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ABSTRACT" 
f '4 

The present thesis l~es an axperimental paradiqm 

used to determine when di advantaged group members will, 

acçept their. situation, ta e individualbor collective action, , 
.' Il 

and .when· ~that action' will follow or' violate1axisting norms. 
, "" Subjects were asked to respond to information indicating th~t 

bhey had failed in\their attempts.to gain acce~s to a high 
, . 

Q- (). 

status group. "Collective nonnormative" action was endorsed . ~ 

1 only by'subjects who~ere told that the hig~ status group was 
. 

co~pletely closed to members of their group.' ln contrast,' . 
subjects perceiving the high status group to be open endorsed 

"acceptance" and "individual n~rmativelt ac!:~ons.~' .:-Ev,-~_n· when 
1 ~ 

<access to the high s~atus group was almo~t closed, subjects 

,. continued to\prefer individual action. Subjects who 
o 

o 

perceive~ themselves as close to gaining entry into the high 

status' ~~oup were more likely to endorse "individual .. . ,( 
nonnormative" strategies whllE!' those who were distant from 

o 

entry were, more likely to accept their position. These 
J ' 

r 

findings ar~ discussed in terms of their implications for the 

disruption of societal functi9ning • 
. . 
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La présente thèse décrit 'un paradigme expérimenta1 
1 

utilis'é pour déterminer, quand les' .membres d'un groupe 

désavantagé accepteront leur situation, quand il's prëndront . , 
une action individuelle ou collective, et quand cette act~on 

- . 
suivra ou transgressera des normes existantes.... Les suj ets 

étaient mis en situation d'échec devan~ une ,tentative 

d'accession à un groupe au statut plus élevé"et leur 
1 

réaction devant 1 "échec était évaluee. Les résulta1:s 

mfntrent qu'une action "collective non-normative" était 

endossée seulement par les sujets qui avaien~ été avertis que 
" 

le groupe au statut 'plus élevé était compl'êtement fermé aux 

membres de leur groupe. 'Au contraire, lorsque les sujets 

êtaient avertis que le groupe au statut plus élevé était 
• 

ouvert aux membres dé leur groupe, ils endossaient une action 

"d'acceptation" ou une action "individuelle normative": 
b 

Lors~cès au groupe au statut plus élevé était presque' 

fermé, les sujets persistaient dans 'une~y~ctioJ1 individuellf? 

D'autre part, lés suj~ts se percevant qomme étant proches 

d'entrer dans le groupe au statut plus élevé avaient plus. 

tendance à endosser des stratégiJs " individuelles non-

normatives" que ceux qui se percevaient comme étant éloignes 
< 

d'entrer'dans ce groupe. C~s sujets avaient p~utôt tendance à 

~ 'accepter .leur situation'. Les résultats de cette 'recherche 

sont discutés en terme de leur implication dans lâ 

perturbation du functionnement soci€taire. 
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T~e unequal distribu~ion of resourcestamong members of a 

collectivity is a pervasive phenom;non that arises at 

virtuallyfevery level of social o:9aniza;ion; from naüons. ' 

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 're~~urces, to ep1sodes of collective 

vio~nce. Understanding and predicting the reaction of grou~ 

members when they are in a relatively disadvantaged position 

is a fundamental_ issue. 

In order to address this important element of intergroup . 

relations i~ is lmportant to first deline~te the sco~e.or 

range of behavioural responding that ls available to the 

d1sadvantaged group member. Secondly, an ùnderstanding of . '. 
the existing theoretical perspective!3 in intergroup relations <'. 

is needed in order to formulate empirical hypotheses. 
- • 0 

Finally, an experimentàl paradigm must be developed -in order 

to test these hypothesized determinants of the respqn'ses çf 

disadvantaged group members. 

Responses to Perceiyed Inequality 

~here is an infinite number of different specifie 
~ \ 

behaviours that might be exhibited by members of a 

disadvantaged group. How to conceptualize these is a major 
,~ " 

challenge. In an attempt to meet this challenge the present 

'paper will propose that the available responses be organized 

1 
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into five distinct categories on the basis of three important 

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

/tirst decisibn is whether to take any form of action at aIL. 

Often when faced with *inequality disadvantaged group members 

do not act, appearing to accept their disadvantaged position 
-

(Martin, 1987; Taylor, Moghaddam, G~mble & Zeller, 1987). 
J 

Once the decision tp act has been taken, the question is wha± 
1 

form should that action take; the disadvantaged group member 
, 

must choose between an individual or collèctive response. 

Third, the choice must be mad~~ 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 existin9 social rules and ~~tructure 

("nonnormati ve") • 

Through these three decisions the disadvantaged group 

member selects among five broad categories of response: 

1) no action to alter his/her disadv~ntaged position; 

2) atte~ts at individual upward mobility through ~~rmative 

channels made available by the system; 3) individual actJon 

outside the norms of the system, with the intention of 

elevating himself/herself to a more advantag~d position; 4) 
~' 7 

instigation of collective action within the prescribed norms 

of the existin~ structure; çr 5) instigation of collective 

action outside' the normat'ive structure, wit:h the intention of 

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

These ~ive forms of ,responâing represent distinct 

ÇI , 
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-
ca..tegoriè,s, however, the category into which sorne specifie 

actions fall may require sorne clari~ication. In tèrms of 

personal and collective action, this distinction is not made ) 

.simply on the basis of the number of people invol ved. ,For 

eXÇllnpl';, when a prisoner goes on a bunger strike to prote st 

the treatDfent of aIl prisoners, the action ie taken by one 
-:, 

individual but this action should not be con~trued as an 

ïndividual_response. Thé prisoner's actions are rnotivated by 

an interest in the irnprovement of the collective condi~ion of 
, < 

his/her group. The ipdi v idual is act'in'g as a representati ve 

" of his/her g,roup not solely on his/her own behal f. Si,milarly ~ 

when an individual member of a terrori~t organization hijacks 
. \ 

an airplane and demands changes in the conditions of his/her 

group, we must interpret this as a collective action. 
~- ' 

Alternatively, if the hijacker's intent is to demand a large 

ransom for personal gain, this would be classified·as an 

individual action. In both examples the actions of the 

hijacker may result in actual improvement of his/her personal 

condition. However, in the first instance it is the indirect 

result of improvement of the collective condition of the 

group and in the second he/she is the onlj\ be~eficiary of the 

improvements resulting f~om the actton. Thus, the 
\ 

individual/collective ~istinction has to do with whether 

actio~s are directed at the' improvement of the personal or 

the èollective condition and not the number of individuals. 

taking part. 

.. 
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The normativejnonnormative distinction also needs some 

clarification. Normative action refers to actions that 

conform to the existinq norms of the given society. By 

definition, a norm involves behaviours that are'accepted and, 
, • 1 

• .t' " 

in tact, positively valued in'the qive~ social milieu. 

Therefôre, a normative action is one that is accep.table and 

valued within the 'context in which ~t oceurs. By this 

definition a behaviour that ±S normative today in North 
--

America may not be perceived as normative in another time or' 

" in another cultural milieu. 'For example, a strike by 
, , 

" 1 

labourera represented an unacceptable resronse to job 

disaatisfaction in North America in past centuries ~nd 

remains ùnaceeptable in many'Japanese cbrporations. However, 
, 

strikes a~e both legal and acceptable as a means of 

expressing dissatisfaction'in North Ame~ica today. In one 

time period and fn one cultural setting this~adtion by a 
, 

disadvantaged group i$ nonnormative and in another it is 

. considered normative. 

In o~der to make clear the distinctions between these 

five"c.ategories of behavi,our and to illustrate their social 

'_r,elevance, 'a real-world example'- of each categorY will be 
~ , 

explored. One of the most intriqulng behav.ioural choices, 

and often the most intuitiv~ly difficult to understand, is 

inaction. Yet, e~amples of disadvantaged'grou~ members who' 
, 1 

do, not take aation abound. until recently the vast majority 

of women apparently accepted their'lessef role in the 

o J 
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marriaqe relationship an~ in society in gener~.· Another . 
even more dramatic example of passive acceptance is found in 

accounts of slaves who seem to perce ive ...their position as 

just and ri9ht and who revere and cater willin9l~ to their 

masters (Van der Berghe, 1~67). 

"Individual normative" action plays .~n important' role in 
, 

the context of modern industrialized societies. This 

response is exemplified by the new immigrant who holds two or 
• 

thnee 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 dilige"ntly to 

"make it" 'as a profes~ional athlete as a way of irnpr~ving his 

,personal status and position. "Incfivid'ual r1onnorrnative" . 
~ -' L . 

behaviour may' not be as obvious but is as prèvalent. The 
• 1 11' ~ . 

~:~- ~ 
simple act of cheating on one's i~come't~x return, stealing , 
from the ~om~y-at which one wor}s, or even.a verbal or _, 

physicàl attack on one's s~perio~orepresent actions' in'this 
< • 

category. 
, . 

Exam~l~s 5nonnormative ~ollective action are the rnost· 

conspicuous of he responses to inequality'. Riots, illégal 
.. r . ... 

strikes, act~ of terrorism and~collective violehce receive 
-

m~ch'publicitY,and come readily to mind. However, this type-, 

of action need not be p'rd~ibited by law or be 'yiolent in 

nature.' It need only violate social standards of acceptable 
, " 

behaviour. For example, acta of civil disobedience or the 

previously described hunger-strike also' fit- the requireme,nts 

.\ 

.. 

, 1 
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'~ of "collective nonnormative" aètion. Normative -collective 
. , 

actiont although not usually as conspicuous, is also a widely 

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

action committees are aIl examples of groups that work within 

the syste~ ~o i~prove the ,collective position of their group 

members. 
1. 

Upon examination of these fi~e categories of r~~ponding, . . 
the profoundly different societal implications of each become 

quite ,clear. The type o~ respon$e chosen:wi~l have a 

dramatic ef;ect on future, il\tergrou~ ~~lati~qs, and the 

likelihood of ~hanges in the'relative position of the 

i ~ '~ ~t' th . éldvantaged and d sadvantaged groups. In aaëi1 ,10n, ese f;L ve 
, 1 

types'ofnr~spons~s are vastly'~ifferent in their likelihood 
',() , .~ '1. • 

of producing broad changes in the social system itself. 
, " . ---- ~- - - - . 

Should me~ers' of the disadvantaged gro~p choose 

inaction, there are likely to be few if any change~ • 
• • Co .. 

Regardless of how open to social mobility'the existing system 

is, ~,f those who ~re. disac;vantaged pass:l. vely a<1cept their , 
. . 

position there will he no change in ~he relative status of 
" " .,.., , 
the groups or ,the social structure at large. • 

• 
"Individual normative" adtion may in an, open or 

partially ope~ system lea~ to personal upward m9bility~ 

However, this type of açtioh invol ves no étfort at al tering " 

the intergroup situatiôn and is unlikely to lèad to societal' 
, ." 

change. In fact, this type of a~tion serves ~o supporû the 

~e9itimacy of the existing.order a~~ the perc~ption of open 
'l 

• 

1 • 

Q 
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• 
oppor.tunity for social mobility. "Individual- nonnormative" 

action, because it ia not motivat~d by an.interest in 

" imp.rovinq the status of the group, is unliltely to pave. ~n 
" . 
effect· on int~group relations. In some cases it may prove 

to be somewhat disruptive for the system. However, dUé to 
\ ' 

"its small scale and the "bui1t in" mechariisms of m"Ost syst~ms 

for dealing with "individuals who violate acceptable standards 
, 

of behavioùr, this t:ype of action is not 1ikely to have any 
. " 

, maj or effèct on the larger socia'l system. 

Collective action is the form of behaviour that is most ,. . . . 
likely to result in.serious' changes to the intergroup 

# 

~ituation. Dependinq on the openness of the system, 

"collective normativeU action may lead. to the improvement in 
. 

the relative status of the disadvantaged group volved. 

However, because ft also reflects acceptance f the existing 

social rules, this form 9f response is unlik to lead to , , 

sweeping ~hanges in t~e broad social st1;'Uctu Clear1y the 
", R 

action Most like~y to disrupt and alter the existinq social G 

,(! order is, one that i,s collective ,"d nonnor,mative. The_ 

\.- " 

succes~ of this type of, action inl producing al terations ln Q-

. 
the interqroup situation depends on a variety "of situational 

variables, howevér, this type of action is most difficuit for 

the existing social system ta ignore or respond ~o. 
fi 

In order to systematically investigate the responses of 

disadvantaged group membè~s, th~ inflqite number of,different . , " . \ ..... ~ .. 
~ction~vailable to the individual must ~e clas~sified i~to a" 

• 
.. 

... 

. - --_ .. -- ----------' 
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, 
set of manageable categories. This,paper has proposed five 

broad èategories of. responding, including "accep~ance", 

"individual normative", ""individual nonnormative", "collective 
( . 

normative" an~ "collective nonnormative". The utility and 
-

importance of the :~istinctions made by these fi ve categories 

is made 'clear by the vastly differing ilhpact of each on the 
(1,6 " intergroup situation and on the social structure in general. 

" with tlle avaflable responses clearly classified _in ,..th,is 

manner 1 ~ i t ià possible to address, the ques.tîon of wha t 

variables determine interest in these different forms of 

respc:;>nding. ~ 

J 
Theoretical Approaches "12 Intergroup Relations 

To date ~he theoretical and empirical literature in 

intergroup relations has failed to generate precise 

p~ediètions as to the conditions likely to give rise to these . . 
different forms of' behaviour. This paucity is the rèsult of 

• r 

several limitations in current theory and research. In part 

this ~roblem is ~esult of the neglect of the broader 

topie of intergrOU~rela~_ons by' soei~l psychologists. 
, , 

nespi te i ts seemingly cent~le for social pSychology as a 

,disoipline, the psychol~gy of intergroup'relations remains 

" understudied. Taylor and Moghaddam (1987) in their recent 
<' , ' , 

r~~few of theories of intergroup relations unders60re tnis 

neglect:· "Exploring the titles of articles ~n key social' 

psychological journals leads to the same conclusion: - v 
il 

'r 
"\ 

4 -) r 
" 

1 

<. 

.. 

,. 
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interqroup'relations i8 not a central topie." CP. 3); 

However, even within the existing literature there are 

9 

• 
~ sev~ral important deficits ~hat have left -the question of 

, 1 

,behavio~ral responsQs to inequality unanswered. In this 

'thesis four' prominènt theories of intergi-oup relations will 

bt reviewed; Equity, Relative- Oeprivation, Social lcientity 
- f - ~ 

and Resource MObilization, and their limitations discussed .. 

rwo less prominent theories, Elite and the Five stage ~odel, 

beqin to deal ~ith some of these limitations and are,offered 

as the basis for firm hypotheses about the' actions of 

disadvant~ed group members. 

Eguity1i Theory 
1 

Equity theory is t~e Most prominent o~ the social 

justice theories. _ "Essentially Equity theory dears witll. two 
1 

questions; (1) What do p~ople think ie fair and equitable? . 
1 and (2) How do people respond when they perce ive they are 

1 . 
receiving far ~ore or far less from their relationship than . . 
they deserve?" (Walster, Walster" & Berscheid,.1131'8, p. VII) 

The second of these questions has direc~ relevance to the' 
'1 

interests of the present research. ,Equity t~eo~uggests 

that individuals note the ratio of "outcomes'" to "inputs" of 

o~hers and th en compare,this ratto to thei~ own. If the~e 
. . 

two ratios appear equal, the' ref~tions~ip will De judged ~s 

fair. If the two ratios are not perceived ~s equai then 
~ , 1 Il 

inequity.exists and the relationship will be perceiv~d as 
~ ',) .' . W 

unjust,. These perceptions of injustice ·lead ·to feelings o·f 
1 

? 

, \ 

.. . ' 
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psychol09 ical tension for both parties. In order to reduce 

this tension, equity must be restored. The restoration of 
"- 1 

equity involves changes in the inputs or outcomes of one or 
0 

-both of the parties in the relationship. Two stra~egies·for 

altering inputs and outcomes are available; actual 

restoration such that physica~ changes are made i~ the inputs 

pr ou~comes, or psychological restoration such that the 

perception of the inputs or outcomes are altered so as to 
~ 

exaggerate or~ reduce their relative importan'ce. 

Psychological restoration prbvide~ an explanation for 
~ .~. 

situations in which disadvantaged groups refrain from~~ction 
, 

and appear to accept their position. For the disadvantaged. 
'" . \ ... 

group the actual restoration of equity is'naturally 
~ 

preferable. However, if they are powerless to change the 

1 inputs and outcomes in the relationship,- f~elings of inequity 
• D 

,~ 

must be reduced QY psychological restoration. This results 
1 

in the members of the disadvantaged group devaluating their . 

own inputs and thus "legi tim~zing" their 1esser share ,?f the.. 

outcomes. Alternatively, they might exaggerate the inputs of 

the advantaged group members thus "legitimizing" the greater G 
;' 

"" outcomes received by the advantaged group (see Taylw & 

Moghaddam, 1987). 

Another exp1anation for inaction arises' from research 
1 

based on Equity theory. This exp1anation holds that most 
- --

individuals are xikely to limit their social comparisons to 

. . 

members of their own group, those that are making equivalent 
(,J 

.. 

" 

.. 

. 
') 
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contributions (ie. i~puts), and thus they avoid compari~ons 
,j, ' 

with more advan~aged groups (Cook & Messick, 1983).c In 50 

doing individuals should feel fairly treated as long as other 

members of their own'group are as-poorly off as they. 

These efforts have provided some insight into the first 

- of the t~ree decisions facing members of a disadyantage9 

,group: that 

members il~e 

ot action or inaction. Disadvantaged grqup 

off~n able to ignore the ineqÙity oi their 
" , 

relationship with a more advantaged ~roup by avoiding 

comparisons across groups. Also they may be forced'by their 

powerlessness to restore equity by psychologically devaiuing 

their own contributions. If either of these processes occur 
-1 

the group members are unlikèly to act out agains,t their 

disadvantaged position. 

At this point, how~ver, the limitations of Equity the ory 
. 

become apparent. First, the fact ~hat action by 

disadvantaged groups daes occur in real-world conflicts 

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

be made. The theory in its pre sept form is unclear as to 

when and why these c,ross-group comparisonSJ~ would arise. 

Given the existence of comparisons with the advantaged group, 

the theory provides only "powerlessness" as the necessary 

criterion for the implementation of psychalogical . 
"\ 

t .'-res oratl0n. This broad idea needs to be more clearly 

described if one,is to predict ~hen a given group is, in 
.. 

fact, powerles$ and thus unlikely ta take action. 

''} 

v 
Finally, 

, , 

( 
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, 
given some level 'of power, Equity theory allows for no 

". prediction as to the form ~hat aètion will take. It does not 

identify any specifie ,inputs or outcomes (or combination 

thereof) that can be used in the prediction of actual . 
behaviour. This results in the tiPicaf study stimulated by 

Equity·theory èoncerning itself only with feelings, such as-. . 

~eaentment;, dissatisfaction and perceptions of injustice, 
-

that result from an inequitabhe relationship. In fact, an 

even broader criticism of Equity theory is its inability to 
. 

specify the range of possiQilities that can be perceived as 

potential inputs and outcomes iij the first place. This 
, . 

results in a theory which is not falsifiable. There is 
, 

always the possibility that an unmeasured input or outcome 
. 

can play a role in t~e determination of the responses of the 

parties involved. Th~refore, one can always claim that any 

deviations' from predicted behavio~r are simply the result of 

an unforeseen and unmeasured 

Moqhaddam, 1987). 

The lack of predic~ions 

input or outcome '(see Taylor & 

about the form action Cu take . 

is qompounded by the r~ductionist orientation of Equity , . 
theory. Consistent with the dominant theoretical orientation 

-~ ) 

in the psychology of intergroup relations, Equity ~heory' 
.. \ 4, 

b 

extrapolates to the intergroup context theoretical ideas that 

w'fe generated to explairi int~ractrôns.at the interpersonal 

level. The result has been a p!imary concern'for individual 

action, with "collective action" virtually iqnored as a 
, , 

\ 

( 

. ' 
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respotlse alternatïve. The obvious importance of this , 

t'esponse type makes clear the necess'i ty of theoretical 
4 

outlooks that incorporate collective response ~ltern.tives. 

Moreover, because of the eductionist ancestty of thts 
, 

theory, there has also 
, l ' 

a tendency to limit attention to 

-sm,ll, closed groups. 

neglected the individual 

larger Open social groups. 

doing, researche~s havelOften 

tIf option,' avaïlable in many 

In this case, the individual 

member attempts to leave his/her position in a disadvantag~d 
. 

. group' in favour of joining the ranKs o~ a more 'advantaged 

9roup. This "social mobility" option" represents an 

"individual normative" action which has important" theoretieal 

implications, as it is a eommon rasponse in many social 

contexts (Hirsehman, 1970; Taylor et al., 1987). 

The failure to specify specifie inputs and outeomes that 

can be associated wi~h different types of behaviour, and the 

reduct:ionist nature' of the theory, seriously limits Equi·ty 
i theory in terms of its capaeity to offer precise hypothesis 

, 
about the likelihood of individual verses collective action. 

Nor is this theory able to provide insight into the . ~ 
endorsement of normative verses nonnormative action. 

Relative Deprivation Theory p 

Relative Deprivation (RD) theory recognizes that there 

1s no direct relationship between a person's obj~ ive 
, . "\ 

situation and their subjective Interpretation of 
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'Research has confirmed what cl~ual observation has noted for 

some time; that deprivation per se is not sUffi~nt to cause 

resentment. Satisfaction is affected by subjective rather 
,-' , 

than pbjective standards of prosperity. ln fa~t, it has been 

found that those who feel most deprived are generally not 

thos'e who are objectively thè most destitute (Crosby, 197~; 

Davis, 1959: Gurr, 1970; ~unciman, 1966; Stouffer, Suchman, 

DeVinney, Starr & Williams, 1949). ~ 
• 

RU?ciman (1966) distinguished two types of deprivation: 

perso~al{. or "egoistical" and collective or "fratern~l". When 
. 

an lndividuai feels that~pis/he~ own rewards are unfair when 

éompared to other individuals in a simila~ situation the 

res~Jt is ego~stical relative deprivation. Fraternal 

deprivation, however, occurs·when a member of a group is 

discontent with the relative position of his/her group. For 
-

-.. 

both of these forms of re)ative deprivation' a key determinant 

of the levei of dissatisfaction felt by tÀe individuai is who 

the person decides to make comparisons with. In ,the 

collective (fraternàl) deprivàtion context, if the . 
. 

d~sa~vantaged group member chooses to make comparisons with < 

1 ~ 

an equally disadvantaged group, this cJmparison is unlikely 

ta result in feélings of deprivation. If, however" a more 

advantaged group is qhosen fo+ comparison, then 
l 

dissatisfa~tion and feelings of injustice are the likely 

result. . } 

This orientation which emphasizes the importance of 
\ 

\ 
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~ 
psychological factors as mediators between objective 

deprivation and action has, in fact, resulted in several 

iQteresting insights into the psychologicàl ef~ects of 

" 1 membership in a disadvantaged group (Crosby, 1976; Dion, 

15 

198.7; Foiger & Martin, t:1986; Foiger, Rosenfield, Rheaume & 

Martin, 1983; Foiger, Rosenfield & ~obinson, 19p3; Gurr, 

1970; ,Mark l 1985; Martin, 1987; OIson & Ro~s, i984). 

However, the emphasis on the role of the psychological 

interpretation of the objective situation has lead !esearch 
.0 

efforts in this area to focus primarily on feelings of 
1 

dissatisfaction, resentment, injustice and outrage that 

result when individuals make comparisons with more • 

advantaged others. In fact, as pointed out by Mark (1985)~ 

the term "relative deprivatio~" is often used as essentially 

equivalent to an emotional reaçtion of anger. This line of 

inquiry has provided only a minimum of, information useful in 

the prediction of behaviour per se. Wha~ insight it has 

provided involves primarily the first of the three decisions 

facing members of a disadvantaged, group; that !=lf "acceptance" 
"1 ' 

or action. Relative Deprivation provides insights into the 

conditions under which objective deprivation will or will not 
~~ "-' 

lea~ to feelings of dissatisfaction and,anger., This theory 

can explain situations where large objective inequalites do 

not result in dissatisfaction and thus provides a viable 

explanation for inaction in thè face of high levels of ~ 

objective deprivation. 
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Just as there is no direct relationship between level of 
, " / 

dissatisfaction and the actual equality of distribution, 

neither is there a direct relationship between feelings of 

dissatisfaction and the behavioural responses of 

disadvantaged group members. Even though it may,be 

reasonable ~o 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. Martin (1987) discusses a variety. 

of situations in whiep "inequalities may cause feelings of 

injustice, but these feelings may have little effect on 

behaJiour, causing:a behavioural, if not emotional, tolerance 

of injustice" (p. 35). If this is the case, and there can be 

disting~ished situations where feelings of deprivation and 
17) 

injustice do not result in action,'then little can be 

extrapolated frpm research on emotional reactions to relative 

deprivation to questions of behavioural responding. 

As weIl, the existence-of dissatisfaction, or even th~ 

intensity of these feelings, does not determine the form 

action will take. Knowledge of the psychological reactions 

of individuals is of little Qredictive value in determining 
. - 1 \ 

whether action taken will be individu~l or collective, 

normative or nonnormative (Tajfel, 1982). In this way, the 

research concerning itself solely with the emotional outcomes 

of relative deprivation bas 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 attemp~ed to 

study behavioural response~ directly and to their credit they 

have offered importaQt insights. However, in ~esigning thesè 

studies most res'earchers have focussed on only on~ of the 
, , 

many possible forms of action. Sorne have exclusively 

examined "collective nonnormative" action (Guimond & Dub6,/ 

1983; Martin & Murrav- .1984). others have concerned 
~'""'\ 

themselves only with "i,\dividQal normative" actions such as 
--.J • 1 

"achievement striving" (Cook, Crosby & Hemingan, 1977 ~ 

Wilensky, 1963). still others have considered "collective 

normative" action (Morrisén & steeves, 1967; Vanneman & 

Pettigrew, 1972). By limiting their measures to a single 

type of behavioural response,c researchers often fail to 

realize that the given situation may not lead to a preference 

for "no action" but, in fa ct , to one of the unmeasured 

behaviours. In addition, in experimental research involving 

the introduction of a single response option researéhers may-, 

have inadvertently. pressured their subjects to "choose" a 

oehaviour that might not have been preferred had aIl the 

response options been ava!lable. It is quite reasonable to 

assume that very different conclusions migh~ have been drawn le 

had aIl 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 d~pri1ation ls an important step 

towards reduclng the highly indlvidualistic nature of earlier 
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versions of this theory, however, the indivi~ualist 
, \ ' , 

·beginnings have~resulted in continued difficulties. Most of 
'1' .' 

& \,' • • 

these problems center around misunderstandings of the 

egoi~tical/f~aternal distin~ion. Many researchers have 

.", 

failed to include'the more recen~ly developed collective . , 
deprivation,component and have, thus, found li'ttle 

• • J 

relationship between relative deprivation'and collective 
, • os; 

actio~ (see p~b~ & G~impnd, 1983 for a more compl~te 
- -

discussion). Also, there has been pifficulty in determining 

appropriate measures of_th~se two forms.of deprivatio~. 

Varying operationalizations of thè two concepts has resulted , ... 
in widely varying predictions of the consequences of the two 

types of deprivation. 

A final limitation with RD.eheory is,aimed directly àt 
\ " , 

one of th~ fundamental components of relative/deprivation. 

PriDa~ily the question is' how the individual selects the 
• "II 

target for comparison. As the target of comparison' ~s one of 

the key determinants of feelings of depfivation. I it ls 
<> 

import~nt to have the ability to predïct this t~rget. 

.. 

Preliminary ~esearch'in-the inter.group 'context has shown that b 

the sele"ction of a comparison gro,:!p is a highly colItP'lex 
\ 

process a}'ld may vary depe:ndent upon the psychological r~ason 

for the comparison (T~ylor, Moghaddam & Bel;.lerose, 1986) _. -

Without ~easonable predict~on of which group will be chosen' 

forl~omparison it is impossibie to predict P~ychGlogical or 

" behavioural responses utilizing a relative deprivation.model. 

, . 
.' 

\ 



,~ t,'J 

. . 

19, 

Several researchers (Cr~by,' 1916: Dub6 & Gui~ond, i983;' 
• • r . , 

Martin, 1987) have pressed for continued support of RD theory 

as a via~l\ th~orètical basis :for studying the behavi~ural . 

responses of disadva1'lt-aged groups. . A port.ion of ~heir recent , 

work h'as s~rengthened the legitimaèy'- of th~ distinction 
. 

between egoistical and fraternal deprivation. When prop~rly 
, , \ _. 

and mea~ured, the~e two f~rms of relative deprivation defined 
/ 

may play distinct foIes in determi~ing the type of ~tion 
, , . 

taken by·th~members of disadvantaged groups. Howe~~r, ev&n 
1 • 

with more stringent control of the indtvidual/colle2tive' 
, -

d~stinction ~artin (1987) is forced to é'dfnit that the. link. to 
, .... ~ -./ 

behaviour ,remains a troublespot for RD theory. . 
, 

. In conclusion, Relative Deprivation theory is seriously ~' 
p ,. 

limited ~its.~redictive- capacity relabed to the behavioural 

" 

, 
responses of disadvantaged groups. · As with Equity theory it . 

has" evolved out of an inter-personal theory and suffers from 
0!I0 ~ .. 0 

many of-thé oversights and confusion that result from this . " 

rëductiohist theoretical orientation. In addition, muc}).. of . 

the research stimulated by RD thejry has concerned itself 

solely with emotional responses ta relativ~ deprivation and 

has only minimal relevance °to behavioural res}?onding. , 
~ (/ r 

PerHaps m?st'seri9us, is the problem of pred~cting.the target 
, . ~ 

of c~mparison: These important limitations have· resu~ted in 

RD the ory provitling little basis 'f~~m which to draw firm 

hypotheses about when action will be the result of 

deprivation and w~en this action will be individual versus 

" 

Il 

... 

• 

If 
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• 
collective and normative versus nonnormative. 

Resourç, Mobilization Theories 
\ . 

1he dif~iculties of the social psycholog}cal theories in 
. 

providinq predictions of the beHavio~ral responses to . 
• 1/ • 

;nequality and deprivation )las ,prompted some ~ociologists to · 
,. .. '" ~ 

ca~l for_the abandon~ent,of psy,choloq1cal theor~es altoqether 

(MCca~thy' &, Zald, 1979: < MCPha"il, ~9711) .. \ Instead these , ' 

critics dt the Psycho~cal éheoriés ad~ocate a shift in 

attention toward~ st~tural and organizational variables. 

They cite a number of studies'motivated primarily by Relative 

Deprivation theory that fail'to ~rovid~ connections between 
~ , 

psychological factors And outbursts of collective action. , , ~ 

r 
The 1& studies cited, .however, have some important f 

shortcomings that must be addressed. Many are plagued with • 
difficulties in the control and meàsurement of important 

va~1ables.6 For example, several fail to provide adequate 
" . 

~ ~ , 
measures 9f the,mediating ps~chological processes of feel~ngs 

of deprivat'ion and d:J.ssJ~isfaction (see Bernstei~ & Crosby, 
( 

1980; Martin & Murray, 19~41 and thus, the existence of 

actual inequality is presumed to result in feelings of 
'Q 

deprivation and dissatisfaction. with the importance ?f the ," 
• ~ • 0 ~ 

subjective e~a~u:tion of th~ ~ual so-well establ~shed, 

thi~ represents an important oversight. It is Dot surprising 
• 

that studies which are, in fact, testinq the role of absolute 
il , 

deprivation as a cause of action have produced-few systematic 

findings. In this ca$e the critics of the psychological 
'l - • 

J 
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theories are using'research which fa~ls to measure 

~ psy;hologicàl variables to attack the val~ of these s~me-

" psyChologicaJ variables. 0 ~ 
In addition, mU~h ~f the researcl'i used ~ \v . 

""" " . 
thé critics ct psychological theory relies on aEchival and· 

( ,survey data •. When archival data is us~d t~e lack of accurate 

) 

\ ' .. -
meas~res of ps'ychological variables is understandable. As " , . 
Martin (1987) aptly points out 'Ut is difficult to obtain 

reliable measu~es of th~articipants' feelings just befere 

the stormiJ')g of _the Bastille" (p. 10). 'rhe use of historical 

àccounts of collective action as research Qata inevitably ..... 

limit the variables. one can test or c~trol, and leave aQY 

, conclusions 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 psycholjogical 

r 

\ 

~aria~les is being used to attack the value of thesé sarne 

psychological variables. 

Surveys given after the fact to participants in 

~collective ~ction also raisè"impbrtant questions. 
• t 

Retrospective'surveys re~y on the subjects' recollection and 

~ ~etro,pective'interpretations of their feeling~ intentions 

and behaviours. Researcll evidence quite Clearl~ows ~hat' 
peoPlyt ~ften ~ssume ~he;r past a~titud~s an~ feelings ~ere , 

éom;.{stent with th~ present ones even when, in fact, their." 

attitudes and feelipgs have ~dergone substantial change (Bern 
f .. ~ ,....... \, 

& McCon~ell, 1970; Goethals & Reckman, 1973; Wixon & Laird, 
> • 

) 
t . ( 

,/ 

! 
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1976). Given the amount of attit~dé change that oCdÙrs over , . 
time, retrosppctive measures may dramatical1y differ trom 

. 
measures taken betore or durinq the act~on. 'S 

The' results of these poorly desiqned and condubtëd RD 

studies have, not too sUrPrisingly, lead to the conclusion 

that P~YC~OIO~ical v~riables have ll'ttle predictive power 

concerning the behavioû~al responses tQ deprivation. It is 
, u 

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

. . .(1979) claim that the psycholoqical variables play no part in . 
, the prediction of action by disadvan~aqed groups. They 

, 

. 
propose that there is always·sufficient discontent in sociJty 

to support a collective sDcial movement, if the social . , , 
st~uc~ure rs conducive to social action, and the collectivity 

, • .t.~ 

is effectively orqanized and has at its dispos~l adequ~te 

Thesé Resource Mobilization theorists', 
, ' . power and resources. 

~ .-"" 

provide a list of structural variables that determine the 

likelihood of the occurrence of social action. Variables 
l 

such as proximity of potential supporters, the existence of 

other suc~es~ul social movemen~s to act as roie m~dels, and ( 

a weIl organ1zed structu~e within the movement are, listed as ~ 
, . 

the essential pred,ictors of collective action. 
"-

There, is some support (Snyder & Tilly, '1972; 

J • 

1970) for this view that structural variables and resou~ces 
"'\(<' 

'. 
may play a role in incr~asing the likelihood of nonnormative ' 

action. However, it would alsO' appear somewhat premature to '. :'" 
• 

~( ~dispatch psycholèqical factors as un important in determining" 

(L 

\, 
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the actions oftgro6ps faced with inequality. As stated, 

there are serious problem~ with 'the research used to deny the 

importanqe of P~~hOlOgical variables and much of the 
• 

existing ps~chological work in interqroup relations has not 

dealt directly withPcollec~ive behaviour. This thesis 
, (' 

represents ~n initial attempt to redress the lack of, . . 
attention given to psychological' research in the area of 

collective action. 

so~al Identity Theory 

An important ~tep towards a stronger psychology of 

intergroup rela~ions has been the development of several 

psychological theo~ies of intergroup relations that are mor~ 

"group oriented"; distinguishing themselves from the more 

prevalent reduc~ioniSt pe~spective: Tajfel and TUrner 

(197~), inspired,by their findings in social categorization, 

have developed one such theory. ~ocial Identity, theo~~oldS 

that group members make social comparisons between their own 
/ 

group and- other groups in ~rde~ to determine if ~ei~ group _ 

has a distinct ~nd positive social identity. It la the 
, 

'desire. to achieve or maintain group distinctiv~neaa along 

positi~ely valued dimensions that motivates g~oup membera to 

take social action. 

This, ~heory makes more.explicit the ~arious indivi~ual 

and collective responses (both behavioural and emotional' at 
, .. , 

the disposaI of disadvantaged group membera who find thei~ 

., 

1-

'--



.' 

( 

'" 

( 

{ 

" 

,. 

gro~p faced with a negative social identity. When faced with 

a negative social identity tHe disadvantaged group'member 

wii~ seek change. The form that this change takes will 
" . 

depend upon the existing intergroup structure. If the , 
• 

e~isting system is viewed as unjust and unfairc, its 
- • legitimacy is in question. Xf changes in the system-are 

pergeived as even vaguely possible, the stability of the' 

system is also in question. When the legitimacy 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 ~ocial identity might be improved. These 

perceptions of an alternative social structure are referred 

to as cognitive alternatives and their presence is the key to' 

determining the response of the group. 

The/presence of cognitive alternatives makes available 

tour types of collective action. The first strategy involves 

,the redefinition of a previously negative characteristio.so 

that it is now positively evaluated. An example of this is 
, 

the "Black is beautiful" slogan of the American Black civil 

rights movement. The seçond response involves the creation 

or adopti6n of new dimensions of social comparison which 

allow for a more positive lmage of the disadvan~aged group. 
'" The third poss~ble response ls for disadvantaged group 

members to attempt to have their group absorbed into the 

,advantaged group. In this way they are able to gain acoess 

to the advantages.previously denied them. Finally, the 
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perception of cognitive alternatives allows tore the takinq, of " 

dir.ect collective action aga1nst the advantaqed group and~the 

existinq system. 

If, howeve~, t~e stability and leqitimacy of the s~oial 

system tefuains unquest10ned and thus the perception of 

coqnitive alternatives is not evoked, the disadvantaqed qr~up 
, n 

member can only undertake individual responses. The first 
"-

involves the disadvantaqed-group member satisfyinq the need 

for positive social identity by restricting h~mself/herself 

to individual social comparisons within his/her own group.' 

In this base n~ àction is taken to alter the existing 

~ituatio~ and the intergroup inequalities. are simply ignored. 

The second option is one of individual social mobility in 

which the individual member of the disadvantaqe~ group 

attempts to leave his/her group in favour of entering the ... 
advantaged 9r~up • 

• 
This ~heory is, however, incomplete i~ its predictive 

capacity. Beyond identify~ instability and illeqitimacy of 

the system a~ the precursors to the perception of cognitive ... '. 
alternatives, and the presence of perceived cognitive 

alternatives as the determinant of two pbssible categories of 

responses, Socia~ Identity theory provides no precise 

conditions that will determine which of the alternative 

responses will ultimately be preferred (Taylor & Moq~addam, 

1987) • In ~ddition, thê the ory fails to provide indicatipns 
. 

as to what will determine ,the stability and leqitimacy of Any > 

• 
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:qiven s~cial system and w~at variables miqht make 

disadv~ntaqe4 group members perçeive.thi~ illegitim~cy and ~ 
l''i ., :'insta~i;ity.f It thus remains difficult to predict when the 

.,. .'response of th~ disadva~taged group members will be r'~ 

~ individual or collective, emotio~al or behavioural or perhaps 

some combination of these. 

'/ 

~ Theoretical Alternatives 

The difficulty with the theories reviewed thus far ls 

that, for aIl their insights, they have little substantive 

predictive power in terms of the behavioural respons~s of 

d~saQvantaqed groups to perceived inequality. TWo lesser 
~. 

, known theories, however, do provide a basis from which to 

make specifie hypotheses. These theories; one that'has had a 

long hiatory but has received little attention in the 
~ vi - ~ 

psychological literature and thè other that ia quite recent~ . -
provide some direct predictions as to the circumstances that , 

will lead to different types of action by members 'of a 

disadvantaged group. _ They also'allow for some 'predictions as 

to which individual's wlthin the disadvantaged group are 

likely to remain inactive, engage in individual action, and 

instigate collective action. 

~ ~ stage Model 2! Intergroup Relations 

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

intergroup relations; This model attempts to delineate the 

conditions which will determine the behavioural responses of 
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disadvantaged qroup members. At the fifst stage of 

intergroup relations group stratification is riqid and based . " " 

on ascribed characteristics such'as sex or race. OUring the 

second of the five stages of intergroup relations there -

exists a social situation in which membership in the 

advanta~ed or disadvantaged grou~ is ostensibly due to 
, 

performance, based on onels individual efforb and ahility. 

In this situation groups are perceived to he open and 

individual upward mobility~ossible for any with adequate 

ability. As long'as this perception remains intact both" 
" 1 

advantaged and disadvantaged group members will att~ibute 

their positi?n to their individual charact~ristics and, 

therefore, will limit their cdfuparisons to ingroùp 

'.' i,nterp_ersonal comparisons. If, however, the attempts of 

individual members of the disadvantaged group t move up 

(stage Three) are repeatedly blocked, these pe l~ will come 

to perce ive that membership in.the advantaged 
~~. ' 

based on personal ability but ~n ascribed characteristics 
, 

such as race, sex, or being born into a particular socio~, 

economic class. This new perception of the advantaged group 

as closed results in strong feelings of injustice. T~e 

perception of the system as unjust represents'an 'important 

stage in this model, as the emergence of these feelings 

prompt those ~ndividuals who have been denied entrance, to the 

advantaged group to make cross-group comparisons. These 
.J<.. 

comparisons lead to increased dissatisfaction and their 

CI 



( 

( 

28 

disadvantaged position is no longer perceived as acceptable 
,.1 O!!! 

or tolerable. It is at this point (stage Four) that attempts 

at collective action will be initiated l~ an effort to create 

a more open system. 

The key assumption made by this theory is that attempts 

at !ndividual upward mobility (an "individual normative" 

response) are always the first strateqy by which members ot 

the disadvantaged group cope with the ine,quality they face. 

This form of behaviour will be maintained as long as the 

advantaged gro~p continues to be regarded as op~n. It is 
, 0 ) 

only when these individual attempts are blocked and the 

advantaged group is perceived as closed to the disadvantagëd 

group member that collective action will be initiated. 

This model also makes clear"predictions as to which 

individuals with~n the disadvantaged group will instigate 

collective action. Because the division of the two groups is 

initially perceived as legitimately baseg on abl.lity, only 

intragroup comparisons are viewed as appropriate. This 

social comparison process, encouraged'by the dominant 

ideology,Jleads the most talented members of the 

disadvantaged group to perce ive themselves as closer than -
'their fellow disadvantage~,grou~ members to the required 

criterion necessary for membership in the $dvantaged group. 

This perception encourages them to attempt mObility-into the 
1 

advantaged group. When rejected,in their attempts at ' 

individual mObility these indlvidualsl who have perceived 

" 
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tl'lemselves as closest to entry intç the advàntaqed group, 

will initiate collective action~ 

Elite Theory 

The causes of individual and collective action proposed 
\ 

by-the Five stage Mode~ are consistent with those espou~ed by 
\ 

El-ite theory • Elite theory holds that all,.societies are made 
• 

up of elites and non-elites and it i6 the advantaged elite 
" .. 

~hich governs. Essential to aIl societies ls some levei o'f 

openness in the system so as' to provide adequate "circulation 

of the elite" (Dye & zeigler, 1970). This circulation 

process allows,for the most able of the non~elites to gain 
, , , 

entry lnto the ruling clas6 and for unpro~uctive'~mbers of 

the elite to be dropped from thelr, advantaged position. If­

this circulation does not occur, indlvlduals who are taiented 

enough to be effective memb~ of theelite but who have been 

thwarte9 in attempts to enter the elite will form counter-

eiites. 
) 

It ls these counter-elites which will instigate and 

lead collec~ive action 
\ 

with the intention of chal1enging the . 
existing structure and the elite group (see Taylor & 

Moghaddam 1987). 

In the terms of intergroup relations used in this paper1 

Eliteotheory holds that those members of the disadvantaged 
r 

. group who will lead collective action ag,ainst the adva~taged 

group are the individuals who have the qualities necessary to 

become a member of~the advantaged group. These are 

individual'f€who, in an open system (one with adequate 

l' 

) 
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circu~ation of elite), would have been allowed access tQ th'e·Le 

advantaged group through individual upward mobil~ty. 

However, because the . system is closed to them (inadequate. 

circulati'on of elite) their bids far individual mobj.,lity are 
.. 

blocked. If their ef.fprts to produce sopial change through 

collective action are successful, the members of the counter­

elite ,(those who lead the collective action) will establi.s~ 
\ , 

thernselves as the nèw~governing elite and the process will 

continue. 

~ Present Study 

The third and final requirernent of a study of the 
~ , 

behavioural responses of disadvantaged group members fs the 

developrnent of an appropriate experimental paradigme Work by 

Taylor et al.. (1987) offers the groundwork for just subh a 

paradigme The present project will build upon this initial 
, , (, 

frarnework. The more complete and, sophisticated paradigm 
o ... 

presented here will allow the present research project to 
- 0 

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 theoreticpl perspectives 

in an attémpt to incorporate a broader range of behavioural 
1 

response strategies than those considered by the Five stage 

Model and El i te theory,. 

The tirst of the three basic hypotheses aris-ing from the 

Five stage Model and Elite th'eory involves Othe imp?rtance 'Of 

, , 

D 
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tl1e perceived openness of the advantaqed' qroup. 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 the 

disadvantaqed group members perce ive the system a~ closed 
... \ <. -, 

individual social mobiltty will be abandoned in favour of 

collective action. 

Hypothesis 1.: a) when entrance into an advantaged 

group is perceived to be completely open, 

individual action will ensue and b) when entrance 

into an advantaged group is perceived to be 

comple'tely closed, collective action wil;l ~esult. 

In addition to the ccompletely open and closed condition 

there ls a need to investigate interqroup situations in which 

entrance into the advantaged group is only partially open. 

In these éonditions upward mobility is no longer dependent 

exclusively on performance, however, neither is the 

advantaged group entirely élosed. These conditions lead to 
, , 

inter,esting question~ concerning the point at which 

restrictions on entrance inta the advantaged group Wdll begin . _. 
, . 

to effect the responding~ of disadvantageà group members. 

Although both theories proclaim the importance of group 
, , 0 

openness ~ a determinant of action by disadvantaged group 

members, neither specify exabtly how restrictive a system must 

., \ 
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be before it will be perceived by the disadvantaged group as 

closed and therefore unjust. , 

" Elite theory'avoids 
~ 

aristocratie and "divine 

this questipn entirely by the use or 
..4. --, .... "l' 

b 

right~' regimes as examples of closed 
1 

systems. In these cases no upward mobility is poSsible. , 
.,. 0 • ') • 

Mony social .systems, however, are not as absolute 1n the1r 
, .. \, 

discrimination. The~e exist many situations in which the 0 

unjus~ ~estriction'of disadvantaged group m~e~s, though not 

complete, is easily recognized. 

Taylor and MCKi~nan (1984) do make ~eference to systems 
t • 

'in which' "a few". disadv.antaged group me'mbers do succeed in 

gaining access to the advantaged group. It is the.i:r 

prediçtio~ that. these individpals will serve to st,engthen 

the belief in the existing social system by reaffirming the 

av~ilability of individual social 'mobifity witQin the system 
v • 

, and by emphasizipg the role of personal ability ~nd effort in 

their ~uccess. This would lead to the p ediction that even '" ' 

• o', t: . 
~'...,. ~h,~, slight~st ~~mblance of ope~ness to h~h advantag~d group 

, . 
should be'e~ough to maintain responding similar to that found 

in a complete1y open system". Our second hyp~'thesis will then 

be b.ased ',on "the p~edicJ.idh"s of the "Five stage 'l!12de1'. 
" 

Hypothesis Il: EVen when a mere token percentage of 
.'" Q ~ - ... 

, 0 

o 
o 

thè"disadyantaged group is a1lowed access to 

th~ advantaged group individual oactio~ will, 
, . 
~ensue, and l1tt1,e interest. will he shown in 

, -
co11ecti~e action. 

'-, 

( 0 , .. , . • 

, ' "'3...._ _~ _ _ ~ __ 
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The third and final hypothesis arising out of El i te 
"" thedry and the Five Stage Model in~olves predictions about 

o 

, Which individuals within ,the disadvantaged group will., .be the 

instigators of collective action. Both theories hypothesize 

that it wil'l be those members of the disadvantaged group ~ho . , 

are closest to gaining entrance"into the advantaged group Who 

. will initiate c'ollective action. These "most talented" 
(\ 

members of the disa~vantag~d group are mor~\likely to have 

come "face ta face" with the' systtem' s iI}justices and thus 
~ 

pe'rcei~e the advantaged group 'as closed to tPlem. It is this - . 
altered perception of the system that inspires~hem to enlist , 

the support of other disadvantaged group members,~nd 
,- . 

instigate collective ~ction. Consistent with~these 
1 

predictions, it is aiso expected,that those who are distant .. 

1 

\ Q, from gaining entrance' (especially those faced ,with what 

appears to-he an open system) will be less fikely to blame 
- . 

"the system for their fallure and "therefore, they will b~ more 
~ 

like~y to accept their disadvantaged position. 

Hypothesis .Il.J: ,a) individuals who helieve 

themselves to be close to, entrance into the 

advantagep group will be inclined to take 
/J' 

collect~ve action'when the system is closed 

to them; and h) individuals who believe 
r;. 

themselves to be distant from the required 

l,evel of perf'Ormance riecessary for entrance 

will be more likely to accept their 

1 
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aEl cl,early defined. One limitation to both the Five stage 

Model and Elite theory is that they fail to recQgnize this 

important distinction. Both theoretical perspectiv~s seem to 

• consider only normative action when discussing individual 

strategie~ of response and nonnormative action when 

describing collective responding. 
, 

The exclusion of 
D .. 

"individual nonnormative" and "collec,tive normative" actions 

compr~mise the complete~ess of predictions based on these 

theories. 
, 

, 
r 

The primary theme concerni~g this normative/non~ormative 
." 

distinction presented in other theories (ie. cr~sby, 1976; ... 
Ma~k & Folqer, 1984; McCarthyo & Zald, 1979) seems to support'· 

the hypothesis that normati~e behaviour is contingent merely 

on the availability of a funçtional channel for normative . 

,~esPOnding. Our fourth h~othesis is derived from the se 

broad claims. 

Hypoth~sis }Y: If there exists a'normative means 

for action this line of action will be preferred. 
~, 

However, if normative means are unavailable, or 
() 

ineffective, nonnorm'ative aç::tion will result. 

"" . It must be recognized, however, that any predictions on the 
~ 

~ormative/nonnormative dimension are seriously limited by the 

failure of the existing research to include aIl five forms of 
1 

, 
j' 

l' 

\ 

. , 

( 
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poteJ)tial b~OUr. 
METHOD 

S.ubjects . - -~--~-~-----~-,~-- ---- ... -

Subjects were 120 a vari1tty.. 1> 

../ 

of sourcd-. About two thirds (n=80) were und~rgraduate 
. 

students at McGill un~vérsity from the faculties of 

Management, Physical Educatiop and Psychology'. The remaining . 
. 

participants were students at a local communi ty college and 
~ " 

un~versity students employed at a community recreatton 

fac:j.J.i.ty.\ None of the partici'Pants Iwere f~mil iar wi th 

psychological ~xpëriments and aIl indicated that tRey had 

never participated in a ~ocial psychological ,stpdy before. 
'" 

.,) -

, ... ? r 
f 'f> 

,~ 
,. Procedure gng Materials 

• The laboratory procedures were desiqned so as to 

represent the basic elements of the North American 

"meri tocracy" . Subj ects were lead to ~l ieve that they were 
J . { 

to beqin the .experiment as members of' a 'low status group and 
~ t'( ~ Il 

Q advancement to a higher status group would be based on 
~ 

personal performance. AlI subjects participated in smal1 
, { 

groups of five to nine but w~re required to work 

in~ependently an~ were not permitté~teraction with others 

in the room. 

Ini tial Instruct'ions .t2 Subj ects 
~ 

lri~tial 'in~tructions were provid~d through a tape- • 
• 

recorded message. Subj ects were told that the experiment ~s 

, 
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in"tended ta test their ab'illty to make effective decisions 

about people. In ~rder to ~ncrease the subject's motivation 
, 

to perform weIl on t~~ task t:his skill was Cha~a'?terized as 

an important social skill and one essential to those wishing 

to "move up the social hierar~hy" and attain a Position of 

responsibility or leadership. It was explained that as in 

"the real world" tliey were to begin at the bottam a~ a member 

of the "unsophisticated decision-making group" and their 

performance on an initial decision-making task would , '" 

determine if .. they were to advance to the "sophisticated 

decision-making group". In order to further encourage the 

sUbject's interest in advancement and to make it apparent 

that they were, in fact, members of a disadvantaged group the 
/-

henefits of ~embership in the sophisticated groYf were 

clearly delineated. They were told that if accepted intp the 
. 

,'sophisticated group they would associate with high status 

others, who had already been recognized as superior decision 

makers. In addition, th~y were iriformed that consistent,with 
. \ 

most "re"l-world" organizations, it was the members of the 

superior high status group who set the decision-~aking task, 

evaluated the performance of members of the unsophisticated 

'group, ·and ultimately determined who would fe allowed into 

their high status gr~up. It was e~lained/that a panel of 

three sophisticated group members would act as judges' in the 
( 

- .J 

evaluation of their work. Finally, again consistent with the , \ 

"real world" the lie were monetary advant~ges. The subjects 

, 

,.., 

t 
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,"were infermed that,sophisttcated group members were to 

participate -in a $100.0,0 lottery, whereas the unsophis~icated' _ 

group members would participate only in a $10.00 lottery. In 

reality aIl subjects participated in a $100.00 lottery. 

Cl~arly subjects w~re motivated tO.attain acceptance into the 

sophisticated group as subjects worked hard on the task and . 
showed substantial interest,in their results. 

Independent Measures 

FoXlpwing the tape-recorded instructions participants 
1 

t ' 

were given 15 minutes to read the evidence trom a 'criminal 
,1 

case and to answe,r three questions ostensibly designed t~ tap 

their decision-making Skill. Their answers were then 

,~ col1ected and passed to an assistant who was t6 take them to 

the the panei of sophisticated 9roup members to be evaluated. 

·A 10 to 12 minute delay then followed during which time the 

three judge~ were supposedly marking the ~articipant's work. 

'In this delay p~riod the experimenter distributed a blank' 

.. If sample ma~k sheet If and described' in detail the process used 

by the judges to ~rrive at thelr mark. It was also explained 

that the sophisticated group had collectively set a mark of 

8.5/10 or 85% as the minimum score required.for accéptance 

into their group. In order to fill t~e remaining waiting 

time, the experimenter then distributed Iftwo cases to be used 

,in the second portion of the studylf. Participants were 

informed that they "need not write anythinq on these but 

simply to familiarize,themselves with the ca~es while waitinq 

, 
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for their marks". In reality these cases served only to 
, ,\. - -

reintorce the notion that they would be participating in a 
, r, ,," , 

s,econd portion of the study as a member of one of the two • 

qroups. 

Following the prescrlbed delay completed mark sheets 

were returned by an assistant and distributed by the 
\ 

experimenter to t~e participants. On aIl mark sheets the 

final decision stated that the participant "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 

manipulated by altering the information provided in t~e 

comments written ~y the judges. How close the subject 
j 

perceived him/herself to be to gaini,ng entrance into the 
, 

advantaged group was altered through the actual mark received 

on their work. As the subjects participated in small groups 

and the experimental manipulations were in the form of 

written feedback, in any given session it was possible to 

randomly assign subjects to th~ eigh~ different-experimental 

conditions. In addition, the experimenter was blind to the 
)-

experimental condition of.each subject, as this was 

detsrmined by the assistant who returned the mark sheet. 
ot 

These two manipulations are explained in greater detail. 

G[OUP Qpenness. This independent variable involved four 

conditions. In the "open" condition reje'ifn from th\ 

sophisticated group was based s01ely on performanc~ (ù . 
.. 

" , 

---- ---------~------------------' 
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failure ta reach the rèquired criterion). Therefore,) 

participants in this condition were given some gen~ral 

commènts about their work but their total mark did not reach 

the r~quired 8.S out of 10. 

In the conditions that were less tha~ open an -additional 

restrictive criterion was placed upon entrance into the 

~ sophisticated group. In order to allow random assignment of 
, 

subjects to conditions and to avoid the possible confounding' 

effect$ of introducing a criterion that miqht hold some 

social significance or past experience with discrimination, 

the new additional criterion could not involve a specifie 

characteristic of the subject. It also m~st be appropriately 

perceived as unrelated te "merit" per se. For this purpose 

we chose ,simply to introduce a quota system. By having the 

sophisticated group arbitrarily impose a quota on the 'entry 

into their group, the meritocracy is compromised, performance 
r 

iS,no longer the sole determinant of success. In this way 
~ , 

the system is no longer completely open. The quota system 
. 

also aIIows for easy manipUlation of the degree of openness. 

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

advantaged group is decreased. In the extreme case, for 
(, 

example, a quota of.O% results in the advantaged group being 
t 

completely closed. In thè present experiment four levels of 

group openness were introduced. 

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

advantaged group ls dependent ~olely on performance. 

t 
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1 Subjects believe that aIl those who achieve the required 

score are accepted into the advantaged group. 

2) The "30% quota" condition:' In this c9ndition subjects 

received additional information on their mark sheet that 

indicated th~t "the sophisticated group had decided to ignore 

the previously presented cut off of 8.5 out of 10 and felt it 

necessary to impose a 30% quota o~'entrance into the 

sophisticated decisi6n-making group". 

3) The "2% quota" con~ition: In thi\ condition subjects 

receiv:ed infopnation identical t:o that: of the "30% quota'" / 

condition except th~t the comment indicated that a 2% ~~a. 
/' 

1 / 

has been imposed rather than, the 30% quota. / 
1 

4) The "completely closed" condition: In this-condition 

subjects were told that the sophisticated group had decided 

not to accept any new members regardless of their performance­

on the task. 

Clos~ness ~ Ent~. The two levels of,this independent 

,variable were determined by the manipulation of the total 

mark given to the subject. Subjects in the "far" condition, 

always receiv~d a ~ark 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" 
1 

subjects in the "open" condition of the "group openness" 

variable received a mark of 8.2, just slightly below the 8.~ 

cutoff. "Close" subjects in the other-three "gr up openness" 
... 

c~nditions (ie 30% quota, 2% quota, 

. :... 
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, 

mark of 8.8. This'mark exceeds the designated 8.5 cuto!! and 

had the system been completely open, this mark would have 

resulted in acceptance into the sophisticated·group. 

Dependent Measures 

Subjects ~ere given a few minutes to digest their 

negative,feedback. They were then asked to consider five 

behavioural options that'they might,wish to undertake in . ~ 

, 

response to the decision of the sophisticated group. 1) They 

could accept the decision of the sophisticated group and 
. 

agree to remain a member of the unsophisticated group for the 

remainder of the experiment. 2) They could request.an 

individual'retest. As a request for a retest is presented as 
, 

an option that has been acceptable, to the sophisticated group . , , 

in the past, a subject $upporting this option is indicating a 
, <J 

t3 , desire~ to continue their attempts to gain entrance into the 

advant~ged ?roup through an "individual normative" action. 

3) They could make an' ingivigual protest against the decision 
, 

of the sophisticated group. In this cas!!tl ,they endorse a 

behavlour explicitly unacceptable to the'advantaged group. 

In doing so they are willing to go outside the rules of the 
1-

system in an attempt to gain personal access to the htgher 

status gr~up. 4) ,Th~y could support a collective retest 

option. This strateqy involves the subject atte~pting to 

'solicit the support of the other members of the 

unsophisticated group' in order to persuad~ the )udges' • 

.' 

. '" 
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(membe~s ot the sophistrcated group) to allow'a retest for 

all members of the unsophisticated group. Here the' subj ect . 
~ 

perce ives the joint effort of the members of the , . 
disadvantageq group as adva~tageous in improving the 

likelihood of success. As the request for a retest is 

described as a response that is acceptable to the -,ophisticated group, 

normative in nature. 

this response, though cOllectiv~,~is 

instigate collective 

5) Finally, the sUbjec~ can attemPt(to 

proteste Here the subject attempts to 

solicit the support of the o~er members of. the 

unsophisticated group with the intention of forcing the 

SOPhistica~ed group to reverse their~cision and thus 
(/ 

aIl members of the unsophisticated group access to the 

allow 

1 

sophisticated group. The selection of this alternativ.e calls 

for action that- is both collective and inconsistent with the 
l 

rules of the existing system. 

Ratings Qf. Behavioural Intentions. The five behavioural 
1 

response options were presented to the subject together in 

the form of five statements each followed by a ra~ing scale. 
, , 

The respondent was asked to first rea~all five pptions, and' 

then to rate-his/her interest in each of the five~lternative 

responses. Each ratings ~as done on an eleven point Likert 

scales, bounded by "not at aIl" (0) and "very much" (10)-. 

~ingle Behavioural Response Selection. Before rating 

the responses, subjects were asked to consider which option 

they would most like to undertake. They wère told that they .. 
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would he expeèted to carry out the. option they rated highest 

(i.e. :nea~est to 10 on the Likertj scale). After rating aIl 

five alternatives the respondent "as provided with a "message 

form" that had space in wh!ch to inqicatè one' s decision to 

accept the decision of the sophisticàted group or to request 

~~rsonal or group retest. If the subject wished to make a 

personal or collective protest they were instructed to wrtte 

a paragraph indicating their position and'~escribing the 
-

changes they wanted made. Subjects were told that messages 

of "acceptance, Il perso~al retest and. personal protest would 

he taken to members of'the sophisticated 'group, while 
\ 

messages intended to instigate collective action would be 

circulated to other unsophisticated group members. 

Perpeptions 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 the sophisticated group and 

the system in general. Again aIl ,'responses were given in the. 

• h ~ i i form of ratlngs on an eleven po nt L kert scale. These ni'f'le 
. / ' 

questions can he divided into three broad categories. The 

first category includes two questions that asked the subjects 

to rate their satisfaction with the ~ystem that gave aIl the 

decision making power and greater monetary rewards to the_ 

sophistiqated group. 

questions that asked 

with and the justness 

. , 

The se~o broad category included four 

the sub ec~: to rate their satisfaction 

of their reatmept at the hands of the 0" 
) 

1 
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soph!sticated group members. Tvo questions we~e directèd at 

their personal treatment and two at their perception of' 
-', 

collective treatment of the unsophisticated group as a whole. 

The'third ·and final category contained three questions 

concerning the subjects' emotional reaction to the results 

they had received. Feelings of f~stration, resentment and' 

chope for future success were measured. 

The purpose of includinq this second group of measures 
j 

was twofold. First, i~ was important that it"not simply be 
" 

assqmed that the manipulatioDs' implemented in' the present 

experiment would produce the appropriat~ feelings and 

perceptions. If the manipulations failed to produce the 

appropriate emotional responses ~he present study would have 

been reduced to the measurement of responses to actual 

injustice. As described in the discussions of Eqvity theory, 

Relative Deprivation the ory and the Five stage Model, it is 
~ . 

the perception of injustice and deprivation that determines 
~ , 

the response of disadvantaged group members, not the actual 

conditiohs. Therefore, it 'was important to ensure that the 

manipulations were effective in producing the required 

perceptions. Secondly, oby measuring a variety of feelings, 
~ 

1 emotions and perceptions in addition to the behavioural 

( 
• 

( 

responses, it migh~ be possible to investigate the 
~ 

re~ationships between these two types of reactitns tp the 

intergroup·situations created in this study. 
~ 

Following compietion of thi$ second set of questlo~~ 

1 
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, 
subjects were informed that the study was completed and were 

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

the procedures. AlI subjects were assured that there was no 

relationship between their actual worx,,,and the feedback they 
• received. In addition-, they were informed that all 

'7, 

--partlcipants were entered in the $100.00 lottery. 

RESULTS AND D~~SSION 
\ 

~he results'are presented in three sections 
, \ 

corresponding to the three primary dependent mea~ures used in 
\ 

this study. The first section focuses on the sUbject's 

ratings on the five bèhavioural intentions scales. This data 

is analyzed using an analysis of variance to investigate the 

role ~f the two experimental manipulations in determining the , 
subjects interest in the five behavioural response option~. 

~n so doing the ~hree hypotheses concerning interest in 
o 

individual and collective action are tested. As well sorne 

. light is shed on, the important normative/nonnormativ"e 

distinction raised in hypothesis four. The second section 

involves the frequency d~ta provided by the single 

" behavioural response undertaken by each subject on the 

"message form". These results are used primarily ,to , 
, 

highlight and support the resûlts of the i_ting scales data, 

provided in ~ection one. Se9tion theee concerns the-nine \ 

measures of feelings, emotions'and perceptions. These 
~ 

analyses are used to ensure the effectiveness of the 

manipulations in producing feelings of injustice and 

'\ 
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dissatisfaction, as weIl as to inves~igate the relationships -

between these perceptions a~ emotions and the behavioural ~ 

resptmses. 

Ratings QI Behavioural Intentions ... 

The first analysis involved the subject's ratings of 
1 

, 
interest in èach of the five behavioural intentions as the 

'. 

dependent measure. This' analysi~ involved a'~ x ~ x 5 , 

analysis of variance (ANOYA>. The three factors included 
f . 

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

~open, 30% quota, 2% ,"quota, closed) and; c) the repeated , 

fàctor-,o behavioural intention (acceptance, individual .. 
normative action" individual nonponnative action,. collective 

,r' 
normative action, collective nonno~ative action). 

, " 

A statistically significant main effect for "behavioural 
4i 0 • 

intenti(:lD" [,[(4,504)=16.10'rR<.05) was embedded.in 1:wo 

-significant two-way interactions. The first was the 

-interaction between "behavioural intention" and "group 

openness" [,[(12,504)=2.67, J;2<.01]. The group means and 

pattern of responding for the two f~ctors involved in this . 
interaction are presented in Figure 1. 

1 
Thé second significant 

two-way interaction was between "behav.ioural intention.' and 

"closenes~ t.o entry" Cl (4,504) =3 .19, R<. 05] • The group means ---
" and pattern of responding for the tW? factors involyed in 

this second interaction are pr~sented in Figut.e 2. These . 
interactioq effects will be discussed in turn as they relate 

'" 

(/ 

D 
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.. ,' t" 

to the four major hypotheses raised in the present study . . 
H:i12otll~§112 ~ li 

\ 
o , 

on gr~ that 
") 

Hypoth..esis oné focuses 'are com~letely .. , 

open or closed. Therefore, the partially open conditions 
1 

(30% and 2% quota conditions) will 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 pre~icted, when 

entrance into the advantaged group is completely open 
) ,& " 

"individual normative" action is the most prefei:-red response 

(M=7.18) and "colleptive nonnormative" action receives littlp 

support (M=3.79). When opportunity for upward mob~lity is 

completely closed there is a reduction in interest in 

"individual normative" action (11=5.43) and increased support 

"collective nonnormative" strategy (M=6.49). 
, 

ever, support for the first hypothesis is qualified 'by the , 
, 1 

failure of botll th,e theories, on "which i t is based, to 

recognize the "ir'idividual nonnormative" and "collective 

normative" response options./ When faced with the colbplete 

closure of the" advantaged group subjects show somewhat 

. greater support (though not statistically significant 

difference) for "indiV'idual nonnonnative" action (M=6.0'7) 
R-

• ~, 

tœn thos1a in".the "open" condition (M=4.76).· As weIl, the 

closure of the advantaged group results in little change in 

interest in collective action which is normâtive in nature 

Ut=4.79, for 11he "open" condition and M=5.40, for the .' 
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, 
"closed" condition). It appears tha.t ,as 'long as discussions 

, 
of indivi~ual action are restr!cted to normative forms and, 

\ d 

'1 collective action to nonnormati ve forms, as is the case ·in 

both the Five stage Model and Elite theory, "then there is 

support for the claim that if the intergroup system i8 ,. 
perceived as open individual action will be pref~rred and 

Whe~~he advantaged group app~ars closed collective action ~ 
will be undertaken. ,However, because in~ividual respanding . ' 
can involve nonnormative action and collective ·responding . , 

includes nrrmative action, these two theories have proven 

inadequate'tn produéing a comp~ete picture of the ~esponse 

patterns ot disadvantaged group members. The present 

fin(lngs would indicate that when the system is closed there 

is no decrease (and perhaps even a ~light increase) in the 

endorsement of "individual nonnormative tl action and ,little or 
, 

no change in interest in "collective normative" b~haviours. 

The 'basic prediction of hypothesis two, cancerning the 
1 

selection'of individual and collective action in partially 

open intergroup settings, i5 supported by th~ results 'of t~ 
"30\ quota" and "2\ quota" conditions (see Figure l). This 

data appears consistent with the assertion of the Five stage 

Model that even a small number of'succ~ssful attempts at 

individual upward mobility will serve to maintain interest in 

individual àction,~ preverit stro~g endorsement of 

collective action. 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 i~cr~aSingl~ r;stricted, support for 

"acceptance" and "individual normative" action decrease 

systematically and interest shif 

indi~idual action. Therefore, 

to ndhnormative forms of 

ough individual rather 
1 

th~COllective actions remain the esponse types of choice', 

th increased interest in nonnormative forms of i~dividual 

_~ct on tends to indicite that a smal1 number of successes 

will not serve to strengthen disadvantaged group member's 

belief in the existing system. Increasing c10sure of the 
1 

advantaged group 1eads to action that violates the norms of 

that system; actions directed at changing the system. So, 

a1though the Five stage Model lead us to the appropriate . 
pr~diction that individual actio~ ri1l be preferred over 

COll~ctive action in partially o~JJn situations; the fai'1ure . ~ 

to tecognize nonnormative forms of individua1 action leads to 

an erroneous interpret~tion of this preference. 
, 

'The continued fnterest of subjects in individual actions 

in th~ partially open condition seems to reflect a do~ina~t 

con~ern for personal self-interest on the pare of~these 
< '" -

subjects. If the individua,l member ot: the disadvantaged 

. - group is primarily concerned with personal adyandement, then 

. it ls' quite reasonab1e that as long as there remains even the 

slightest possibility for personal advancement (as is the­

case in the 2% quota condition), the inclusion of other group 

) 

•• 

. . 
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membeTs is not appealing. If one ia motivated by selfish 

concern for one's own position, then gaining personal access 

to a group restricted,to only a very small perfentage Q~the 

most ca individuals should be far more ap~aling ~han 

gaining same,objective status a10ng with a large~ jUmber 
'0 

Thus, even when arbitrary changes in ,he 

rules are introduc,d and the individual is rejeçted, as long 

as personal advancement remains a possibility, individual 
_ t 

• • 
responding will remain the prefë~red form of action. 

.. ' 

Consistent with this inter~retation, the turn to collective 

action in the "completelY'iclosed" condition i-s not explalned 

by a sudden shift to, a more collective consciousness. This 

change in s~r~tegy ~flects~ th; realiz~tion that only throu 

the inclu~ion of one~ peers can the individual have a chance 

tQ improve his/her personal position •. Consequently, it i8 
J 

·selfish concern for, personal positi~n which leads even to 

~
tive responding. 

, '\If 
_ Interest in "collective normative" action, surprisingly, 

seems to show little relationship to the openness of the 

cE
~~ntaged group. A moderate and stable level of interest in 

this type of behaviour is found at aIl levels of "group 

nness" (M=4. 79, M=4. 63, 11=5.05, M=5. 40, for the "open", 

''< 

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

respecti~ely) •. Therifore, the preference for collective 

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

increased~interest- in nonnormative forms of collective' 

.. 
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... 
action. As discussed at the out set of thi~paper, this form 

of action ia likely to result in the greatest change in both 

the intergroup situation and ~hé system itself. It is, 

therefore, of special interest. 

Simple effects analysis of the effect of "group 

openness" on the endorsement of "collective nonnormative" 

action resulted in a significant main effect pf "group , , 

opennes~" Lf(3,133)=4.57, )2<.01J. Subsequent post hoc, 

pairwise comparisons indfcated that this effect was the . 
i 

result of a aignificant difference (~=.05) between the .. , 
~ 
~ , 

"completely closed ll condition (H=6~49J and aIl three other 
" 

conditions (11=3.79, 11=3.81, and M=4.67" f5>r the "open'i~, "30% 

quota" and "2% quota" conditions respectively). Quite 

clearly it ia only when,opportunity to gain Acce~s to the 

advantaged grou~ ia completelYl closed ';hat a real interest in 

"nonnormative collective~' açtJon is shown. At th~t point 

collective protest becomes t~e most preferred response. 

These findinqs indicate that the action of the disadvantaged 

,group most likely to result in serious disruption of the 

status quo may be reserved solely for situations wnere 

opportunity for personal. advancement is completely.removed. 

In the present study, even the strict and arbitrary 

restriction of advancement evident in the "2% quot~" 
rz 

cofidition does not result in a significant increase in 

interest in collective protest over that expressed by 

sUbjects in 'the "open" or "30% quota" conditions. 

, ( 

( 

l 
[ 
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These results provided by subjects in these partially 

open conditions have,direct impliéations for the study of 
1 

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

partially open conditions (especially the 2% quota condition) 

a system is institu~ed that allows fOr minimal integration of 

disadvantaged group' members into advantaq~d positions, whi~e 

systematically keeping the remainder of that gro~p in a 

disadvantaged position. Thi~, by definition, is tokenism. 

The present results show that although the complete rejection 

of disadvantaged group members leads to substantial interest 

in "nonnormative collective" action, the practice of tokenism 

leads to little of this most disruptive forms of action . 
.. 

Instead the result ois endorsement of individual action 

strategies. It seems then that the likelihood of change in 

intergroùp relations or in the system itself is greatly 

decft~ased by the implementation of a POl~ of·tokeni~m. 

Hypothes'is Three 

The second statistica~nificant two-way interaction, 

between "behavioural inteJtion lt and "closeness to entry", is 

relevant to the third major hypothesis forwarded in the . 
present st~dy. As shown in)figure 2, subjects who were told , 

that the? were very close to gaining entry to the advantaged 

group showed qreater interest in "individual nonnormative" 
, f 

action CM=6.47), than did those distant from entry CH=S:ll). 

On the other hand, those who received a low mark, and thus 

) 
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were lead to believe they were quite distant trom entrance, 

sl}owed a greater propensity to endorse "acceptance" 01-3.84) 
1 

and "collective normative" action (H .. 5.45) than those who 

believed themselves to be c10$e to entrance (H-2.9l for 

"acceptance" and 11=4.48 for ,ltcol'lective normative"). Newman-

Keuls p~st 'hoc comparisons indicated that these difference,s 

between the mean ratings of subjects in the "close" and "far" 

conditions reached statistical significance for the 

"acceptance" and "individual nonnormative" responses (~-.05). 

This pattern of findings is quite consistent with aggregate 

measures of the effects, of ucloseness to entry" provided by 

Taylor et al. (1987). 

These, findin9~ t~ken independently do not provide ,11 ,'. 
" . 

the conditions described in ,our thir~·hypothesis. The 

prediction that those individuals who are closest to entry 
, ( 

into the advantaged group are the ones'most likely to endorse 

collective action strategies, is relevant only to individuals 

faced with an unjust or c~osed system. In this case some of 
~ ~ 

the subject~ in ~~e "close ~o entrance" condition find 
, 

themselves in what appears te be an open system and ot~ers in 
,1 

partially open systems. However, the differences seen in 
l' . 

"­Figure 2 and the lack of any three-way (behavioural intention 

by group openness by clos~ness,to entry) interaction effect 

casts sOIDe dotibt on the assertion that it will be primarily 

those individuals that are close to entrance and faced with a 

closed syst~m .that will prèfer collective action. The 

, , 
/ 
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l ' 
absence of a three-way interaction effect indicates that 

alth6ugh for each type of response the relationship between 

t~e 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 of "collective nonnormative" 

action, evident between those close to and far from entrance 

(1=4.99 and M=4.56 respect~vely), is reasonably consistent 
• 

across levels' of "group openness". Equivalently, the 
, 

somèwhat greater endorsement of "collective normative" action 
G • 

by those who ab~ distant from entrance (M=5 .• 45) than those 

that are close to entrance (H=~.48), is also unrelated to the 

openness of the advantaged group. It appears th en that at 
J 

any level of "group openness" there will be little difference 

between the endorsement of "coll.ec~ive nonnorIJlat''i,ye'·:~tction· 

by individuals who are close to entry into the ,advantaged 

group and by those who are~far from gaining entry to the 

advantaged group. If there ~re any differences in the 
, 

likelihood of endorsing a collective style of responding, the 

present findings would indicate that norma~ive forms of! 

collective action are more likely to be undertaken by those 

who are far from the criterion required for entrance into the 
... 

advantaged 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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l' . ~ 
understand ~hiS finding~ is important ~o recall_ that in the 

1 .. 

present manipulition three quarters of the subjec~s,in the 
, . 

"close ;to entry" conditions (those in the last three' 

éonditions of "group openness") received a mark which by the 

initial rules sh~uld have qualified t~em for a place in the ~ 

advantaged group. These subjects have a personal experienqe . . , 

'with the unjust and arbitrary nature of the system and it 

appears to he this personal experiencè that leads'to a . " 
prèference for nonnormative action. Although subjects in the 

\ 

"far" condition are given the same information about the 

changing of the criterion for entr~~ce into the advantaged 

group, this change does not have the same personal impact~ 
? 

" 

These sUbjects-would hav~ failed by either the nèw or the old 
-

criterion. The arbitrary rule change did'not effect them 
~ D 

personally, therefore these subjects are less 'inclined 

towards action outside th~ 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 t~ee~way interaction effect, we are unahl~ to claim 

tha~ this higher propensity for,"acceptance" is greatest in v 

the "open" condition of the "group openness" v..t'iriable. 
c 

However, this consistently greater endorsement of the 

"acceptance" option is consistent with :interpretation that 

individuals who perce ive themselves as far from the 

\ 
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per(ormance level required for entry into the sophisticated ' 
. 

group are ~ore }ikely to show an attitude °of defeat. 

Sul:~jects who are faced with a poor evaluation and a system 

~hat appears open may be fo~ed _t~ accept théir own 

inadequacy and thus their disadvantaged position. Those 

distant from entry and facing a closed or partially flosed 
f ' 

system may feel r~bbed of control over their situation by the 

injustice of the system and, because of their p'oor 
, 

performance, they may feel inèapable of adPing to chang~ the o _ 

situation.' 

The greater support for "collective nOrlnativ~"( action by 

those in the <> .. far" c0!1di tion; thoûgh not reaching 

statistiçally significant levels, ia worthy of note because 
_ e/ 

of its consistency with the dominance of personal self-' ,. 

intereat shown in the r~sponses of subjects through the 

present study. The subj ects in this Il far" condition have 
. 

eained a peor mark on the task. Should a retest be granted 
J> 

to only a few individuals in the di,sadvantaged group, those 

who have done very poorly are ~nlikely to be selected. If 

however, the entire group is provided a retest they are . 
assured of a second opportunity. Those in the "close to 

entry" condition have received' a very high grade and may feel 

less of a need te include other members of their group to 
, 

en$ure themselves of second opportunities to to gain a.ccess -

to the advantaged group. Interest in the "collective 

normative" strategy, therefqre, seems also ta depend, not on 

" 

1 

,1 
! 

i 
1 
1 
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interest 'in improvement of~ the collective bonditiôn, but on 

increasing the likelihood of personal advancement. 

Hypothesis IQm;: 
'" . ~ 

No support at al1 is shown for the fourth hypothesis 
1 • " "" 

presented at .the outset of this research. The prev ious . 
-discussion has clearly shown the great importance of the . . 

normativeÎnonnormat~ve distinction in the actions of 

{ 

disadvantaged group m_embers. Based on the l imi ted discuss.ion 
" 

of this division in the existing literature, hypothesis four 
" . J , 

predicted that given the availability of a functional channel . 
for normative action, normative actions will be preferred. 

,~This does not appear to_ be Uhe case. AlI subjeçts, in aIl ~ 

condItions, were preserrE'éd with a norm'ative form of both 
~ ~ 

individua1 and coll.ective action as a possible responseo and ~ 

yet many chose to.ignore these options in fa~our of 

nonnormative krategies. The present dat'a indicates 

endorsement of normative or nonnormative action by 

disadvantaged group members is effected by bôth th, 
1 

intergroup situation (the perceived openness of the 
. ~,-

that the 

~ 
c.> ~ 

advantaqed group~ and how distant the individual perce ives 
- -

him/herself to be from the advantaged group entrance . 
criteria. The present findings suggest that this distinction 

plays a substantially. more complex ~le in the re~ponses af 

disadvantaged group members, than *i.s representeq, in most ' 

theoretical discussions. 

1 

1 • 

1 
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Single Behayioura1 Response Seleeted 
. ~ - -, 

Following the rating of the f1ve behav10ural responses 

'subjects carried out the behavio?r they were most interested 

in. The sin~le behavioural response aetually undertaken by 

èach subject represents the second dependent measure. This 

measure provided frequency data which c.an be used to 

supplement the continuous data provided'by the rating scales. 

Table 1 provides a 4 X 5 frequency table containing' the 
, ù 

number of subj ects in each of :the four conditions of "group 

opènness" who engaged' in each of the five behavioural 

responses. A chi-square test of independence indicated a 

• statistically significant relationship between the level of 

openness of the advantaged group and the type of action 

chosen (X~=29.93, p<.Ol). The pattern of responding 
, . 

r~sponsiQle for this signifi~ant relationship is pernaps more 
~ 

evident in the graphie repres~ntation of:this data provided 
"', 

in ~igure 3. A compa:r:ison of this figure to -tl1e patte.rrt af 

resPQnding for the rating scale data 'provided>in Figure 1 

Indicates substantial similarity between the resul ts of these 
... ! 

two dependent measur~s. ~n part, this similarity in pattern 

serves to show that the more statistically versatile rating 
1 

scale technique is an appropriate ,et~od b~,Which,to 

determine the likelihood of a particular~esponse actually. 

oceurring. In addition, the sin~le response me~sure flerves 

to highlight the major findings for eaeh of the experimental 

conditions. 

1 

), 

'Q , 
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Table 1 

ïM NUmber QÎ sut?jects Selecting b.Qh 2.t tht u.:u ~~.1.&lIIIUd..Aa.JA& 
" ~ 

) ~ 

Responses gt ~ Conditions QÎ Group Openness. 

Level of Group Openness 

BehaV'ioural 30% 2% 
Response Opel:l Quo:ta Quota Closed TOTAL 

Acceptance 9- 7 4 5 25 

Individual 
Normative ~4 12 9 7 42 

~ 

Individual 
Nonnormative 6 7 14 7 34 

Collective 
Normative 4 6 6 3 19 

Collective 
Nonnormati ve 2 1 2 12 17 

~!.' 
,~ 

TOTAL 35 33 35 34 137 . 
.. 

Hypothesis ~ 

The . actio~s takèn- by those faced witl1 an a?vantaged 
~ . ' 

group which is either" open or completely closed are . . 
consistent with our first hypothes~s: Again, this support ois) 

qualified by the neglect of "individual nonnormat~ve" and, ,( 

"collective normative" actions. The majority of '!lubjects 
o .-

faced with rejection in an open system engaqed in "individual 

normàtiven·action (H=14) or simply accepted their position in 
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the disadvantaqed group (H=9). Only a single subject in this 
.... 

"open" condition attempted to instigate "collective 

nonnormative" action. Subjects facinq a completely closed 

advantaged group" on the other hand, ~re more 1 ikely to take 

"co'11ective. nonnormative" action CH=12' than any other 
JI ' 

response (see Figure 3). Aiso similar to the results of the 

ratin~cale data, ~e find.little difference between these 
.' 

two groups ift terms of the number of subjects taking 

"in\iividual nonnormative" (H=6, for "open" and 1i=7, for 

"closed" condition) and "collective normative" actions CH=4, 

for "open" and N=3, for nC!OSed'''onditiOn). } 

o 
Hypothesis ~ 

1 

The findinqs of this dependent measure are also 
t 

consistent wi th the broad prediction' of the second 
.. 

hypothesis, the preference for individualistic action in the .. 
"2% quota" and 30% quota Il conditions is clearly evident in 

this frequency data (see Table 1 and Figure 3).' The shift 
, 

from normative to nonnormative fomu;; of individual action as 
" 

the restrictions increase from '--30% to 2%, described in 'the 

rati?9 scale data, is even more clearly evident in the 

< frequency data presented in Figure 3. "Individual normative" 

action is undertaken most frequently by subjects faced wit;;h a 

30% quota restriction on entry into the advantaged group 

(H=12), while "individual non'normative" action iB undertaken 

most pften by those f~cing a 2 % quota Ui=14). 

) ". 

... 

! 
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Conclusions concerning ~terest in "collective 

nonnormative". action drawn /rom the rating ·scale data are 

dramatically supported in the actual behaviours undertaken' by 

~he subjects. ,very few subject in the "open" (H-2) 1 "30% 

quota" (H-l) oF "2% quota" (H=2) conditions take this fo'1im~ of 

action. However, in the "completely closed" condition this 

becomes the béhaviour of choice (lf=12). Qui te clearly 

involvement in cOflective action which deviates from the 

norms of the system is almost completely reserved for 
D • . . 

conditions where access to the advantaged group is completely 

unavailable. This measure provides perhaps even more 

compelling evidence of the ~pparent~~~s' of tok~nism in 
. 

preventing interest in the most disruptive of behaviours 
t 

available to the disadvantaged group; "collective 

nonnormative" action. 

Hypotbesis Three 

Table 2 pres~nts the number of subjects in each'of the 

two levels of "closeness --':0 entry" 
, 

o selected èacn of- the 

five available respons~s. test on this ~2 X 5 
o 

frequency table indicates a statistically 
, 

significant relationship between the subj~cts perce1ved 
J . _ _ 

c10seness to entry into the advantaqed grQup and the 
2. . 

behavioural response he/she selected ~ 'X =13.74, p<. 01) • 

/ 
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Table 2 

.tM Number 2f Subiects Selecting B2h 2f ~ fiD. BehayiouBI 

ResPQnse§ ~ Close,Î2 ~ ~ lX2m Entrance int2 thI 

Adyantaged' Group 

Closeness to Entrance 

Behavioural 
Response Close, Far TOTAL 

Acceptance 7 18 -- 25 

Individual 
Normative 22 20 42 

. 
Individual 
Nonnormati ve 25 9 34 

Collective 

~ Normative 7 12 19 

Collective 
Nonnormative 9- 8 17 

TOTAL 68 69 137 

~ : 
An examinatipn of the ~ble shows that the results of 

this dependent measure ,s~rongly support the evidence provided 

, by the rating scale data. "IndhTidua'l nonnormative" action 
. 

is undertaken by almost three tim~s as many subjects who are 

lead to believe that they are close to the entrance criter-ion 

U!=25) than hy those who believe themselves te he far from ( 

gaining entry (N=9). --..t;['~e opposite is true ~f ffacc~Ptancelf 
and "collective normative" action, whete those in the "far" 
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condition are more likely than ~hose in the "close" co~dition 

to undertake these forms of respon$e. Again, we find little . -

to distinquish these two conditions in terms of the number o'f 

subjects interested in "collective nonnormative" and 

fi individual normative" actions. 

Hypothesis ~ 
-

As was true for the rating scale data, no support was 

found for hypothesis fo~r. Endor.sement of nonnormati ve 

verses normative action was tied to a variety of intergroup 

-'and individual variables, and not simply the availability of 

a normative response option. 

~ Extensions provided Qy ~ Single Response Measure 

Although net directly relevant to the four primary 

hypotheses of the present paper, this 'frequency data provides 

sorne additional information that qualifies the findings 

associated with the rating scales pf behavioural ihtention. 

The rating _ scale data shows "acceptanc~" to be the least 

preferred option in almost' every conaition'. However, th~ 

singl~, 

in the 

chosen 

option. 

response frequency data pr6vided in Table 2 shows that 

"far tl condition only "indi,vidu~~ ~nJ:àative" action is 
'~ 

by a greater number of sUbjects-"than the "acceptance" 

Aiso the overall tetaIs indicate that acceptance of 
~, 

one's disadvantaged situation was selected by a greater . ' 

, number of subjects than either of the collective actions. 

'What this indicates is that eve~llou~ these subjects 

-.... -, ' 
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actu~lly_aecept their disadvantaged situation, they are doing , 

so·with re1ative1y less interest (as measured on the rating , 

sca1e). In other words,'" these subjects are accepting their 

disadvantaged position begrudgingly. This conclusion is " 

. -confirmed by comparing \~e mean rating for "acceptance" by 

those who chose the "acceptance" response to the mean rating 

for the chosen actioh of aIl other subjects. Subjects who 

accept their situation do sa with a meah rating of 7.3 for 

If acceptance" • The mean rating for aIl other actions for 
1 

those undertaking that action is over 8.8. A list of means 

for aIl groups is provided in Table 3. 
\, 

Table 3 

Hggn Ratinq of Endorsement ~ ~ QÎ ~ ~ Behayioural 

Responses Qy sub;ects ~ S@lected ~ undertake EAçh 2! these 

Responses. 

S ing1e Selected Mean~Rating of Endor,ement 
Behavioural (on 10 po~nt Likert scale) 
Response 

.. 
Acceptance 7.28 

o .c> 

Individual 
Normative 8.85 
, 
Ind-t-vidual \ 

Nonnormati ve 9.15 

Collective 
Normative 8.89 -----
Collective 
Ncinnormati ve 9.-06 

1 

\. 

f· 
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The trequency data provided b~îlOwinq Subj;cts to 

actually carry out one of the five behavioura! response . 
options serves to clarify the important findings'arising out 

of the rating sc~ data. In addition, it serves to provide' 

some important qualifications. This dependent measu~e, 

although more limited in terms of statistical analysis, is 

relevant to extrapolations of these findinqs to real-world 

groups. In most naturalistic se~tings 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 an~ emotional responses of each-­

subject. The ~wo primary purposes of these nine perception 

and emotional response measures were: 1) to ensure that the 

experimen~al manipulations resulted in the appropriate 
, , . 

~ T .... . ' 

~. , 

emotional reactions; and 2) to investigate possible 

relationships between these percep~ions and emo~ions and the 

endorsement of the ~ive categories of behavioural response. 
1 ~ . 

The analysis of these measures involved the performance 

of a series of nine 2 X 4 ANOVA r s, involving the two levels 

of "closeness to entry" and "group openness". Despi te the 

importance of these two factors' in determining the action of 

disadvantaqed ~roup members, they had little systematic 

effect, on these measpres ~f,perceptions and emotional 

" 

1 
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1\ 

response. rhe nine ANOVA's produced only one significant 

effect. A statistically slgnificant main effect of 

, "closeness to entry" [1:(1,125)=6.89, R<.Ol] s~owed that 

subjects 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, tor sUbjects in eacQ of the 
. 

experimental conditions on each of the nine measures. Low 

scoréS indicate that the subject feels le@ser levels of the 

emotion described in each question~ 
l' ~ 

It is clear from,these means that, whether close 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 indicated 

'. 

moderate to high levels of emotional reaction to the feedback _ . 

they receivea. From this evidence'we can confidently hold 

that the manipulations presented in the present study did 
\ 

, serve to produce 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 interestinq relationships 

between these measures and the subjects ratings of 

behavioural intention were uncovered. previoué' 'research has 

indicated that collective action should be predicted by 
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Table 4 

Hean Rating ~ the Nine Perceptions and Emotional Response Heasures for Subjects in AlI 

Experimental Co~ditions • 
, 

..J 
Group Openness 

30% 2% 30% 2% Perceptions and­
Emotional Responses Open Quota Quota Closed O~en Quota -Quota Closed 

> 

'\ ~ 
o ,~ 

~Justice of Persona! Treatment 
Satisfaction with Personal Treatment 

:-

3.41 
3.35 

3.41 

Close to Entry 

3.00 1.50 
2.35 2.25 

' 3.29 3.81 Justice of Collective Treatment 
Satisfaction ~ith Collective Treatment 2.41" 3.47 3.38 

Satisfaction with Honetary Distribution 1.59 
Satisfaction with Power Distribution 4.00 

Hope for Future Personal Success 
Resentment 
Frustration 

.. 
""-

€J.82 
4.41 
4.24 

3.18 3.63 
4.41 4.00 

5.12 5.94 
4.94 5.00 
4.53 5.06 

Far f~om Entry 

1.67 
1,61 

3.06 3.63, 4 .• 06 3.63 
3.00 2.31 2.69 2.88 

2.78 3.81 2.75 3.56 "3.13 
2.17 3 .. 35 2.44 2.94 2.8.8 

2.39 3. 29 2.75 3.38 1.88 
3.72 2.94 2.31 4.25 4.25 

4.7'J. 5.19 6.56 S.6~ 5.88 
5.0S 4.75 6.86 4.75 5.44 
4 .. 06 6.00 7.25 5.31 5.50-

.. 

......... 

~ 

~ 
0 
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" 
~ r 

feelings of collective mistreatment and dissatlstaceion with , , 

the collective condition (i.e. Guimond & Dub', 1983). 
j 

Individu~ action should be the result of personal grievance 

and feelings of person&l in,justice. Many of t,he findings' 

that have been preseJlte~ in 1?-he" present study, however, have '''-, 
o 

l~d to the interpretation that personal self-interest is the 

dominant mo~ivator for all types of behaviours. In order to 

investigate the relationships between feelings and 
" 

perc~Pt,ons and th~ s~bjects behavioural intentions both ,sets 

of r~gs for the entire sample were'entered into ~~factor 

analysis. 

Four factors were extracted resulting in a model that 

accounted for 66.5% of the variance in the data set. A 

varimax orthogonal rotation was performed on these four 

factors' resulting --in the pattern of factor loadinqs presented 

in Table 5. 

Factor QM might be l:abelled Il interest ~n nonnorma~ive 

acti()n(:~t~lvated ,by personal self-interest". ' This first 

factor shows large loadings from both behavioural responses 

and feelings of satisfaction and justice. satisfaction with 

and perceived justice of onels personal treatment,' as weIl as 

interest in an "acceptance" response load positively on this 

factor. Both "lndividual nonnormative" and "collective 

nonnormative ll action load negative,ly. 

Factor ÏKQ might be viewed, as "the subject 1 s .. 

philosophical support of the system". This second factor 
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Table 5 

Facto~ Pattern'Katrix for Analysis including Ratings of Endorsemen~< of ~ 

Five Behavioural Responses ~nd the Rine Perceptions and Emotiônal~ Response 
\ ~ --­Keasures. 

Variables 

Acceptance 

JO 

Individual Nonnormative Action 
ëo llecti ve Nonnorma't ive "Act ion 
Justice of Persona! Treatment 
Satisfaction with Personal Treatment 

Just~ce of Collective Treatment 
Satisfaction with Collective Treatment 
Sati~faction with Mone~ary Distribution 
Satisfaction with Power Distribution 

Hope for Future Personal Success 
Individual Normat~ve Action 
Collective Normative Action 

Resentmenk 
Frustrati 

1 

.8063 
-.7578 
-.5'466 

.7524 
• : 609 7 

.2758."" 

.2064 
-.2668 

.3337 

-.0045 
.0172 

-.2256 

• 
-.1972 
-.1891 

'-.1.-

Factors 

2 ·3 4 

.0925 -.0755 - .• 0514 

.0501 .3035 .1800 
-.1861 .4213 .1948 

.2492 .0898 -.2026 

.4998 .1468 -.1426 

.7256 .1180 -.1991 

.8426 -.0799 -.0200 

.7728 -.0918 .0505 
• 63() 3 .0247 -.1076 

.0631 .7705 -.0523 

.0520 .7340 .2154 
-.1178 .7189 .2056 

-.1645 .1418 .8644 
- .. 0260 .2056 .8584 

, . 
\ 

..... 

~ 
l\J 

~, 
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includes only four emotional'varia~les. Satisfaction with, 
" 

. and perceived justice of collective treatment, and 

satisfaction with t~e distributio" df power and reward~ aIl 

show large positive loadings on this factor. 

) 

o Factor three cO\ild be labelled "belief in the systemu • 

This third factor includes the two forms of normative action 

(individual and collective) an~ the emotio~al variable of 

hope for future success. AlI three load positively on thia 

third faotor. 

Factor E.run: could be referred to as "negative feelings"" •. 

This fourth factor holds the remaininq two emotional 

responses of resen~ment and frustration. 

The pattern of results seems to describe a relationship 

between behavioural responding, emotional reactions and 

perGeptions which is inconsistent with the findings of 

previous research. Researchers who held that involvement in 

,colleotive action should be predicted by'feelinqs of 
o 

collective injustice and deprivation (Gùimond & D~~, 1983) 

would have ta predict that ~ollective actions (either 

normative or nonnormative or. both) shou-Id load with feelings 
, , 

" of collective injustice and dissatisfaction with the 

collective condition. Factor three indicates that 

"collective normative" action is associated with t<be sarne 

feelings as "individual normative" action: that being the 

hope that future personal success ia possible within the 

existing sy~tem. The subjects belief that they ~ill succeed 

. \ 

~ ___ 1 ~ 
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in gaining access to the advantaged group in the future is' 

associated with their endorsemënt of bo~ normative 

stratGqies. "Collective nonnormative" action appears to be 

related to the same perceptions as "inçlividual nonnormative" 

action and "acceptance" = It appears that endorsement of aIl 

three of these types of action is related to 'perceptions of 

personal treatment. The perception~ of ébllective treatment 

are not associated with any forms of action; but instead loa~ 

with other feelings of satisfaction with the overall system. 

It appears that perceptions of collective treatment are 

primarilya component o~the subject's Philos~phical SUPP~rb 
of t?e system, but is not necessarily related t~ ac~~on per 

, , 

se. These findings are consistent with earliér discussion of 

the dominant role of personal self-interest in determining 

f~ the actions of the individual disadvantaged group members. 

.. 

. ', 

It is also interesting to note that the emotional 
! • 

responses of frustration and resentment form their own 

factor. This lends support to the conclus'ion that interest 

in a particular form of action is not simp~y the result of -

increasing negative feelings. It would be unwise then to 
• y 

assume that support for collective over individual action or 

the selection of nonnormativ~ over normative action is simply 
o 

the product of greater anger, frustration or resentmen~.~ 
. , ') 

This analys~s of the relations~ip between these 

perceptions and feelings, and the behavioural ~esponses was 
1 

\ 

not the p~imary focus of the present study. Thus the 

-' 1 
: , 

"j 
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~ J conclusions drawn from the evidence provi~ed here, are not 

, . 

o 

stated with overwhelming conviction. The pr~sent findings 

should represent the basis for alternative hypotheses to 
'd ~ . f;' 

those forwarded by othe~work on the relationship between 

overt behaviour and underlying feelings and perceptions. . 

Quite clearly, the role of these perceptions and feelings in 1 

determining actual behaviour should'be more completely' 
o 

investigated before firm conclusions can be drawn. 

CONCLUSIONS 
'Ir 

The present research represents an attempt to specify 
\, 

the conditions that determine the actions taken by members of 

disadvantaged groups. Three significant departures from 

traditional lines of research where taken and aIl are shown 
,' .. 

to have important ramifications. The -emphasis on behavioural 
'li 

responses found in this study distinguishes it from much of 

the previous work. Past research tends to emphasize 
, , 

~~eelings, perce~tions a~motions associated wit~ a 

disadvant~ged position ànd discri~inatory treatment. In 

addition, the inclusion,of the twô collective behaviour 
} 

options represents an important improvement over the highly 

individualistic studies of the pasto Finally; this' research 

has demonstrated the substantial importance o~ the 

~ormative/nonnormative distinction for action at both the 

individual and collective levels. 

The Five stage Model and Elite theory provided the 

theoretical basis for the three pfimary hypotheses forwarded 
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-in the present study. First, both of these thepriés make_ 

refer~nce to the important raIe of perceived openness of the 

advantaged group\in determining'the actions of disadvantaged 

group members. This importance was clearly demonstrated by, 

the present resul t~ . When the advantaged group is percéi ved 
t ... ~ • 

to be open' to ùpward mobility, "individual normative" 

strategies are ~he °form of action most preferred by 
1 

disadvantaged group meptbers. In this "open" condition ~there 

.ts very little interest in "cpl-lective nonnormative'~ action. 
. -' ".) -

When access tO,the advantaged group appears to be closed to 

disadvantaged group members'we see the emergence of a strong 

inte.rest in "collective nonnormative" action. - However, the 

failure of the two relevant theories te> recognize "individual 

nonnormative" and "collective nomative" actions is shown; by 

the present findings, to be a significant'oversight. The 

level of endorsement of these foms of~respondin9 for 

'sub~cts in the "qpen" and "closed" conditions follow a 
L 

pàttern inconsist~nt with the theoreti~al predic~ion~ 

The results :of the partiallt open conditions also 

provide some ins~ghts into the possible deficiencies of the 

Five stage Model and Elite theory. Elite theory pays littl~ 

attention ta this type of intergroup situatio~ and the 

present ~indings show this to be a significant oversight. 

Thé second major hypothesi~ forwarded in the present study 

arose out of a prediction of the Five stage Model, that 
.. , -

successful ~ttempts at individual upward mobility by a few 

• 1 
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members of the disadvantaged gr9up will-lead to a 

strengthening of a belief and faith in the system. This ln " 
t 

turn would lead to increased support for individual action \ .. 
,strat~ies. continued support for indi~idual action was 

evident in these partially close~ conqJtions, however, the 

~reference for "nonnormative individual" action in these 

c~nditi~ns casts'serious doubt on the pr;mise that belief and , 

faith in the system are strengthened in these partially open 
, 

conditions. Interest in normative forms of individual action 

only continues when the restrictions are l~beral e~ough not 

to destroy the perception of l)penness (our 30% quota' -- ) , -
condition). 'When the restr.Lct'ion becomes too conservative 

(our 2% quota condition) interest turns to nonnor:âtive forms 
'. 1 

of -individual action., / 

These findings can be ipterpreted as demonstrftiv~ of a 

dominant concern for personal'self-interest on th~ part of 

disadvantaged groûp members. As long as there exists even 

the slightest possibility of personal advancement, then the 

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

ls not appealing. In the situation where the advantaged 'i\ 

g:roup i,s almost closed', individual mobility is even more 

appealing in that oners stat~s is likely to be enhanceq ev en 

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. In a completely closed intergroup situation 

'-

.. ' 



( 

( 

78 
1-

personal advancement can be qained only with the support of 

one's comrades. This primary conc~rn'for one's own seIf­

interest is a recurrent theme in the interpretation of the 

present tindinqs and appears to provide a compellinq 

interpretation of Many of the actions of disadvantaged group 

members. 

The tindings on partially open groups,also provide some 

very disturbing insights into the responses ·of disadvantaged 
\ 

groups to a policy of tokenism. By"definition, the "2% 

quota" condition represents the implementation of a policy of 

tokenism. ·in this "totenism" condition, disadvantaged group 

members neglect "collective nonnormative" action; the type 

of action mos~ likely to lead-to alterations in the 
.. 

intergroup situation. They endorse, instead, individual 

s~rategies. The present findings would support the assertion 
• 

that by systematically allowing a very small number of 

disadvantaq~d g~oup members entrance into their gr~up, the 

advantaged group can,virtually prevent the occurrence ,of' 

"collective nonnormativ.e" action. Although not thé primary 

focus of'this study, these insights have important 

ramifications and point clearly to a need for additional 
tII 

investigation 'along these lines. 

Only partial support emerged for,hypothesis'three, 

concerning the individuals within the disadvantaged MOSt 

likeXy to instigate collective action and those MOSt likely 
~ 

to accept,their position. It w~s found that those who fee~ 

, . 
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themselves to be distant from the required'performance level 

necessarj to be a member of the advantaged group are more 

likely to accept their disadvantaged position. However, 

support was not found for the prediction that disadvantaqed 

g~oup members who are closest to gaining entrance ~nto the 

advantaqed group will he more likely to instigate collective 

action when faced with a closed group. These subjects showed 

little difference from those far from entry in their 

endorsement of a "collective nonnormative" behaviour and even r 

a tendency towards' les~ interest in "collective normative" 

action. The present data sugge~ts that in general it is a 

greater interestO in "individual nonnormative"'action, not 
, 

collective action, that distinguishes the individuals wno are 

close to entrance from those more distant from the entry 

r'equirements oi the advantaged group. 

One of the important contributions of the study is its 

demonstration of the great import of the distinction between 
/-

, 

normative and nonnormative action. Theapresent findings . 

o clearly indicate that the in.clusion of this distinctiln is . 

essentia~to any theoretical wQrk attempting to descrihe, the . 

responaes of disadvantaged groups. To date most theoretical 

discussions of this distinct~on have supported the view that 

given the availabi~itf of a functional channel for norm~tive 

action, normative actions will be preferred. In the present 

experiment, aIl subjects, in aIl conditions, wêre presented 

with a normative form of both individual and collective 
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" action as a possible response, yetomany cb9se to ignore these 

options in favour of nonnorm~tive strategies. It is quite 

clear that the decision to endorse normative or nonnçrmative 
t 

action i8 effected by bJPth the experimental manipulations 

presented in the present study, as weIl as, the perceptiçns and 
~ 

emotional reactions of the indiv.idual. 

Finally, the present study provided resul~s c9ncerning 

the link between perceptions and emotions experienced py , 
, 

disadVantaged group members and the actions they take. The 

present results are somewhat at odds with earlier discussions 
r 

of this relationship. Nonnormative action, both collective 

and individual, was related to satisfa~tion with personal 

treatment and perceptions of personal lnjus~ice. These sarne 

pe~ceptions concerning onets group did not pave a strong 
, ' 

relationship with action of any forme Normative actions, 

again both colleëtive and indiyidual, ,were related primarily 
\ 

to onets faith in future personal success within the system. 

Consistent with the earlier discussion or the dominant role , 

of self-interest in determining the behaviour of 

disadvantaged group members, it would appeâr that action, 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 behaviour of 

disadvantaged group members and several tenets of these two 

theories were given empirical support. However, it was also l 

• 

\: 
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c~early indicated that research programs sUch as the one 

presented here will be instrumental in the development of a 
Q 

more complete'knowledqe of the determinants of disadvantaqed~ 

group actions. Both the categorization of possible responses 

developed for the present research and, the experim~ntal 

paradiqm utilized here have proven to be promlsing tools in this 

• investigation. Research of this type should play an 

impo~ant role in the development of a more definitive 

understanding of the relations between dlsadvantaged and 

advantaged groups. 

o 
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