic example of passive acceptance is found in
accounts of slaves who seem to perceive their position as

just and right and who revere and cater willingly to their

33

masters (Van der Berghe, 1967).

\
"Individual normative" action plays.an important'role in

the coﬁtext of modern industrialized sociéties. This

Pl

response is exemplified by the new immigrant who holds two or
three jobs in an attempt to improve his family's economic and
social status. Similarly, this form of behaviour is

romanticized by the "ghetto kid" who trains diligently to

v

"make it" ‘as a profesgional athlete as a way of imprqving his
personal status and position. "Individual ﬂgpnormative" y
behaviour may not be as obvious but is as Brévalent. The

. /.?L’,

simple act of cheating on one's income tax return, stealing

g

from the qpmyéﬁy at which one works, or even a verbal or _.

physical attack on one's superior represent actions’ in-this
< . -

-

category. i

. Examples f nonnormative collective action are the most

*consplcuous of ‘the responses to inequality. Riots, illegal

strlkes, acts of ‘terrorism and collective violence receive
much-publlcity,and come readily to mind. However, this typé-
of action need not be p%dbibited by law or be violent in o
nature.: It need only viol?te social standardg ;f acceptg?le
behaviour. For example, acts of civil disobedience or the

previously described hungér~strike also fit the reduirements

‘
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of "collective nonnormative" action. Normative collective

action, elthough not Jsually as conspicuous, is also a widely

used form of group action. Lobby groups, unions and consumer -

\ B
action committees are all examples of groups that work within

the systeﬁ'tp improve the collective position of their group
members. ' .
&

Upon examination of these five categories of responding, - .

the profoundly different societal implications of each become
quite clear. The type of fesponee chosengwiﬁl have a
dramatic ef;ect on futufe inﬁergroun nelatignejand the
likelihood of changes in the relative positi?n of the
advantaged and disadvantadzd groups. In e&aition, these five

types of”’ responses are vastly-dlfferent in their likelihood
LA

\of producing broad changes 1n the social system itself.

Should members- of the disadvantaged group choose
inaction, there are likely to be few if any changes.

Regardless of how open to social mobility' the exisiing systen

h ]
-

is, if those who qre_disa%yantaged éassively accept their

position fhere wiil be no change in the relaeéve status of

éh;\groups or the social structure at iarge. \ Q
"Tndividual normative" aétlon may in an open or ’

partially Qpen system lead to personal upward moblllty. .

. However, this type of actlon involves no é&ffort at altering
the ;ntergroup situatibn and is unlikely to lead to societal
N Pl ] -

change. In fact, this type o6f a&tion serves to support‘the

legitimacy of the exis%ing‘order and the perception of open
L) % ‘ 2

hd '




" the relative status of the disadvantaged group involved.

opportunity for social mobility. "Individual- nonnormative"

action, because it is not motivated by an interest in

. 1mproving the status of the group, is unlikely to have an

effect on intg&group relations. In some cases it may prove

to be somewhat disruptive for the system. However, due to

. its small scale and the “built in" mechanisms of most systems

for dealing with ‘individuals who violate hcceptable standards

of behav1our, thlS type of actlon is not likely to have any

. major effect on the larger 5001a1 system.

Collective actiqn is the form of behaviour that is most
likely to result ii.serious‘changes to the intergroup
s

situation. Depending.on the openness of the system,

"collective normative" action may lead to the improvement in

¢
However, because it also reflects acceptance of the existing

soc1a1 rules, this form of response is unlikely to lead to
sweeplng\ehanges in the broad social structure, Clearly the

aétion most likely to.disrupt and alter the existing soéial o .
order is one that is collective and nonnormative. The

success of this type of actlon i:)producing alterations in ¢
the intergroup 51tuatlon depends on a variety of situational
variables, howeveér, this tyﬁe of action is gost difficult for

the existing social system to ignore or respond to.

" In order to systematically investigate éhe responses of
disadventaged group members, ;he infinite numbernof.different

[+

action§\available to the individual must be classified into a,,
. )

L4 - ) - .e .
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set of manageable categories. This paper has proposed five
broad categories of, responding, including "acceptance",
"individual normative", *"individual nonnormative", "collectivé
normative” and\"collective nonnormative". The utility'énd
importance of the distinctions made by tnese five categories
is made 'clear by the vastly differing i&pact of each on the
intergroup situation and on the social structure in general.
With the available responses clearly classified in this
manner,’it is possible to address.the question of what

variables determine interest in these different forms of

responding. .

4

’ -/
Theoretical Approaches to Intergroup Relations

To date the theoretical and empirical literature in

intexrgroup relations has failed to generate precise
\ ’

predictions as to the conditions likely to give rise to these

) different forms of behaviour. This paucity is the result of

several limitations in current theory and research. In part
this problem is ﬁggsresult of the neglect of the broader
topic of intergroup re1at<;:i/:¥ social psychologists.

Despite its seemingly cent ole for social psSychology as a

-discipline, the psychology of intergroup'relations remains

w

understudied. Taylor and Mognaddam (1987) in their recént
reyiew of theories of intergroup relations underséore €his
neglect: "Exploring the titles of articles in key social -

psychological journals leads to the same conclusion: o

’ o ¢ 9 | O
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intergroup'relations is not a central topic." (p. 3):
However, even within the existing literature there are

’ several important deficits that have left ‘the question of
Jbehavioural responses to inequality unanswered. 1In this
thesis four prominént theories of intergltoup relations will
bgfreyieweg; Equity, Relative‘errivation, Social Identity
and Resource Mobilization, and their limitations discussed..

. Two less prominent theories, ﬁlite and the Five Stage Model,
begin Fo deal qith some of these limitations and are offered

" as the basis for firm hypotheses about the actions of

disadvantaged group members.

M‘Qheog .

‘ " Equity theory is the most prominent of the scbfal
justice theogies. _"Essent@ally Equity theory deals with. two
questions; (1) what do peopie think is feir and equieeble?

* and (2) How do people respone whenlthey perceive éhey are‘
receiving far more or far less from their relatioeship éhan '
they deserve?" (Walster, Walster, & Bef;cheid,.n978, p. VII)

*  The second of these questions haf direct,rele&ance to the:
interests of the present research. ,Equity tpeo sﬁégests
that individuals note the retio of "outcomes"- to "inputs® of
others and then compare\this ratio to their own. If these
two ratios appear equal, the refationshlp will be judged‘as
fair. If the two ratios are not perceived as equal ;hen
igequity»exis;é and éee felationship‘y;II be‘perceivég as
Pniust» These pefceptione of injustice‘:lead to feelings of

. SN o |

. . : e
» A o

o ‘.

X,
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(i' ~ psychological tension for both parties. In order to reduce

this tension, equity must be restored. The restoration of
e , \
equity involves changes in the inputs or outcomes of one or

both of the parties in the relationship. Two straﬁegie§~for

:

altering inputs and outcomes are available; actual

restoration such that physical changes are made in the inputs

or outcomes, or psychological restoration such that the

perception of the inputs or outcomes are altered so as to
exaggerate or" reduce their relative importance.

Psychological restoration provides an explanation for
_..k o . .
situations in which disadvantaged groups refrain fromwgétion

° and appear to accept their\position. For the disadvantaged,
N P o RN
group the actual restoration of equity is'natgrally

LS

N preferable. However,-if they are powerless to change the
i inputs and outcomes in the relationship,: fpallngs of inequity

. 3
must be reduced hy psychological restoration. This results

-

in the members of the disadvantaged‘group'devaluating their;
f’“\) . ’ own 1nputé and thﬁs "legitimizing” their lesser share of the
‘putcomes. Alternatively, they might exaggerate the inputs of
the advantaged group members thus "legitimizing" the greater

w outcomes received by the advantaged group (éée Taylor &

‘ "~ Moghaddam, 1987). ,

1] (] 2 [} ‘
Another explanation for inaction arises from research

S .
“/N\*v based on Equity théory. This explanation holds that most
L. individuals are likely to limit their social comparisons to
‘: members of their own group, those tha% are making equivalent

* *
Lo 3




“of the t@ree'aecisions facing members of a disadyantaged

contributions (ie. igputs), and thus they avgid camparisons
with more advantaged groups (Cook & Hessick 1983).. In so
doing 1nd1vidua1s should feel fairly treated as long as other
membérs of their own group are as. poorly off as they.

These efforts have provided some insight into the first

s

group; that of action or inaction. Disadvantaged group

members are offén able to ignore the ineqﬁ%ty of their
relationship with ; more advaﬁtaged group by avoiding
comparisons across groubs. Also they may be forced by their
poweflessness to restore equity by psychoiogically devaiufng
their own contributions. If either of these processeé occur
the group gembers are unlikéiy to act out‘against their
disadvantaged position.

At this point, however, the limitations of Equity theory
become apparent. First, the fact that ac¢tion by ) ‘. 0

disadvantaged groups does occur in real-world conflicts

' indicates that, at some point, cross-group comparisons must

be made. The theory in its present form is unclear as to
when and why these cross-group comparisénsawould arise.

Given the existence of comparisoﬁs with the advantaged groupf
the &heory provides only "powerlessness" as the necessary
ériteriop for the implementation of psychological ’
restoratfbn. This broad idea needs to be more clearly

described if one.is to predict when a given group is, in
g o

_fact, powerless and thus unlikely to take action. Finally,

~

o
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éiveq some level of power, Equity thepry allows for no
prediction as to the fo;@ that action will take. It does not
identify any ;;;cificiinputs or outcomes (or combination
théreof) that can be used in the prediction of actual
behaviour. This results in the typical study stimulated'by
Equity -theory concerning itself only with feelings, such as_
resentment, dissatisfaction and perceptions of injustice,
that result from an inequitabble relationship. In fact, an
even broader criticism of Equity theory is its inability to
specify the range of poséibilities that can be perceived as
potentia; inéuts and oqtcomes in the first place. This
résﬁlts in a theor& which is not falsifiable. There is
aiways the possibility that an unmeasured input or outcome
can play a role in tHe determination of the responses of the
p;rties involved. Therefore, one can always claim that any

deviations' from predicted behaviour are simply the result of

an unforeseen and unmeasured input or outcome (see Taylor &

t

Moghaddam, 1987).

The lack of predicgions about thg form action will take °
is gompounded by the reductionist orientation of Equity
tyeory. cOnsisteng with'the dominan? theoretical orientation
in the psychology of interg;oup relations, Equity'theory"
extrapolates éo the intergroup context theoretical ideas that

were generated to explain interactions.at the interpersonal

level. The result has been a primary concern’ for individual

\»

action, with "collective action" virtually ignored as a’

s N

!
N
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response alternative. The obvious importaoce of this
response type makes clear the necessity of theoretical
outlooks that incorporate collective response ;lteroatives..
Moreover, because of the r¥eductionist ancestfy of this

theory, there has also been a tendency ‘to limit attention to

—smgll, closed groups. n so doing, researchegg have often

neglected the individual t" option, available in many
larger o6pen social groups. In this case, the individual

member attempts to leave his/her position in a disadvantaged

- group* in favour of joining the ranks of a more advantaged

group. This "social mobility" option represents an

"individual normative" action which has important theoretical

implications, as it is a common response in many social

‘contexts (Hirschman, 1970; Taylor et al., 1987).

The failure to spec1fy specific inputs and outcomes that
can be associated with different types of behaviour, and the
reductionist nature of the theory, seriously limits Equity

theory in terms of itg capacity to offer precise hypothesis

‘about the likelihood of individual verses collective action.

Nor is this theory able to provide insight into the - ?w%

endorsement of normative verses nonnormative action.

Belatlve Deprivation Theoxy ¢
Relatlve Deprlvatlon (RD) theory recognizes that there

*

is no direct relationship between a person's objective

situation and their subjective interpretation of t,




<7

14

s

‘ﬁesearch has cohfirmed what cléual observation has noted for

b7

some time; that deprivation per se is not suffi;éfnt to cause
regsentment. Satisfaction is affected by subjective rather
than objective standirds 6f prosperity. In fact, it has been
found that those who feel most deprived are generally not

those who are objectively thé most destitute (Crosby, 1974;

| .
. Davis, 1959: Gurr, 1970; Runciman, 1966; Stouffer, Suchman, -

DevVinney, Starr & Williams, 1949).

Runciman (1966) distinguished two types of depfivation: -
personal or "egoistical" and collective or "fratérngl". When
an individual feels thatmpis/ﬁe; own rewards are unfair when
compared to other individuals in a similar; situation the

»

result is egoistical relative deprivation. Fraternal

p

deprivation, however, occurs- when a member of a group is
discontent with the relative position of hig/her group. For
both of these forms of relative deprivation:a key determinant <
of the level of dissafisfaction felt by thé Endividual is who

the person decides to make comparisons with. in‘the

collective (fr;ternél) deprivation context, if the.

disagvantaged group member chooses to make comparisons with °

an equally disadvantageé group, this c mpafison’is unllkely

to result in feelings of deprivation. If, however, a more
advantaged group is qh9sen for comparison, then

dissatisfaction and feelings of injustice are the likely

result. . )

. This orientation which emphasizes the importance of .
) ¢

'




o
‘4
:
‘3
3
.

- ] ‘ 15

‘* . psychological factors as mediators between objeétive

deprivation and action has, ip fact, resulted in several
interesting insights into the psychological effects of
membership in a digédvanta;ed group (Crosby, 1976; Dion,
1987; Folger & Martin,.1986; Folger, Rosenfield, Rheaume & -
Martin, 1983; Folger, Rosenfield & Robinson, 1983; Gurr,
1970; Mark, 1985; Martin, 1935; Olson & Ross, 1984) . o
However, the emphasis on the role of the psychological
interpretation of the objective situation has lead research \
eff%rtg in this area to focus primarily on feelings of |
dissatisfaction, resentment, injus%ice and outrage that

result when individualé make comparisoné with more .
advantaged others. In fact, as pointed out by Mark (1985)%

the term "relative deprivation" is often used as essentially
equivalent to an emotional reaction of anger. This line of
inquiry has provided only a winimum of. information useful in

the prediction of behaviour per se. Whatpinsight it has

provided involves primarily the first of the three decisions
facing members of a disadvantaged.group; that of "acceptance"

or action. Relative Deprivafio;,provides insights into the
conditions under which objective deprivation will or will not

lead to feelings of dissatisfaction and anger. Thié/;;ed}y

can explain situations where large objective inequalites do

not result in dissatisfaction and thus provides a viable ——
explanation for inaction in the face of high levels of M

objective deprivation.
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Just as there is no direbt relationship between level of

" dissatisfaction and the aé;ual equality of distribution,
neither is there a direct relationship between feelings of
dissatisfaction and the behav1oura1 responses of
disadvantaged group members. Even though it may be
reasonable to predict no action when feelings of
dissatisfaction and deprivation are absent it does not
necessarily follow that the presence of these feelings will
inevitably lead to action. Martia (1987) discusses a variety.
‘of situations in which "inequalities may cause feelings of
injustice, bd% these feelings may have little effect on
beha&iour, causing-a behavioural, if not emotional, tolerance
of injustice" (p. 35). If this is the case, ana there can be
diétinggished situations where feelings of deprivatioqband
injﬁstice do not result in action, then little can be
extrapolated from research on emotional reactions to relative
deprivation to questions of behavioural responding.

As well, the existence of dissatisfaction, or even the
intensity of these feelings, does not determine the form
action will take. Knowledge of the psychological reactions
of individuals isvof little aredictive value in determiniﬂg
whether action taken will be individual or collective,
normative or nonnormative (Tajfel, 1982). In this way, the
research concerning itself solely with the emotional outcomes

of relative deprivation has very limited value in determining

when action will occur, or if it does what form it will take.
; .
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"+ A limited number of RD researchers have attempted to

study behavioural responses directly and to their credit they

‘have offered important insights. However, in designing these

studies most researchers have focussed on only one of the
many possible forms of action. Some have exclusively

examined "collective nonnormative" action (Guimond & Dubé,~

1983; Martin & Murfa¥+\1984). Others have concerned
\
themselves only with "Lﬁdividualdnormative" actions such as
-\_j i
"achievement striving" (Cook, Crosby & Hemingan, 1977; 5

Wilensky, 19635. Still others have considered "collective
normative" action (Morrison & Steeves, 1967; Vanneman &
Pettigrew, 1972). By limiting their measures to a single
type of behavioural response,. researchers often fail to
realize that the given situation may not lead to a preference
for "no action" but, in fact, to one of the unmeasured
behaviours. In addition, in experimental research involving
the introduction of a single response option researchers may-
have inadvertently pressured their subjects to "choose" a
behaviour that might not have been preferred had all the
response options been avgilable. It is quite reasonable‘to
assume that very different conclusions might have been drawn
had all five behavioural response types been considered.

As with Equity theory, RD theory too is rooted in a
theory of interpersonal relations. The distinction between
personal and collective depfiVétion is an important step
towards reducing the highly individu?liétic nature of earlier

eﬁl
?
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'versions of this theory, however, the individualist

beginnings hgve resulted in continued difficulties. Most of
these problems center around misunderstandlngs of the ~
egoistical/fraternal distinction. Many researchers have
failed to include’ the more reoently deveioped collective
deprivationqcomponentaand have, thus, found little I .
relationship between relative deprivation and oollective
action (see Dubé & Guimond, 1983 for a more compf;te
discussion). Also, there has been difficulty in determining

appropriate measures of these two forms. of deprivation.

Varying operationalizations of the two concepts has resulted

in widely varying predictions of the consequences of the two
types of deprivation. ) ‘

A final llmltatlon w;th RD- theory is-aimed directly at
onenof the fundamental components of relatlve,deprlvatlon
Primirily the question is how the individual selects the
targetnfor comparison. As the target cf comparison’ is one of
the key determinants of feelings of deprivation, it is

important to have the ability to predict this target.

" Preliminary research' in the intergroup ‘context has shown that

the seléection of a comparison grogﬁ is a highly complex

process and may vary dependent upon the psychological reason
for the comparison (Taylor, Moghaddam & Bellerose, 1986) ‘
Without reasonable predlction of which group w111 be chosen

for comparison 1t is imp0551b1e to predlct psyogologlcal or

behavioural responses utilizing a relative deprivatlon,model.

¢
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. Several researchers (Crosby, 1976; Dubé& & Guimond, 1983;
.Martin, 19@7) have presséd for continued sup;ott of RD tneory
as a viable\theoretical basis-for studying the behavioural ) N
responses of dlsadvantaged groups. A portion of their recent
work has strengthened the legitimacy of thg distinction
between egoistical and fraternal deprivation. When properly
defined and measured these two forms of relAtive deprivation
may play distinct roles in determining the type of éﬁtion )
taken by -the, members of disadvantaged groups. Howeyer, even :
with more stringent control of the individual/collective‘
distinction Martin (1987) is forced to{?aﬁit that the~link‘to
behaviourlremains a troublespot for RD tneory.

\In conclusion, Relativ% Deprivation theory is seriously - S
1imited-iﬂhits_ﬁiedictive capacity related to the behavioural
responses of disadvantaqed groups: 'ns with Equity theory it

has"evdiyed out of an intef-personal'theory and suffers from

O
many of™the oversights and confusion that result from this I ’
reductiohist theoretical orientation. 1In addition, much of * }ﬁ&
the research stimulated by RD theffy has concerned itself AATEEN

solely with emotional responses to relative deprivation and

has only minimal relevanceotp behavioural responding. . g

Perhaps most“serious, is the problem of predicting the target

A . 4
'of comparison. These important limitations have resulted in

‘RD theory providing little basis frgm which to draw firm

hypotheses about when action will be the result of . e

deprivation and when this action will be individual versus

¥ *

] R -
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collective and normative versus nonnormative.

~J

mmmummm \ \
The difficulties of the scocial psychological theories in

providing predictioné of the belavioural responses to:
&

. inequality and deprivation has prompted some sociologists to :

call for the abandonment.of psychological theories altog%ther

(McCarthy & Zald, 1979; McPhail, 1971).' Instead these .

critics of the psych:izg}cél fheories advocate a shift in
attention towards st. tural and organizational variab}es.

They cite a number of studies'motivated primarily by Relative

Deprivation theory that fail to providé connections between

psycholo%?cal factors And outbursts of collective action. PR

The KD studies cited, however, have some important

shortcomings that must be addressed. Many are plagued with

o

difficultieé_in the control and measurement of important

variables.® For example, several fail to provide adequate

qeasure§ ;f the\médiating psycholdgical péacessés of feel%ngs
of deprivation and dissg€isfaction (see Bernstei; & Crosby,
1980{:kartin & Murray, 1924% and thus,'the existence of )
actual inequality is presumed to result in feelings of

deprivation and dissatisfaction. With the importance of the ,g

+
r N

subjective evaluation of the individual so-leinestablished,‘
this represen%é an important oversight. It is not sqrprising
that studies which are, in fact! @esting the role of absolute
depriyation as a cause of actionlAave produced few systematic

findings. 1In this.case the gritiqs of the psychological

4
&
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theories are using research which fails to measure

», i

_.psychologicel variables to attack the valqs of these same-

psychological varlables.

In addltlon, much of the research used:s\eddt‘(ﬂse\y

~ the crltics of psychological theory relies on archival and - -

i survey data.. When archival data is used the lack of accurate

*®
measures of psychologlcal variables is understandable. As .

A .
Martin (1987) aptly points out Wit is difficult to obtain

relieble measures of theyparticirants' feelings just befcre

the storming of the Bastille" (p. 10). The use of historical .
. s
accounts of collective action as research data inevitably% :

limit the variables. one can test or cgptrol, and leave any

: qonc;uéions open to criticism on the grounds of biases on the
Part'of those recounting the events. Again it appears that
research that fails to, adequately measure ps?chological .

vwariabBles is being used to attack the value of these same ///

»

psychological varigbles.

%

Surveys given after the fact to participants in

~

collective action also raisé'impertant questions.

Retrospective'surveys rely on the subjects' recollection and
 a retrdspectlve interpretations of their feeling$, intentions
and behaviours. Research evidence quite clearl ows that

-

peopl often assume their past attitudes aéd feelings were
congistent w1th th?I"present ones even when, in fact, their‘
attitudes and feelings have undergone substantial change (Bem

& McConnell, 1970; Goethals & Reckman, 1973; Wixon & Laird,

.
.
.
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1976). Given the amount of attitude change that occurs over
time, retrospective measures may dramaticaliv differkgrom
measures taken before or during the action. ;

The results of these poorly designed and conduZtéd RD ~
studies have, ‘not too surprisingly, lead to the conclusion
that psychological variables have‘{sttle predictive power
concerning the behavioural responses to deprivation. It is

on these grounds that McPhail (1971) and McCarthy and Zald

,(1979) claim that the psychologlcal variables play no part in

2

the prediction of actlon by disadvantaged groups. They
propose that there is always°sufficient discontent in sociéty
to support a collective spcial movement, if the social
structure fs conducive to social action, and the collect1v1ty
is effectively organized and has at its disposal adequate
power and resourcef; Thesé Resource Mobilization theorlsts\

provide a list of structural variables that determine the

" 1ikelihood of the occurrence of social action. Variables

~ 3
such as proximity of potential supporters, the existence of

other succesziul social movements to act as role médels, and

a well organized structure within the movement areflisted_as

the essential predictors of collective action. .*—;}
There, is some support (Snyder & Tilly, 1972; McCallk
1970) for this view that structural variables and resources

may play'a role in increasing the likelihood of nonnormative

action. However, it would alsé appear somewhat premature to

wdispatch psychological factors as unlmportant in determlnlng\\

C\. i -
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' the actions of.groﬁgs faced with inequality. As stated,

-
»

.

there are serious problemé Vith’the research usgd to deny the~
importance of p;&Zhological variables and much of the '
existing psycholégical work in intefgroup relations has not
dealt directly with“co%}ecﬁive behaviour. This thesis T .
represents ‘an initiél attémft to redress the lack of:

attention given to psychological' research in the area of

collective action. . .

sodial Identity Theory - !

‘An important step towards a stronger psychology of
intergroup relations has been the development of several
psychological theories of intergroup relations that are more
"group oriented"; distinguishing themselyes from the more
pfevalent reduc;ionfﬁt perspective.” Tajfel and Turner ’
(1979), inspired. by their findings in.social categorization,
have developed‘ one such theory. Social Identity theoqj holds
that group mempgrs make social coﬁparisons between their.own
group and other groups in‘;rder‘to determine if é&ei# group

has a distinct and positive social identity. It is the -

‘desire to achieve or maintain group distinctiveness along

positi%ely valued dgménsions that motivates group members to
take social action.

This theory makes more.explicit the various indivigual
and collective responses (both behavioural and emotiénal) at

? - '
the dispasal of disadvantaged group members who find their

N .
*
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group faced with a negative social identity. When faced with
a negaﬁive social identity thHe disadvantaged group' member

will seek change. The form that this change takes will.

® 3

depend upon Fhe existing intergroup structure. If the
existing sy;tem is viewed as unjust and unfair, its “
leéit%macy is in qhestion. If cha;ges in the system-are
perceived as even vaguely possible( the stability'of the
system is also in question: When the leg{timacy and
stability of the‘social system is questioned the door is open
for members of the‘disadvantaged group to imagine a situation
in which their social identity might be improved. These
pefbeptions of an alternative social strucéure are referred
to as gognitive alteéna;ivgs and their presence is the key to’

determining the response of the group.

The, presence of cognitive alternatives makes available
four types of collective action. The first strategyvinvolves
“ the redefinition of a previously negative characteristic. so
that it is now positively evaluated. An example of this is
the "Black is beautiful” slogan of the American élack civil
rights‘movement. The segond response involves the creation
or adoptien of new dimensions of social comparison which
allow for a more positive image of the disadvﬁngaged group.
The third ﬁbsséble response is for disadvantaged group
members to attempt to have their group absorbed into the’
advantaged group. In this way they are able to gain access

to the advantages, previously denied them. Finally, the

*
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, .
perception of cognitive alternatives allows for-the taking of
direct collective action against the advantaged group and the
existing systen. d

If, however, the stability and legitimacy of the social
system éeéains unguestioned and thus the perception of
cognitive alternatives is not evoked, the disadvant?ged group
member can only underta?e individual responses. The first
involves the disadvantaéed~group member satisfying the need
for positive social identity by restricting h%yself/herself
to individual social comparisons within his/her own group.-
In this tase no action is taken to alter the existing
situation and the intergroup inequalities are simply ignored.
The second option is one of individual_eocial mobility in
which the individual member of the disadvantageh group
attempts to leave his/her group iﬂ favour of entering the _
advantaged graup. \

This.mheory is, however, incomplete in its predictive
capecity. Beyond identifyigg instability and illeéitimacy of
the fystem as the precursors to the perceétien of cognitive |
alternatives, and the presence of perceived cognitive
alternatives as the determinant of two possible categories of
responses, Social Identity theory provides no precise
cenditions that will determine which of the alternative
responses will ult{ﬁately be preferred (Taylor & Moghaddam,

1987). In<ddition, the theory fails to provide indications
as to what will determine the stability and legiéimacy of any

é ,
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.given social systeﬁ and whaéxvariables migﬁt make

disadv&ntaqeq group members peréeive'thi; illegitimépy and *-

N-«linst351iityf' It thus remains difficult to'predict when the ~

’fresponse.of thgedisaanptaged group members will be b%@
individual'or collective, emotional or behavioural or perhaps

N ®

QZme combination of these.

Two Theoretical Alternatijves
The difficulty with the theories reviewed thus far is

<

that, for all their insights, they have little substantive

predictive power in terms of the behavioural responses of

disadvantaged groups to §erceived inequality. Two lesser

‘ﬁvknown theories, however, do provide a basis from which to

make specific hypotheses. These theories; one that has had a
long history but has received little attention in the |
p;;Ehological 1iterature”§nd the other that is quite recengj
provide some direct predictions as to the circumstances that
will lead to different types of action by members ‘of a
disadvantaged group. . They alsotalloﬁ for some’predicﬁions as
to which individuals within the disadvantaged group are

likely to remain inactive, engage in individual action, and

ingtigate collective action.

¢

The Five Stage Model of Intergroup Relatijons ' B

Taylor and McKirnan (1984) propose a five stage model of
S . N .

ihtergroup relations. This ﬁodel attempts to delineate the

conditions which will determine the behavioural responses of




disadvantaged group members. At the fifst stage of
iptergroup relations,group stratification is rigid and based
on ascribed characteristics such-as se; or race. ‘During the
se;on& of thé five stages of intergroup relations there
exiéts a social situation in which membership in the
advantaged or disadvantaged group is ostensibly due to
performance, based on one's iﬁdividual efforts and ability.
In this situation groups are ﬁerceive& to be open and
individual upward mobility ‘possible for-any with adequate
ability. As long as this perception remains intact both.
advantaged and disadvantaged group membérs will attfibute
their position to their indiQidual charactq;istics and,
therefore, will limit their ;dmparisons to ingroup
interpersonal comparisons. If, however, the attempts of
individual members of the disadvantaééd group t hove up

(Stage Three) are repeatedly blocked, these pegple will come

to perceive that membership in the advantaged\group is not

based on personal ability but on ascribed characteristics

such as race, sex, or being born into a particular socio-,
economic class. This new perception of the advantaged group

t

as closed result; in étrong feelings of injustice. TQe
perception of the sys?em as unjust represents an 'important
stéée in £his model, as the emergence og téese feelings
prompt those individuals who have been denied entrance to the
advantaged group to make cross-group comparisons. These

comparisons lead to increased dissatisfaction and their

?

~
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/’d%sadvantaged position is no longer perceived as acceptable
or tolerable. It is at this point (Stage Four) that attempts
at collective action will be initiated In an effort to create
a more open system.
' The key assumption made by this theory‘is that attempts
at individual upward mobilitf (an "individual normative"

fesponsé) are always the first strategy by which members of

the disadvantaged gfoup éope with the inequality they face.

" This form of behaviour will be maintained as long as the

advantaged group continues to be regarded as open. It is
only when thegé’individuél attempts are blocked and the
advantaged group is perceived as closed to the disadvantagéd
group member that collective action will be initiated.

This model also makes clear predictions as to which
individuals within the disa&vantaged group will instigate
collective action. Because the division of the two groups is
initially perceived as legitimately based on ability, only o
‘intragroup comparisons are viewed as appropriate. ) This
social comparison process, encouraged-by the dominant
ideoiogy,vleads the most talented members of the \
disadvantaged group to’perceiveﬂéhemseIQes as clos&r thaﬁ .

¢« their fellow disadvantageq’group members to the required
criterion necessary for membefship in the advantaged group.
This pgrception encourages them to attempt qobility-ihto thé

advantaged group. When rejected . in their attempts at

individual mobility these ind}viduals, who have perceived
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themselves as closest to entry into the advantaged group,

will initiate cdllective actiqp;

The causes of individual and collective action\proposed

by the Five Stdge'Mode} are consistent with those espoused by

Elite theory.‘ Elite theory holds that all societies are made

up Sf e}ites and non-e}ites and it is the advantaged eiiée
Which governs. Essential to all societies is some level of -
openness in fhe system so as'to provide adequate "circulation )
of the elite" (Dye & Zeigler, 1970). This circulgtionA
prééess allows -for the most able of the non-elites to gain
entry into the ruling ciasé and for unpro?uctive:£§mbers of
the elite to be dropped from their advantaged position. If ’
this circﬁlation does not occur, individuals who are talented
enough to be effective membgih of the elite but whé have beeh
thwarted in attempts to enter the élite will form counter-
eiites. It is these counter-elites which will instigate and
lead colleq&ive action &ith the int?ntion of challenging ?he
existing stgucture and the elite.group (see Taylor & '
Moghaddam 1987). ‘ |

In the terms of intergroup relations used in this paper;

Elite -theory holds that éhbse members of the disadvantaged

.group who will lead collective action against the advantaged

group are the individuals who have the qualities necessary to
become a member of ,the advantaged group. These are

indi&idualggwho, in an open syétem (one with adequate

gy
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circulation oqf elite); would have been allowed access to th"e‘\',
advantaged group through individual upward mobilg'.ty. S
However, because the.system is closed to then (inadequate.

circulation of elite) their bids f6r individual mobility are
blocked. If their efforts to produce sécial change through
collective action are successful, the members of the counter-

elite .(those who lead the collective action) will establish

themselves as the new‘governing elite and the process will
v -
continue. ) ’ N

-

The Present Study
The third and final requirement of a study of the

LY

behav;oural responses of disadvantaged group melibers ‘i"s(thé h
\development of an appropriate e.xperimental paradigm. Work by
Taylor et al. (1987) offers the .groundwork for just such a
paradigm. The ;)resent project will build upon this initial
frameﬁérk. The more complete and sophis.ticated péradigni ¢
presentéd here will allow the Ppresent research project to
test three basic hypotheses arising out of the Five Stage
Model and Elite theory. In addition, several of the present
hypotheses extend beyond these two theéreticpl perspectives

in an attémpt to incorporate a broader range of behavioural

response strategies than those considered by the Five Stage

Model and Elite theory,

b Y

The first of the three basic hypotheses arising from the

Five Stage Model and Elite theory involves the importance of

~
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the perceived openness of the advantaged group. Both ~
theories hold that individual attempts at social mobility
will be attempted first by members of the disadvantaged group
and that this behavioural strategy will be maintained as long
as entry into the advantaged group appears to be dependent on
individual performance alone. However, when fhe
disadvantaged group members perceive the system as closed
individual social mobiiity will be abandoned in favour of
collect:_ive action. )
Hypothesis I: a) when entrance into an advantaged

group is perceived to be completely open,

inciividual action will ensue and b) when entrance

into an advantaged group is perceived to be

completely closed, collective action will result.

In addition to the completely open and closed condition
there is a need to investigate intergroup situations in which
entrance into the advantaged group is oﬁly partially openo.
In these conditions upward mobility is no longer dependent
exclusively on performance, however, neither is the
advantaged group entirely closed. These conditions lead to
interesting questi§n§ concerning the point at Jw{hich ‘ ‘
restrictions on entrance intq the advantaged group w:inll begin
to effect the respon_dingQ of disédvantaged’ grc‘mp members. |

!

Although both theories proclaim the importance of group

' openness % a determinant of action by disadvantaged group

members, neither specify exactly how restrictive a system must

N
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be be?ore it will be pefceived by the disadvantaged group as

closed and therefore unjust.

Elite theory avoids thisoquestipn entirely by the use or

aristocratic and "divine right" regimes as examples of closed

4

systems. 1In these cases no upward mobility is po§51b1e

Many social .systems, however, are not as absolute in their

3

discrimination. There exist many situations in which the o

unjust‘restriction'of disadvantaged group mehbers, though not

complete, is easily recognized.

Taylor and McKi:nan (1984) do make reference to systems"

©

in which "a fewJ_disaduantaged group members do succeed in
gaining access to the advantaged group. It is their
prediction that these individmals will serve to st engthen,
the belief in the‘existing social system by reaffirming the
availability of individual s001al mobility within the system
-and by emphasizing the role of personal ability and effort in
their success. This would lead to the p ediction that even
ghe slightest semblance of openness to he%advantaged éroup
should be’ enough to maintain respondlng similar to that found

in a completely open system. Our second hypotheSis‘hill then

R

be based on “the predictid;s of the “Five Stage Model.
Hypg;hg_ig II: Even when a mere token percentage of _
the ~disadvantaged group is allowed access to
the advantaged group individual caction will. >
\Jgensue and little interest will be shosn in .’
collective action. °
.’ "' R ? . , .

3 "o ‘
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The third and final hypothesis arising out of Elite

thedry and the Five Stage Model involves predictions about

. which individuals within the dis’advantaged group will, be the

lnstlgators of collectlve action. Both theories hypothesize
that it will be t.hos‘é members of the disadvantaged group who

are closest to gaining entrance'into the advantaged group who

"* will initiate c'ollectéive action. These "most talented"

members of the disagvantaged group are more'likely to have

come "face taq face" with the’systern's injustices and thus P
percei¥e the advantaged vgroup ‘as closed to tHem, It is this
alt;red perception of‘ the system that inspires ;them to enlist
the support of other disadvantaged group members'. and .
ins‘tigate‘ collective action. Consistent with.these
predictions, it is also expected that those who Aare dist;nt
from gaining entrance: (especially those faced with what
appears to -b€ an open system) will be less likely to blame
‘the system for their failure andﬁtherefore, they will be more
likely to accept their disadvantaged positg%r.&on. G

Hypothesis III: a) individuals who believe

themselves to be close to, entrance_into the

- advantaged group will be inclined to take
- » 7 \ Lind

collective action when the system is closed -

to them; and b) indlviduals who believe -y

‘ themselves to be dlstant from the required . . ,

level of performance necessary for entrance

will be more likely to accept their
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disadvantaged position.

The theoretical foundations on whi ‘to se predictions

)
AN

about the normative/nonnormative response decision are not,

éé_clearly defined. One limitation to both the five stége
Model and Elite theory is that they fail to recegnize this
important distinction. Both theoretical pe;spectivgs seem to
- consider only normative actionbahen discussing individual

strategies of response and nonnormative action when

describing collective responding. The exclusion of S '

"individual nonnormative" énd "collective normative" actions

compromise the completeness of predictions based on these

-

theories.

‘The primary theme cohcerning tyis normative/nonqormative
diiyinction presented in other theorieéa(ie. Crosby, 1976;
Mark & Folger, 1984; McCarthy & 2Zald, 1979) seems tg)support“
the'hypothesié that normatiie behaviour is contingent merely ~"

on the availability of a functional channel for normative ,
.zlpesponding. Our fourth hypo%hesis’is derived from these .

broad claims. -
Hypothesis IV: If there exists a normative means
for action this line of action will be preferred.

However, if normative means are unavailable, or
o

ineffective, nonnormative action will result.

It must be recognized, howevér, that any pfedictions on the
] . .
normative/nonnormative dimension are seriously limited by the

of the existing research to include all five forms of

failure
¥ / -
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Subjects were 120 males and females a vari%ty‘.
P ‘ ) -
~ of source®. About two thirds (p=80) were undergraduate

. students at McGill Un¥versity from the faculties of
Management, Physical Education and Psychology. The remaining - .
participants were §tudents _gt a local communitx; college and
um':vérsity students employed at a community recreation

'4
. facjdity.. None of the participants were familiar with

v

psychological "xperiments and all indicated that they had

never participated 0in a social psychological ,study before.

", ﬁ i Erocedugg g_g uate;;alg £

v D The laboratory procedures were designed so as to
represent the basic elements of the North American
"meritocracy". Subjects were lead to ?glieve that they (were
to begin the experiment as members of a low status group and

. advancement to a higher status g?BTfi) would be bésed on e

j?érsonal performance. All subjects participated in small

groups of five to nine but were required to work

independently and were not pemitte’ﬁteraction with others

° in the room.
@
\ _ Initial Instructions to Su gjgg .

- )
- Infitial 'instructions were provided through a tape-

[

fecorded message. Subjects were told that the experiment vas

& -
-
4 - &
“ v
.
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intended to test their abil)ty to make effective decisions

about people. In order to increase the subject's motivation
to perform well on the task this skill was cha}'agterized as
an important social skill and one essential to those wishing
to "move up the social hieraréhy" and attain a g\'osition of
responsibility or leadership. It was éxplained that as in
"the real world" they were to begin at the bottom a“s a member
of the "unsophisticated decision-making group" and their
performance on an inltial decision-making task would
determine if-they were to advance to th‘e "sophisticatedn
decision-making group". In order to further encourage the
subject's ir;terest iln advancement and to make it apparent

that they were, ‘in fact, members of a disadvantaged group the
benefits of .membership in the sophisticated group were

clearly delineated. They were told that if accepted intg; the
.‘'sophisticated group they would associate with high statu‘s —
others, who had already been recognized as superior decisionﬁ
makers. In addition, they were informed that consistent: with
mos\t "real-world" organizafions, rit was the members of the
superior high status group who set the decision-making task,
evalugted the performance of members of the unsophisticated
‘group, *and ultimately determined who would bpe allowed into
their high status gr(“oup. It was explained.ihat a par;el of
three sophisticated group members would act‘ as‘;judge's' in the
evaluation of their work. Finally, again consis;:ex;xt with the

"real world" there were monetary advantages. The éubjects

A
’ 'S
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:§' ] ."were infeormed that.sophistjcated group members were to
N participate .ih a $100.00 lottery, whereas the unsophisticated

group members would participate only in a $10.00 lottery. 1In
reality all subjects participated ;n a $100.00 lottery.

Clearly subjects were motivated to.attain acceptance into the

\ A sophisticated groub as subjects worked hard on the task and
. showed substantial interest in their results.
- .
' Independent Measures
Foiipwing thé tapg-recorded instructions participants |
- were given 15 m%nutes to read the evidence from a ‘criminal |
“‘ case and to answer three questions ostensibly designed tg, tap
) their decision—;aking gkill. Their answers were then
",

collected and passed to an assistant who was to take them to
the the panel of sophisticated group members to be evaluated.

‘A 10 to 12 minute delay then followed during which time the
three judges were supposedly marking the ﬁarticipant's work.
‘In this delay period the exper;menter distributed a blank-

- "sample mark sheet" and described in detail the process used
by the judges to arrive at thejr mark. It was also explained
that the sophistiqgted group had éollectively set a mark of
8.5/10 or 85% as the minimum score required for acceptance
into their group. In order to fill the ;emain}ng waiting
time, the experimenﬁer then distributed "two cases to be used

in the second portioﬁ of the study". Participants were

’ informed that they "need not write anything on these but
%3; 51mply to familiarize themselves with the cages while waiting
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for their marks". In reality these cases served only to
hY

reinforce the notion that they would be participdting’in a

+

second portion of the study as a member of one of the two
groups.

Following the pfescribed delay éompleted mark sheets
were returned by an assistant and distributed by tﬁe
experimenter to the participants. On all mark sheets the
final decision stated thatythe pgrticipant "must remain in
the unsophisticated group". Information provided on these
mark sheets was used to produce the two experimental
manipulations. The openness of the Advantaged group was
ﬁanipulated by altering the information provided'in the
comments written By the judges. How close éhe subject
perceived him/herself to be to gainin; entrance into the
advantaged group Qas altered through the actual mark received
on their work. As the subjects»ﬁarticipated in small groups
and the experimental manipulations were in the form of R
written feedback, in any given session it was possible to
randomly assign subjects to the eight different experimental
\conditions. In addition, the experimenter was blindipo the
experimental condition of.each subject, as this was
determined by the assistant who returned the mark sheet.
These two manipulatié;s are explained in greater detail.

Group Openness. This independent variable involved four
conditions. In the "open" condition rejec iQn from tijé

sophisticated group was based solely on performance (i.e.

>
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:% failure to reach the required criterion). Tperefore,)
paiticipants in this condition were given some general
comménps about their work but their total mark did not reach
the required 8.5 out of 10. ]

In the conditions that were less thar) open an -additional
restrictive criterion was placed upon entrance into the

+ sophisticated group. 1In order to allow random assignment of

subjects to conditions and Fo avoid the possible confounding
effects of introducing a criterion that might hold some
social sigﬁificénce or past experience with discrimination,

" the new additional criterion could not involve a specific
characteristic of the éubject. It also must be appropriately
perceived as unrelated tc "merit" per se. For this purpose
we chose simply to introduce a quota system. By having the
sophisticéted group arbitrarily impose a quota on the entry
into their group, tﬁé meritocracy is comp;omised, performance

-

is, no longer the sole determinant of success. In this way
b . ;
the system is no longer completely open. The quota system

| also allows for easy manipulation of the degree of openneés.
. -

By reducing the size of the quota, the openness of the

advantaged group is decreased; in the extreme case, for
example, a quota of,0% results in ;he advantaggd group being‘
completely closed. 1In thé present experiment four levels of
group openness were introduced.

1) The "open" condition: In this condition entry into the

@E’ a&vantaged group is dependent solely on performance.
¥ ) '
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Subjects believe that all those who achieve the required
score are accepted into the advantaged group.

2) The "30% quota" condition: In yhis condition subjects
received additional information on their mark she;t that
indicated that "the sophisticated group had decided to ignore
the previously presented cut off of 8.5 out of 10 and felt it
necéssary to impose a 30% quota on entrance into the ‘
sophisticated de;isidn-ﬁaking group". |

3) The "2% quota" condition: 1In thig condition subjeéts S/
received information identical to that of the "30% quota"}//

condition except that the comment indicated that a 2% gpota

has been imposed rather than the 30% quota. ///

4) The "completely closed" condition: 1In this -condition
subjects were told that the sophisticated group had decided

not to accept any new members regardless of their performance

on the task. ,
Closeness to Entry. The two'ievels of this independent

,vaéiable were determined by the manipulation of the total

mark giben to the subject. Subjects in the "far" éondition,

always received a mark of 6.0, indicating that they were

“”substantially below the required 8.5 cutoff. Subjects in the

"close" condition, received one of two marks. "Close"

H

subjects in the "open" condition of the "group openness"
variable received a mark of 8.2, just slightly below the 8.5

cutoff. "Close" subjects in the other .three "group openness"

conditions (ie 30% quota, 2% qdata, and closed)/ receive a&

’
.

A
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mark of 8.8. This mark exceeds the designated 8.5 cutoff and
had the system been completely open, this mark would have

resulted in acceptance into the sophisticated. group.

P
Dependent Measures

Subjects 'were given a few mihut‘es to digest their
negative feedback. They were then asked to consider five .
behaviﬁural options that:they might wish to undertake in
response to tA; decision of the sophisticated group. 1) They
could accept the decision of the sophisticated group and
agfee to remain a memﬁer of the unsophisticated group for thg
remainder of the experiment. 2) They could request an
individual retest. As a request for a retest is‘preéented as
an option that has been acc?ptableuto the sophisficated group

in the past, a subject suppgpting this option is indiéating a

Fl

, desire'to continue their attempts to gain entrance into the

advantaged group through an windividual normative" action.

3) They could make an jindividual p;g;ég;‘against the decision
of the sophisticated group. In this case they endorse a
behaviour explicitly unacceptable to the advantaged group.

In doing so they are wiilind to 96 outside the rules of the
system in an atteﬁbt to gain personal access to the higher
status group. 4) They could support a collectjive retest
option. This strategy involves the subject attempting to

‘'solicit the support of the other members of the

unsophisticated group in order to persuade the judges *

'
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‘E: Q_\ (memﬁggs ofvéhe sophisticated group)lto allow '‘a retest for“
| all members éf the unsophisticated group. Here ghe‘subject
perceives the joint effort of the members of the
disadvantaged groub as advantageous in improving the
likxelihood 6f success. As the request for a rgtest is

described as a response that is acceptable to the
sophisticated group, this response, though‘éollectivq,bis
_normative in nature. 5) Finally, the subject can attempt, to

‘ instigate collectjve protest. Here the subjéct attempts go
solicit the support of the o%her members of.the
unsophisticated group with the intention of forcing the
sophistica£ed group to reverse their~%ecision and thus allow
all members of the unsophisticated é;oup access to the

sophisticated group. The selection of this alternative calls

for action that is both collective and inconsistent with the
. I )
rules of the existing system.

Ratings of Behavioural Intentions. The five behavioural

response optionslwere presented to the subject together in

the form of five statements each followed by a rating scale.

The respondént was asked to first rea%;all five options, and:
then to rate his/her interest in each of the five\Qltefhative
responses. Each ratings was done on an eleven point Likert
scales, bounded by "not at all" (0) and "very much" (10)-.
single Behavioural Response Selection. Before rating
the responses, subjects were asked fg consider thch option

) they would most like to undertake. They were told that they

+
. r
»
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would be expected to carry out the. option they rated highest
(i.e.;nea;est to 10 on the Likert scale). After rating all
five alternatives the respondent las provided with a "message
form" that had space in which to indicate one's décision to

accept the decision of the sophisticated group or to request

<E:§ersonal or group retest. If the subject wished to make a

personal or collective protest they were instructed to write
a paragraph indicating their position and describing the
changes they wanted made. Subjects were told that meséages
of "acceptance," persoqéi retest and personal protest would
be taken to members of' the sophistiéated‘group, wgﬁlé
;essages intended to instigate c&llective‘action'would be
circulated to other unsophisticated group members.
Perceptions and Emotional Responses. Following the
collection of the message forms the experimenter distributed

a short questionnaire that queried respondents as to their

feelings about the decision of ihe sophisticated group and

the system in general. Again all ‘'responses were given in the.

form of ratingg oﬁ‘an eleven point Likert scale. These nine
Qﬁestions can be divided into thre; broad/éateéories. The

first category includes two questions that asked the subjects
to rate their satisfaction with the system that gavé all the,
decision’makind power and greater monetary rewards to the_

sophisticated group. The second broad category included four
questions that asked the subjects to rate their satisfaction

with and the justness of their treatment at the hands of the
, A

<
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sophisticated group members. Two questions were directeéd at
their personal treatmeht and two at their perception of
collective treatment of the unsophisticated group—;s a whole.
The third -and final category contained three questiahs
concerning the subjects' emotional reaction to the results

they had received. Feelings of frustration, resentment and’

‘hope for future success were measured. 2

The purpose of including this second group of measures
was twofold. JFirs;, ﬂé\was important that it-not simply be
assumed that the manipulations implemented in the present
experiment would produce the appropriate feelings and
perceptions. If the manipulations failed to produce the
appropriate emotional responses the bresent study would have '
been reduced to the measurement of responses to actual )
injustice. As described in the discussions of Equity theory, .
Relative Deprivation theory and the Five Stage Model, it is

L4
the perception of injustice and deprivation that determines

tﬁ: response‘of disadvantaged group members, not the actual
conditiofis. Therefore, it was important to ensure that the
manipulations were effective in producing the required
perceptions. Secondly,ﬁby measuring a variety of feelings,
emotions and perceptions jn addition to the behavioural
responses, it might be possiblg'to investigate éhe
relationshipé between these two types of reactighs to the
intergroup- situations created in this study.

Following completion of this second set of questions,

“ ’ . .
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suﬁjects were informed that the study was completed and were

thoroughly debriefed as to the true purpose of the study and ~

L

the procedures. All subjects were assured that there was no
relationship between their actual work-and the feedback they

1
received. 1In addition, they were informed that all . .

~

~-participants were entered in the $100.00 lottery.

RESULTS AND DI‘&JSSION

r

\

*  The results‘arg presented in three sectiong
ucorrespoﬁding ﬁo the three primary dependent measures used in
this study. The first section focuses on the subject's
ratings on the five béﬁavioural intentions scales. This data
is analyzed using an analysi; of variance to investigate the

P

role of the two experimental manipulations in determining the
subjects interest in the five behaviqural response optié%ﬁ.
In so doing the<£pree hypotheses concerning interest in
individuél and collective aciion are tested. As well some
-. light is shed on the importarit normative/nonnormative
distinction raised in hypothesi; four. Thg second section
involves the frequeﬁcy data provided by the singie
behavioural response undertaken by each subject on thg
"message form". These results are used primarily to
highlight and support the rgéﬁlts of the ﬁating scales data,
*  provided in ‘section one. Section three concerns the nine \.
meagures of feelings, eéotiOPS'and perceptions. These

analyses are used to ensure the effectiveness of the

manipulations in producing feelings of injustice and

N ’ N ¢ LS
. N




"significant two-way interactions. The first was the

‘interaction between "behavioural intention" and "group

" and patfern of responding for the fwg factors involved in
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dissatisfaction, as well as to investigate the relationships -

" between these perceptions apd emotions and the behavioural’

L %
responses.
) L

Ratings of Behavioural Intentions & X

The first analysis involved the subject's ratings of

"interest in each of the five behavioural intentions_as the

dependent measure. This analysis involved a2 x 4 x 5
’ )

analysis of variance (ANOVA). The three factors included .

were: a) closeness to entry (close, far):; b) group openness J

{open, 30% quota! 2% . quota, closed} and; c¢) the repeated
féctor,”behavioural intention‘tacceptance, individual
normative action, individua; nonpormative action,. collective
normative action, collectije nonnorrative action).

A statistically significant main effect for "behavioural

inténtion" [E(4,504)=16.10, p<.05] was embedded,in two \ -

&

openness® [F(12,504)=2.67, p<.01]. The-group means and

pattern of respopding for the two factors involved in this
in;eraction are presented in FigPre 1. Theée second significaht
two-way interaction was between "behavioural %ntention“ and .’ o
"closeness to entry" [F(4,504)=3.19, p<.05). The group means -
this second interaction are presented in Figur® 2. These .

interaction effects will be discussed in tufn as they relate

« > -
@
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to the four major hypotheses raised in the Bfesent study.
ﬁypothesis one focuses on grou that are completely
open or closed. Therefore, the partially open conditions
(30% and 2% quota conditions) w1ll be ignored at this stage.
The pattern of ratings for subjects in the "open" and
"completely closed" conditions (see Figure 1) prqvides some
support for ‘this first hypothesis. As predicted, when
entrance into the advantaged group is completely open
"indivi&ual normative" actiou is the most p?Efe}reé response
(M=7.18) and "collective nonnormative" action receives 1little
support (M=3.79). When opportunity for upward mobility is
completely closed there is a reduction in interest in
"individual normative" action (M=5.43) and increased support

for t "collective nonnormative" strategy (M=6.49).

ever, support for the first hypothesis is qualified by the
fallure of botﬂ the theories, on:=which it is based to
recognlze the "individual nonnormative" and "callective
normative" response options./ When faced with the complete
closure of the'advantaged group subjects show somewhat
greater support (though not statistically significant
difference) for "individual nonnormative" action (M=6.07)
then those inﬁthe "open" condition (M=4.76). As well, the
closure of the advantaged group results in little change in

interest in collective action which is normative in nature

(M=4.79, for the "open" condition and M=5.40, for the '

o



B Open
30% Quota
0 2%Quota

. Closed

Mean Rating

7 .

Acceptance individual Individual Collective 5 Collective
o Normative . Nonnormative Normative Nonnormative

Behavioural -Response

e

Figure 1: Mean rating of endorsement of the five behavioural responses
subjects at four levels of group openness
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"closed" condition). It appears that as ‘long as discussions

t

of individual action are restricted to normat}ve forms and.
collective action to nonnormative forms, as is the case in
bofh éhe Five Stage Model and Elite theory,"the; there is
suﬁport for the ciaim that if the intergroup system is

- .
perceived as open individual action will be preferred and

pl

wheérJthe advantaged group appears closed collective action

1

will be undertaken. However, because in@ividua{ responding
can involve nonnormative action and collectiveigesponding
includes ngrmative action,‘these two theories have proven
inadequateE:: producding a complXete picture of the response
patterns of disadvantaged group members. The present
findings would indicate that when the system is‘closed there
is no‘decrease (énd perhaps even a slight increase) in the

endorsement of "individual nonnormative" action and .little or

no change in interest in "collective normative" behaviours.

o -
-

Hypothesis Two

The basic prediction ©f hypothesis two, éOncerning the
selection' of inﬁividual and‘collective action in partially
open intergroup settings, ig supported by the results of tkéw
"30% quota" and “2% quota"™ conditions (see Figure 1). This
data appears consistent with the assertion of thé Five Stage
Model that even a small number of’ gsuccessful attempts at
individual upward mobility will serve to maintain‘interest in
individual éction/‘n&? prevent strong endorséﬁent of

collective action. However, the pattepn-of responses
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indicated in Figure 1 would tend to question the‘premise on
which this assertion is based. As entrance into the .
advantaged group becomes inpreasin&ly{restrlcted, support for
"acceptance” and "individual normative" action decrease
systematically and interest shiftks to nchnormative forms of
indfividual action. Therefore, although individual rather
than-collective actions remain the rZesponse types of éh9ice)

thd increased interest in nonnormat;ve forms of individual

.action tends to indicite that a small number of successes

will not ser§e to strengthen'disadvantaged group member's
bglief in the existing system. Increasing closure of the
advantaged group leads té action that violates the norms of
that systemnm; actions directed at changing the system. So,
although the Five Stage Model lead us to the approprlate
prgdiction that individual actloﬁéilll be preferred over |

collective action in partially op situations, the faiiure

, v
to recognize nonnormative forms of individual action leads to

°*

. an erroneous interpretation of this preference.

The continued interest of subjects in individual actions
in the partially open condition seems to reflect a dominaht
con%erh for personal self-interest on the part of these

subjects. If the individual member of the disadvantaged

" group is primarily concerned with personal advancement, then

. it is' quite reasonable that as long as there remains even the

3

slightest éossibility for pefsoﬁal advancement (as is the

case in the 2% quota condition), the inclusion of other group
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members is not appealing. If one is motivated by selfish
concern for one's own position, then gaining personal access
to a group restricted to only a very small pe;g:ntaga of, the

most capablq individuals should be far more appealing than

gaining the/same.objective status along with a larger number
) R
of one's peérs. Thus, even when arbitrary changes in the

r

rules are intrcducgd and the individual is rejected, as long

as personal advancement remains a possibility, individual

-t

v -
responding will remain the preférred form of action.

Consistent with this interéretation, the turn to collective

acéion in\the "completelysclosed"® condition is not explained
by a sudden shift to a more collective consciousness. This
change in s%rqtegy flects the realization that only through
the inclusion of onels peers c;n the individual have a chance

2]

to improve his/her personal position. “Consequent%y, it is

-selfish concern for, personal position which leads even to

co tive responding.

Interest ?n "collective normative" action, surprisingly,
seéms to show little relationship to the openness of the
advantaged group. A moderate and stable level of interest in
this type of behaviour is found at all levels of "group

nness" (M=4.79, M=4.63, M=5.05, u=5l40, for the "open",

"30% quota™, "2% quota" and "closed" conditions

ﬁgrespectimely)._ Ther@fore, the preference for collective

action in the "completely closed" condition is the result of

increased.interest. in nonnormative forms of collectivé“

! ~
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actio;. As discussed at the outset of this®paper, this form
of action is likely to result in the greatest change in both
the intergroup situation and thé system itself. It is,
therefore,-of special interest.

Simple effects analysis of the effect of "group
opeﬁhess" on the endorsement of "collective nonnormative"
action resulted in a significant main effect of "group
openness" [g(3,133)=4.57, p<.01}. Subsequent post hoc,
pairwise comparisons indicated that this effect was the
result bf a sig;ificant difference (c{=.05) between the
"completely closed" conditioﬁi(u=6,49) and ail three other
conditiong (M=3.79, M=3.81, and M=4.67, for the prenﬁ) "30%
quota" an& "2% quota" conditions respectively). Quite
clearly it is only wheh opportunity to gain ;ccess to the |
advantaged group is completely(closed’?hat a real interest in

"nonnormative collective" agtion is shown. At that point

collective protest becomes the most preferred response.

These findings indicate that the action of the disadvantaged

group most likely to result in serious disruption of the

status quo may be reserved solely fdf situations where
opportunity for personal advancement is completely_réhoved.
In the present study; even the strict and arbitrary
restriction of advancement evident in the "2% quota"
cofidition does not result inea significant increase in -

interest in collective protest over that expressed by

subjects in ‘the "open" or "30% quota" conditions.

AN
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These results provided by subjects in these partially

open conditions have, direct impliéati?ns for the study of

.discrimination and primarily the area of "tokenism". 1In the

partially open conditions (especially the 2# quota condition)
a sysfem is institu'ted that allows for minimal integration ?f
disadvantaged group’ members into advantéééd positions, whi&e
systematiéally keeping the remainder of that group in a
disadvantaged position. Thig, by d;finition, is tﬁkenism.
The present results show that although the complete rejection\b
of disadvantaggg group members leads to s;bstantial interest
in "nonnormative collective" action, the practice of token;sm
leads to little of this most disruptiye forms of action. |
Instead the resul£°is endorsement of individual action
strategies. It seems then that the likelihood of change in.
intergroup relations or in the system itself is greatly

dec¥eased by the implementafion of a polégs of tokenism.

o

Hypothesis Three \

The second statistic;}f;‘gignificant two-way interaction,
between "behavioural intedtion" and "closeness to entry", is
relevant to the third major hypothesis forwarded in the ,
pfesent study. As shown‘in,figure 2,‘subjects who were told

that they were very close to gaining entry to the advantaged

group showed greater interest in "individuai nonnormative"
{

action (M=6.47), than did those distant from entry (M=5:.11).

On the other hand, those who received a low mark, and thus
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Figure 2: Mean rating of endorsement of each of five behavioural responses
- by subjects close to and far from entry into the advantaged group
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were lead to believe they were quite distant from entgance,
showed a greater propensity ;o endorse “acceptance" (u-3;84)
ahd "collective normative" action (M=5.45) tpan thdse‘who .
believed themselves to be close to entrance (M=2.91lfor l
"acceptance" and M=4.48 for ‘"collective normative"). Newnan-
Keuls b&s&'hoc comparisons indicated that these differences
between the mean ratings of s&bjecfs in the‘"close" and "far"
conditions'reached statistical significance for the
"acceptance" and "individual nonnormative®™ responses (oX=.05).
This pattern of findings is quite consistent with aggregate
measures 6f.the effects. of "closeness to entry" provided by
Taylor et“al. (1987) .

'These'findings taken independently do not provide 11 S

the conditions described in .our third'hypothesis. The

prediction that those(individuals who are closest to entry

into tﬁe advaptaged group are the oneé‘most likely to endorse
collective actio? strategies, is relevaAt only to inéividuals
faced with an unjust or closed system. In this case some of
the sugjects.ing§Qe "close to entrance" é%ndition find
ﬁheméelves ih what appears to be an open system and others in
partially open syste%s. However, the’diffe;ences seen 1
Figurehz and the lack of any three-way (behavioural iﬁténtion
by\group openness by closeness to entry) interaction effect
cast; some doubt on the assertion that it will be primarily
those individuals that are close to entrance and faced with a

closed system that will préfer collective action. The

1
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absence g& A three;way interaction effect indicates that
althéugﬁ for each type of response éhe relationship between
the ratings of subjects in the "close" and "far" conditions
is different, this relationship is not effected by the

openness of the group. From this we can assume that the

‘'small difference in endorsement 9f "collective nonnormative"

action, evident between those close to and far from entrance

- (M=4.99 and M=4.56 respectively), is reasonably consistent

across 1eve1§ of "group openness". Equivalently, the
somewhat greater endarsement of "collective normative" action
by those who are distant from entrance (M=5.45) than those
that are cloge to entrance (M=4.48), is also unrelated to the
openness of the advantaged gro%p. It appears then thaf at
anf level of "group openness" there will be little difference
between the endorsement of "collective nonnormative'saction
by individuals who are close to entry into the‘advanéaged
group and by those who are far from gaining entry to‘thé
advantaged group. If there are any différences in the _
likelihcod of endorsing a collective style of responding, the
present findings would indicate that normaFive forms of;
collective action are more likely to £e undertaken by those
who are far from the criterion required for entrance into the
advantééed group.

It would appear that it is the preference for

"individual nonnormative" action that distinguishes those

that are close to entry from those who are distant. To
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understand thif f;ndiné\}g is important to recall_tﬂat in the i
présent manipuigtion three quarters of the subjects, in ghe
"close to entry" conditions (those in the last three
conditions of "group openness") received a mark which by the

initial rules should have qualified them for a place in the _

advantaged group. These subjects have a personal expefienqe

with the unjust and arbitrary nature of the system and it
appearé to be this personal experience that leads to a
bréference‘for nonnormative action. Although subjects in the
"faf" condition are given éhe same information about the
changing of the criterion for entrance into the advantageq’
group, éhié change does not have the same personal impact.
These subjects-would have gailed by either the new or the old
criterion. The afbitrary rule change did not effect them

. w D
personally, therefore these subjects are less inclined

towérds action out;ide the rules defined by the éxisting
system. '

The higher level of "acceptance" by those distant from
entrance into the advantaged group :is consistent with the
‘second portion of hypothesis three # Again, due to the lack

of a three-way interaction effect, we are unable to clainm .

that this higher propensity for ."acceptance" is greatest in -

" the "open" condition of the "group openness" variable.

ﬁbwever, this consistently greater endorsement of the
"acceptance" option is consistent with .interpretation that

individuals who perceive themselves as far from the

1
J
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performance level required for entry into the sophisticated

group arehmore likely to show an attitude ‘of defeat.

Suhjects‘who are faced with a poor evaluation and a system

that appears open may be foxced t? acéept théir own
inadequacy and thus their disadééntaged ppsition. Those
distant from entz.'y and facing a Closed or partially flosed
s;étem may feel robbed of control over their situation by the

injustice of the system and, because of their poor

o

-

performance, they may feel inéapéble of ac®ing to change the

.

situation.’ T .

The greater support for "collective norhativg"'action b&
those in the ""far" copditionf though not reaching
statistically significant levels, is worthy of note because

- &/
of its consistency with the dominance of personal self- '

interest shown in the responses of subjects through the
present study. The subjects in this "far" cdndition have
earned a pobr mark on the task. Should a retest be granted
to only a few individuals in the digadvantaged group, those
who have done very poorly are unlikely to be selected. If
however, the entire group is provided‘é retest they are
assured of a second opportunity. Those in the "close to
entry" condition have received-a Qerynhigh grade and may feel
less of a need to include other members of their group to
ensure themselves of second oépofiunities to to gain access

to the advantaged group. Interest in the "collective

normative" strategy, therefore, seems also to depend, not on

I3

/? . /’/\,
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interest in improvement of the collective tondition, but on

8

increasing the likelihood of personal advancement. - - ' .

No support at all is shown for the fourth hypothesis
. : \\ i
presented at the outset of this research. The previous

»

discussion has clearly shown the great importance of the

normative/noﬁnormatiée distinction in the actions of

dlsadvantaged group members. Based on the limited discuésion '
of this division in the existing literature, hypothesis four ’
predicted that given the availability of a functional channel
for normative action, normative actions will be preferred.

This does not appear to be the case. All squeqts,-in all
conditions, were presenféd with a normative form of both
individual and collective action as a possible responsef;n&”\
yet many chose to_ighore these options in favour of
nonnermativeuétrategies. The presegt data indicetee that the
endorsement of normative or nonnormative aétion by :;\\
disadvantaged group members isxeffebted by both the

intergroup eituatioh (the perceived openness of the o
advanteged group) and how distant the individual perceives
him/herseif to be from the aévantaged éroup entrance

criteria. The present findings suggest that this distinction

plays a substantially more complex rkie in the responses of

disadvantaged group members, than 4s represented in most -

theoretical discussions.
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Following the rating of the five behavioural responses

‘'subjects carried out the behaviour they were most interested

in. The sinf§le behavioural responsé actually undertaken by
éach subject fepresenﬁs the ;econd débendent measure. This
measure provided frequency data which can be used to o
supplemént‘the continuous data provided: by the rating scales,
Table 1 provides a 4 X 5‘frequenéy table containing the

number of subjects in each of the four conditions of "group

openness" who engaged in each of the five behavioural

responses. A chi-square test of independence indicated a
statistighlly significant relationship between the level of
openness of the advantaged group and the type of action
chosen (3f=29.93, p<.0l). The pattern of responding
respoﬂsihie for this significént relat%gpship is perhaps more
evident in the graphic representafion offthig data provided
in Figure 3, A'compafison of this)figure to the pattern of

responding for the rating scale data‘providedvin Figure 1

indicates substantial similarity between the results of these

> /
two dependent measures. In part, this similarity in pattern

~serves to show that‘the more statistically versatile rating

scale technique is an appropriate ?ethod by which to s

determine the likelihood of a particular response actually.
oceurring. In addition, the sindle response measure serves

to highlight the major findings for each of the exéerimental

conditions.

n

%
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Table 1
Ihe Number of Subjects Selecting Each of the Five
. , .
Responses at Four Conditions of Group Openness.
Level of Group Openness
Behavioural 30% 2%
Response Open Quota Quota Closed TOTAL
Acceptance 9- 7 4 5 25
Individual .
Normative \ 14 12 9 7 42
5

Individual
Nonnormative 6 7 14 7 34
Collective . .
Normative 4 6 6 3 19
Collective -
Nonnormative 2 1 2 12 17
TOTAL 35 33 35 34 137
Hypothesis One - ‘ )

The actions taken by those faced with an advantaged e

mgroup which is either opezi or completely clésed‘ are
consistent with our first hypothesj\.sl. Again, this support Jis\
qualified by the neglect of "individual nonnormative" and, ‘ /
"collective normati{rel" actions. The majority of subjects
faced with rejection in an c:pen systeni engaged in "individual

nométi_ve"-action (N=14) or sim;ily accepted their position in

A
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Frequency of Response

B Open
30% Quota
O 2%Quota q
B Closed ™ / 6
-

Acceptance . _ Individual widual “ Collective Collective
Normative - Nonnormative Normative =~ Nonnormative
' Behavioural Response

Figure 3: Frequency of selection of each of five behavioural responses by
subjects in four levels of group opehness
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the disadvantaged group (N=9). Only a single subject in this
"open" condltlon attempted to instigate "collective
nonnormative" action. Subjects facing a completely closed
advantaged group, on the other hand, were more likely to take
“collective nonnormative" action (H=12? than any other
response (see Fi&ure 5). Also similaf to the results of the
ra%in§\§cale data, we find.ittle difference between these'
two groups Tk terms of the number of subjects taking
"individual nonnormative" (N=6, for "open" and N=7, for

"closed" condition) and “collective normative" actions (N=4,

for "open" and N=3, for "closed"§ondition).

Hypothesis Two |

The findings of this dependent measure are also
t

a

consistent with the broad prediction of the second

hgﬁothesis, the preference for individualistic action in the'

"2% quota" and 30% quota“ conditions is clearly evident }n

;- this frequency data (see Table i and Figure 3). The shift

from normative to nonnormative forms of individual actfon as
the restrictions ind;ease from “30% to 2%, described in the
rating scale data, is even more clearly evident in the
cfrequency data presented in Figure 3. "Individual normative”
action 1s undertaken most frequently by subjects faced with a
30% quota restrlctlon on entry into the advantaged group

_(N=12), while "individual nonnormative" action is undertaken

most often by those\fpcing a 2% quota (N=14).

2\ Y
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.

Conclusions concerning igterest in "collective

nonnormative" action drawn from the rating ‘'scale data are
dramatically supported in the aci:ual behaviours underta‘ken’by
f\i_:)he subjects. \Very-few subject in the "open" (N=2), "30%
quota" (N=1) or "2% quota" (N=2) conditions take this form of
action. However, in the "completely closed" condition this
becomes the behaviour of choice (N=12). Quite clearly
involvement in collective action which deviates from the
norms of tuhe system is almost completely reserved for
"conditions where access to the advahtaged group is completely
unavailable, This‘ measure provides perhaps even more
compelling evidence of the ;pparent\guc eés‘ of tokénism in
prevent?ing in;erest in ‘the most di.(.c.ruptive of behaviours

available to the disadvantaged group; "collective

nonnormative" action. ,

Hypothesis Three .
. ¢
Table 2 presents the number of subjects in each of the

two levels of "closeness to entry" ©o selected ;ach of- the

five available responses. A chi-squaye test on this 2 X 5

frequ;ncy table indicates at there is a statistically

significant relationship between the subjects perce‘i\;ed
3 . » .

closeness to entry into the advantaged group and the

behavioural response he/she selected ( _7_62=1l3.74, p<.0l).




Table 2

The Number of Subijects Selecting each of the Five Behavioural .,

Responses when Close To and Far From Entrance into the »

Advantaged’ Group ‘ .

. ’ ;

Closeness to Entrance .

Behavioural . ‘

Response Close Far TOTAL

Acceptance 7 18 - - 25

Individual

Normative 22 ’ 20 42

Indiviﬁual

Nonnormative 25 9 N 34

Collective .

Normative . 7 12 - 19

Collective /\

Nonnormative 9 - - 8 17

TOTAL N ‘ 68 69 , 137

1

An exa;ninati_on of the thble shows that the results of
this dependent measure strongly support the evidence provided
by the r;ting séale data. "‘Individua‘l nonnérmative" action
is undertaken by almost three times as many subjects who are
lead to believe that they are close to the entrance criterion
(_l_i_=25)l tha;n by those who believe tl‘xemselves‘to be far from
qaining entry (N=9). ~«I‘l:ne opposite is true of "acceptance" (

and "collective normative" action, where those in the "far"
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condition are more likely than those in the "close" condition
to undertake th;se forms of respon$e. Again, we find little
to distinguish these two conditi;ms in terms of the number of
subjects interested in "collective nonnormative" and

"individual normative" actions.

Hypothesis Four

As was true for the rating scale data, no suppor:t was
found for hypothesis four. Endorsement of nonnormative
verses normative action was tied to a variéty of intergroup

“and individual variables, and not simply the availability of

a normative response option.

Some Extensions provided by this Single Response Measure
Althou'gh not directly relevant to the four primary
hypothes_es of the present paper, this frequency data provides

some additionll information that qualifies the findings
aséociated with the rating scales ¢f behavioural i‘“ntent‘ion.
The rating scale data shows "acceptance" to be the least : i
preferred option in almost every condition. However, the

singlé, response frequency data provided in Table 2 shows that

in the "far" condition only "individua] .normative" action is
chosen by a greater number of subjectsé than the “accéptance"
option. Also the overgll totals indicate that acceptance of
one's disadvantaged si}:uation was ~selectea:i by a greater

. number of subjects than either of the collective actions.

'What this indicates is that even Jough these subjects

P TP
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éctua,lly_acog)t their disadvantaged situation, they are dafng
so with relatively less interest (as measured on the rating
scale). In other words,” these subjects are accepting their

disadvantaged position begrudgingly. This conclusion is &

. confirmed by comparing t;\%e mean rating for "“acceptance" by
h".'f

those who chose the "accéptance“ response to the mean rating
for the chosen actiofm of all other subjects., Subjects who
accept their situation do so with a mean rating of 7.3 for
"acceptance".i The mean rating for all other actaions for
those underta‘king thgt action is over 8.8. A list of means

for all groups 1s provided in Table 3.

h

>

Table 3
Mean Rating of Endorsement for Each of the Five Behavioural
Responses by Subjects who Selected to Undertake Each of these

°

Responses.,

Single Selected Mean Rating of i‘.ndor?ement
Behavioural (on 10 point Likert scale)
Response ‘ '

Acceptance . "7.28

Individual . |

Normative 8.85

Individual \ N
Nonnormative o : - 9.15 - .
Collective . ‘

Normative 8.89 T
Collective

Nonnormative ‘ _ ‘ ] 9.06
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/
, c 'rh; frequency data provided b)ﬁilowi‘.ng suijcts to \,“‘
actually carry out one of the f;ive behavioural response
options serves to clarify the important findings' arising out
of the rating scilj data. In addition, it serves to provide’
some important qualifications. This dependent measure, |
) although more limited in terms of statistical analysis, is
relevant to extrapolations of these findings to real-world
groups. In most naturalistic settings interest is in the

actual behaviour undertaken by group members, not their

hypothetical endorsement of possible options. ¥

Perceptions and Emotional Responses to
Perceived Inequality , "‘

As indicated previously, nine questions were used to
measure the perceptions and emotional responses of each”
subject. The two primary purposes of these nine perception
and emotional response measures were: 1) to ensure that the"
experimgn}zal manipulations resulted in the appropriate
emoi:iona'i'“ reactions; and 2) to investigate possible
relationships between these perceptions and emotions and the
endorsement of the Five categories of behavioural response.

s, ! The analysis of these measures involved the performance

of,a series of nine 2 X 4 ANOVA's, involving the two levels
of "closeness to entry" and "group openness™. Despite the
importance of these two factors fn determining the action of ‘
o disadvantaged group members, they had little systematic

C effect,on these measyres of. perceptions and emotional

©
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‘ &
response. The nine ANOVA's produced only one significant

effect. A statistically significant main effect of

» "closeness to entry" (F(1,125)=6.89, p«.01) showed that _

éubjects in the "far" condition indicated greater
satisfaction with their personal treatment.than subjects in
the "close" condition. Table 4 provides the mean ratings, on
the eleven point Likert scale, for subjects in each of the
experimental condifions on/each of the nfne measures, Low
scores indicate that the subject feels legser levels of the
emotion described in each question.

It is clear froﬁ;these meahs that, whether closé to or :
far from entry and at all levels of group openness, subjects
felt little satisfied with and saw little justice in the
personal and collective treatment. As well, they indiLated
moderate to high levels of emotional reaction to the feedback .
they received. From this evidence we can confidently hold
that the manipulations presented in the present study-did
serve to prodﬁce the appropriate feelings and perceptions. °
Consequently, the responses measured are the result of
perceived injustice and deprivation not simply the actual
conditions. \

: -

Consistent with the second purpose of these measures of
perceptions and feelings, some interesting relatidnsﬁips
between these measures and the subjects ratings of K \;

behavioural intention were uncovered. Previous research has - .

indicated that collective action should be predicted by




Table 4

Mean Rating on the Nine Perceptions and

Emotional Response Measures for Subjects in All °

Experimental Copditions.

' 4

Group Openness

Perceptions and- k]t )4 27 3o 22 ’
Emotional Responses - Open Quota Quota Closed Open Quota Quota Closed N
Ny - , h -
° e Close to Entry ° Far from Entry
.Justice of Personal Treatment 3.41 3.00 1.50 1.67 3.06 3.63‘ 4,06 3,63
Satisfaction with Personal Treatment 3.35 2.35 2.25 1,61 3.00 2,317 2.69 2.88
Justice of Collective Treatment 3.41 "3,29 3.81 2.78 3.81 2.75 3.56 "3.13
Satisfaction with Collective Treatment 2.41° 3.47 3.38 2.17 3,35 2,44 2.94 2,88
Satisfaction with Monetary Distribution 1.59 3.18 3.63 2.39 3.29 2.75 3.38 1.88
Satisfaction w%th Powexr Distribution 4.00 4.41 4.00 3.72 2.94 2.31 4,25 4.25
Hope for Future Personal Success 6.82 5.12 5,94 4.72 5.19 6.56 5.69 5.88
Resentment 4.41 4.94 5.00 5.05 4.75 6.86 4.75 5.44
Frustration 4.24 4.53 5.06 4.06 6.00 7.25 5,31 5.50
3 ¥ <
: ) o
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feelings of c&&lective mistreatment and qiss:tisfaqtion with
the collective condition (i.e. Guimond & Dubé, 1983).
- Individugl action should be the result of personal grievance
and feelings of personaid iqjustice. Many of the findings
that have begn presepteq in the-present study, however, have ‘\w
led to the i;terpretation that personal self-interest is the
dominant motivator for all tyﬁes of behaviours. In order to
investigate the relationships between feeiings and
perceptions and the'subjects behavioural intentions both sets
of ratj gs for the«énﬁire sample were’ entered into\a“factor
analysis.
' Four factors were extracted resulting in a model that
accounted for 66.5% of the variance in the data set. A
varimax brthogonal rotation was performed on these four y
factors: resulting -in the pattern of factor loadings presented
in Table 5. |
'Eag;o; One might be labelled "inéerest in nonnormaﬁive .
actién{/;séﬁvaégd by personal self-interest", %his first
factor shows large loadings from both behavioural responses
and feelings of satisfaction and justice. sétisfaction with
and perceived justice of one's personal treatment, as well as
interest in an "acceptance" response load positiyely on this ’
factor. Both "individual nonnormative" and "dbllegtive
nonnormative" action load negatively. ‘ .
Factor Two might be viewed as "the subjecﬁ's , )
phiioéophical support of the system"™. This second factor

[
-
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Table 5

Factor Pattern Matrix for Amalysis including Ratings of Endorsement of the

2

Five Behavioural Responses and the Nine Perceptions and Eﬁoti&naleResponse
A} "'ﬂ 8 ) )

Rl
Measures.

. ) Factors
Variables ) <7 . 1 2 ) -3 -4
. _

Acceptance “ ' .8063  .0925 -,0755 -.0514
Individual Nonnormapive Actioq -.7578 .0501 .3035 .1800
Collective Nonnormative Action . -.5466 -,1861 L4213 .1948
Jistice of Personal Treatment .oh L7524 .2492 .0898  -,2026
Satisfaction with Personal Treatment * 6097 .4998 .1468 ‘t1426
Justice of Collective Treatment . . »2758 «7256 .1180 -.1991
Satisfaction with Collective Treatment .2064 .8426 -.0799 -,0200
Satisfaction with Monetary Distribution -.2668 .7728 -.0918 .0505
Satisfaction with Power Distribution .3337 .6303 .0247 -.1076
Hope for Future Personal Success -.0045 .0631 .7705 -,05213
Individual Normative Action .0172 .0520 .7340 .2154
Collective Normative Action ) -.2256 -.1178 .7189 .2056
Resentmeny T 21972 -.1645 L1418 .8644
Frustrati -.1891 -.0260_ .2056 .8584%

L
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between behavioural responding, emotional reactions and

73
includes only four emotional variables. Satisfaction with, -
and percefbed justice of collective treatment, and
satisfaction with the distributiom of power and rewards all
show large positive loadihgs on this factor.

Factor three could be labelled "belief in the systeﬁ“.
This third factor includes the two forms of normative action“
(individual and collective) and the emotional variable of
hope for future success. All three locad positively on this
third factor. . ‘
’ Factor Four could be referred to as "negative feelinqs"n.t
This foﬁréh factor holds the remaining two emotional

responses of resentment and frustration.

The pattern of results seems to describe a relationship

o

perceptions which is inconsistent with the findings of

previous research. Researchers who held that involvement in

" .collective action should be predicted by feelings of

o

collective injuﬁtice and deprivationD(Guimond & Dugf, 1983)
would)have to predict that collective actions (either . . .
normative or nonnormative or, both) should load with feelingg -
of colléctive injustiée and dissatisfaction‘with the

collective condition. Factor three indicates that \
o y

"collective normative" action is associated with the same

v

feelings as "individual normative" action: that being the
hope that future personal success is possible within the ; ,

existing system. The subjects be;ief that they will succeed

e .
0 . . v F -
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in gaining access to the advantaged group in the fhtu?e is*®

associated with their endorsement of both normative
stratsgies. "Collective nonnormative" action appear; to be
related to the same perceptions as "individual nonnormative"
action and "acceptance“= It appeafs that endorsement of all
three of these types of action is related to'perceptions of
personal treatment. The perceptioné of ﬁbllective treatment
are not associated with any formé of action; but instead load™™
with other feelings of satisfaction with the overall system.'
It appears that perceptions of collective treatment are
primarily a component of\ the subject's philoséphical éuppor£-
of tPe system, but is not necessarily related to action pér

se. These findings are consistent WiFh éarliér discuésion of
the dominant role of personal Self-interest in determining B

the actions of the individual disadvantaged group members.

It is also interesting to note that the emotional

¢ 1

responses of frustration and resentment form their own
factor. This lends support to the conclusion that interest
in a particular fo;m of action is not simply the result of -
increasing negative feelings. It would be unwise then to -
assume that supbort for collective over individual action or
the selection of nonnormative over normative action is simply
the product of greater anger, frustration Sr resentment._~

N s ~ M
This analysis of the relationship between these

percgptions and feelings, and the behavioural ;esbonses was

|
not the primary focus of the present study. Thus the

L - .
1[ M : ' bd »
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) conclusions drawn from éhe evidence provide& here, are not
stated with overwhelming conviction. The preseet findings
should represent the basis for alte;native hypotheses to
those forwarded %y ozien.work on the Felationship between
overt behaviour and underlying feelings and perceptions.
Quite clearly, the role of these perceptions and feelings in '
determining actual behaviour should be more completely"

investigated before firm conclumions can be drawn.
\ ’ s
CONCLUSIONS /
The present research represents an attempt to specify
the conditions that determine the actione taken by members of h
disadvantaged groups. Three significant departures from
traditional lines of research where taken and all are shown
to have impéitanf ramifications. The'emphaéis on behavioural
response; found in this study distinguishes it from much of
the ﬁrevious work. Past research tends to emphasize
Nfeelings, perceptions agg_gmotions associated WitF L 0
disadvantaged position ‘and discriminatory treatment. 1In
addition; the inclusion,of the two collective behaviour
options represents an imporfgnt improvement over the highly
ingividuali;tic studies of the past. Finally, this research
has demonstrated the substantial importance of the \
ﬁbfmative/nonnormative distinction for action at both the
individual and collective levels.
The Five Stage Model and Elite thegfy provided the
theoretical basis for the three primagythypotheses forwarded

1
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-in the present study. tirst, both of these theoriés make.
reference to the important role of perceived openness of the
advantaged grouph in determining‘the actions of disadvantaged
group members. This importance was clearly demonstrated by .
the preeent results. When the advantaged group is perceived
to be open'fo upﬁard mobility, "individuei normative"
strdtegies are the°form of action most preferred by
disadvantaged group members. In this "open" condition “there
is very little interest in "collectlve nonnormative" action.
When access to the advantaged group appears to be closed to
disadvantaged group members we see the emergence of a strong
interest in "collective nonnormative" action. ’ﬁowever, the
failure of the two relevant theories to»recognlze "jndividual
nonnormative"! and "collective normative" actlons is shown, by
the present findings, to be a significant oversight. The o
level of eﬂdoreemert of these forms of ‘responding forq
Eﬁbects in the "dpen" and "closed" conditions follow a
pattern inconsistént with the theoretical prediction.
The results of the partially open conditions also
provide some insights intq‘the possible deficiencies of the
Five Stage Model and Elite theory. Elite theory pays little
attention to this type of intergreup situation and the
present findings show this to be a significant oversight.
. The second major hypothesis forwarded in the present study

arose out of a prediction of the Five Stage Model, that

successful attempts at individual upward mob{iify by a few

a
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members of tﬁe disadvantaged group will -lead to a
étrengthening of a belief and faith in the system. This in T

turn would lead to increased support for individual action }

strat%gies. Continued support for individual action was

evident in these partially closed conditions, however, the
preference for "nonnormative individual" action in these
conditiéhs casts'sgrious'doubt on the pr;mise that belief and
faitﬁ in the system are strengthened in these partially open
conditionsh Interest in normative forms of indiyidual action
only continues when the restrictions are liberal erough not
to destroy the perception of Gpenness (our 30% quota
condition) When the restriction becomes too conservative
(our 2% quota condition) interest turns to nonnormative forms
of ind1v1dual action. ‘
These findings can be interpreted as demonstrative of a
dominant concern for personal self-interest on thé part of
disadvantaged group members. As long as there exists even
the slightest possibility of'personal advancement,ythen the

inclusion of one's group, in the form of collective action,

" is not appealing. In the situation where the advantaged ¥

group is almost closed, individual mobility is even more
appealing in that one's status is likely to be enhanced even

more by admittance into a highly restricted group. The move

‘to high endorsement of collective action in the "completely

closed" condition is also consistent with this

interpretation. 1In a completely closed intergroup situation

’
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personal advancement can be gained only with the support of
\one's comrades. This primary concern for one's own self-
interest is a recurrent theme in the interpretation of the
present findings and appears to provide a compelling
interpretation of many of the actions of disadvantaged group
members. -

The findings on partially open groups.also provide some
very disturbing insights into the responses of disadvanﬁaged
groups to a policy of tokenism. By_definifion, the "2%
quota" condition represents the implementation of a policy of
fokenism. In this "tokenism" condition, disadvantaged group
members neglect "collective nonnormative" action; the type
of actioq.most likely to lead- to alterations in the
intergroup situation. They endorse, ihstead, individual
strategies. The present findings would support thé assertion
that by systematicaily allowing a very small number af .
disadvantaggd group members entrance into their group, the \
advantaged group can. virtually prevent the occurrenc;\of' -
"collective nonnormative" gction. Although not thenprimary K\\\
focus of this study, these insights have important
ramifications and point clearly to‘a need for additiénal .
investigation - 'along these lines.

Only partial support emerged for hypothesis:three, N
concerning the individuals within the disadvantaged most
likely to instigate collective action and those most likely
to aécept\thgir position. It was found that those who feel

2
v
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themselves to be distant from the required performance level

neceésary to be a member of the advantaged group are more
likely to accept their disadvantaged position. However,
suéport was not found for the prediction that disadvantaged
group members who ;re elosest to gaining entrance into the
advantaged group will be more likely to instigate collective
action when faced with a closed group. These subjects showed
little différenqe from those far frgm entry in their
endorsement of a "collective nonnormative“hbehaviour and even
a tendency téwafds‘less interest in "collective normative"
act%?n. The present data suggests éhat in general it is a ‘

greater interest in "individual nonnormative" action, not

collective action, that distfnguishes the individuals who are

close to entrance from those more distant from the entry
fequirements of the advantaged group. i

One of the important cohtributions of the study is its
demonstration of the great imp?;t of the distinction between
normative and nonnormative action. The ‘present findings -
Clearly indicate that the inclusion of this distinctt?n is
essentla%ﬁfo any theoretical waqrk attempting to describe the
responses of disadvantaged groups. To date most theoretical
discussions of this distinction have supported the view that |
given the availability of a functional channel for normative
action, normative actions will be preferred. In the present
experiment, all subjecté, in all conditi@ﬁé, were presented .

with a normative form of both individual and collective
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action as a possible respéhsé, yet -many chpse'to ignore these
options iﬁ favour.of nonnormative strategies. It is quite
clear- that the decision to endorse normative or nonpqrmative
action is gffected by g?th éhe experimental manipulations
preﬁgnted in the present study, as well as, the perceptigqs and
emotional reactions of the individual.

Finally,‘the present study provided results‘cqncerning
the link between perceptions and emotions experienced by’
disadVantaged group mgybefs‘and the actions they fake. fhe‘
present resulfs are somewhat at odds with éarlier discussions
of this relafkonship. _Nonnormative action, both collective
and individual, was related to satisfaction with personal
treatment and perceptions ofvpersonal lnjustice.  Thése same
pergeptions concerning one's group did not have a ‘strong
relationship with action of any form. Normative actions,
again both golleétive and indiyidua1,~were related primarily
to one's faith in future personal success within %he systen.
Consistent with the earlier discussion of the domin;ht role
of self-interest in determining the behaviour of
disadvantaged group members, it would appedr that aétion, be
it individual.or collective, is primarily motivated by
personal interests. ‘

The Five Stage Model and Elite theory proved useful in
the development of testable hypotheses about the beha;iour of

disadvantaged group members and several tenets of these two

theories were given empirical support. However, it was also

P
o
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clearly indicated that research programs qgch as the one
presented here will be instrumental in the development of a

more conmplete -knowledge of the determinants of disadvantaged <
group actions. Both the categorization of possible responses
developed for the present research and the experimental
paradigm utilized here have proven to be promising tools in this

investigation. Research of this type should play an

~ M o

important role in the development~of a more definitive

understanding of the relations between disadvantaged and

advantaged groups.

y?
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