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ABSTRACT 

The study examined the differentia7 effect of cogni­
tive and affective fraterna7 re7ative deprivation 
(RD) on protest orientation. The subjects were 120 
Indian adu7ts comprising 60 professiona7s and 60 
non-professiona7s. Cantri7's (1965) 7adder was used 
to tap cognitive fraterna7 RD. A 7ist of six emo­
tions gauged affective fraterna7 RD and the Mu77er 
(1972) and Grofman and Mu77er (1973) measure of 
potentia7 for c077ective vi07ence assessed protest 
orientation. Resu7ts show that b7acks are perceived 
to be worse-off, whites better-off and c070ureds 
simi7ar to the ingroup. Professiona7s experience a 
greater absence of cognitive fraterna7 RD than non­
professiona7s when the target comparison groups are 
b7acks and c070ureds, and greater affective frater­
na7 RD than non-professiona7s when the target 
comparison groups are b7acks and whites. To examine 
the effect of cognitive fraterna7 RD, affective 
fraterna7 RD and occupationa7 status on protest 
orientation, a stepwise mu7tip7e regression ana7ysis 
was conducted. The mode7 revea7ed that 35% of the 
variance was significant7y accounted for (p<0.05). 
The affective component contributed the greater 
proportion of the variance. The resu7ts high7ight 
the importance of differentiating the cognitive from 
the affective component of fraterna7 RD. The 7imi­
tations of the study are considered and directions 
for future research are offered. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The South African social context is often seen in 

terms of intergroup relations where disadvantaged 

groups interact with advantaged groups. 

Within social psychology, relative deprivation (RD) 

is a theoretical concept that has been often used to 

analyze contexts of perceived injustices and unequal 

groups. The term RD generally implies that if an 

individual compares himself or herself with another 

individual, who is perceived to be in a better-off 

situation, then the individual will feel relatively 

deprived compared to the referent individual. An 

important aspect of RD is that it is not the abso­

lute or objective level of deprivation that is used 

but rather it is the deprivation or achievement 

relevant to some standard employed by the individual. 

The usefulness and popularity of the concept of RD 

as a tool for examining social contexts is 

in studies which have linked RD to ethnic or 

attitudes (Appelgryn and Nieuwoudt, 1988; 

evident 

racial 

Tripathi 

politi-and Srivastava, 1981; Abeles, 1976), and to 

cal and social protest actions (Walker and Mann, 

1987; Crawford and Naditch, 1~70; Caplan, 1970). 

South Africa represents an appropriate context in 

which to examine RD and protest activity, given the 
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nature of injustices along group lines. This study 

is an attempt to apply aspects of relative depriva­

tion theory to Indian South Africans. Moreover, RD 

at the intergroup level may provide valuable in­

sights into the manner in which, for example, Indian 

South Africans experience RD. In this regard, this 

study may provide some broader understanding of some 

of the mechanisms underlying intergroup conflict in 

South Africa. 

The sections that follow, in the present chapter, 

constitute an evaluation of the conceptual 
--------

history 

of relative deprivation theory (ROT). 

1.1 Conceptual Outline 

The term RD was initially coined by Stouffer, Such-

man, DeVinney, Star and Williams (1949) as an ex-

planatory term for equivocal findings in their 

research investigation of the American army. It was 

found, for example that soldiers' expressed feelings 

of dissatisfaction when the objective situation 

seemed unlikely to elicit such feelings. This in 

turn led to four major attempts by Davis (1959), 

Runc i man (1966), Gurr (1970) and Crosby (1976) to 

incorporate RD into a more meaningful theoretical 

framework. These attempts constitute the major 

conceptual shifts that have occurred in the writings 

on ROT. 
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The next section commences with Stouffer's (1949) 

use of Ro and is followed by a critique of the 

four major formulations and the present status of 

RD. Given the need for some brevity, this analysis 

will not entail an exhaustive perusal of the various 

conceptualizations of RD. Nevertheless, the follow- ~ 

ing discussion represents an adequate account of the 

conceptual background of ROT necessary for the 

purposes of the present study. 

1.1.1 STOUFFER'S USE OF Ro 

A large scale social psychological study of the 

American army was conducted by Stouffer and his 

colleagues (1949). These researchers investigated 

the attitudes of soldiers toward army life. In this 

regard the researchers focussed their attention on 

the relationships that existed between such varia­

bles as age, marital status, education and attitude 

towards promotion and being called up for military 

service. The findings of this study are documented 

in the four volumes of The American Soldier. These 

findings indicate the existence of disparate and 

anomalous relationships between the variables that 

were under consideration. Merton and Kitt (1950) 

Quote nine examples from The American Soldier that 

illustrated situations where RD was used to explain 

these anomalous relationships, for example, Air 

Corps members expressed greater discontent about 
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chances of promotion, despite promotions being rapid 

and frequent in this sector of the army compared to 

members of the military police, where promotions 

were conspicuously the worst in the army. The mili­

tary police were not as critical about promotion 

opportunities. Furthermore, soldiers who had at­

tained high school or college qualifications were 

less optimistic about promotions in the army than 

their less educated counterparts. Soldiers from the 

south who were exposed to living under racial op­

pression were expected to hold more negative atti­

tudes toward the army than soldiers from the north. 

However, the morale of these southern soldiers was 

as good as, and at times better than the morale of 

soldiers from the north. 

In order to analyze the way Stouffer et al (1949) 

used RO, in the examples cited, Merton and Kitt 

(1950) suggested that the various categories of 

soldiers, whether married or single, from the north 

or south, in the Air Corps or Military Police, may 

be considered to be independent variables. Their 

attitude toward promotion and being called up for 

military service may be regarded as dependent varia­

bles. The examples extracted from The American 

Soldier, illustrates the anomalous relationship that 

existed between the independent variables and the 

dependent variable. The question that arises is how 

4 



can one account for these findings? It was at this 

point that the concept of RD was introduced. The 

main role it played was that of an "interpretative 

intervening variable" (Merton and Kitt, 1950, p. 

43). 

To illustrate, an example from The American Soldier, 

where it was found that married men held more 

tive attitudes than unmarried men toward 

nega­

being 

called up for military service, the analysis may be 

formulated as follows: 

The married soldier (IV) frequently challenged being 

called up for military service (DV) because he 

evaluated the situation by comparing himself (inter­

pretative variable) with other married men in civil­

ian life who had escaped being called up for mili­

tary service. The married soldier also experienced 

grievance when he compared his lot to that of single 

soldiers who did not have to make the same sacri­

fices that the married soldier had to make. 

In a similar manner, it was suggested that in the 

Air Corps, the hi gh rate of promotions, inspired 

greater expectations which when not fulfilled, led 

to feelings of dissatisfaction. In other words, 

members of the Air Corps, that did not obtain promo­

tions compared their situation with those members 

that did, thereby evoking feelings of discontent. On 
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the other hand, members of the Military Police where 

promotions were infrequent did not feel so badly 

about not receiving promotions, as there were a 

large number of their colleagues that shared a 

similar fate. The better educ~ted soldier had great­

er expectations to achieve some sort of position in 

the army than his less educated counterpart. His 

failure to attain a rank made him feel that he had 

lost esteem in his own eyes and in the eyes of his 

friends. Taylor and Moghaddam (1987) suggested that 

black soldiers in the south compared their situation 

with civilians living in the south who were treated 

shabbily. By comparison, the position of a soldier 

held some dignity and status. On the other hand, 

black soldiers from the north experienced discontent 

as they compared their situation with black civil­

ians living in the north, who enjoyed having better 

paid jobs in war-related factories. 

It may be observed that in all these example RD has 

been used as a post hoc explanatory term. One of the 

problems with Stouffer's use of RD is the inability 

to predict beforehand which comparison other will be 

chosen and the resultant feelings. It is equally 

plausible that black soldiers from the south may 

have compared their situation to black soldiers from 

the north, or members of the Military Police may 

have compared their situation with Air Corps mem-
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bers. The predictive power of RD needs to be estab­

lished, through exploring the mechanisms that under­

lie social comparisons (Taylor and Moghaddam, 1987). 

Moreover, Merton and Kitt (1950), point out that the 

nine examples of RD found in The American Soldier, 

lend themselves to reference group behaviour, a link 

which Stouffer et a1 (1949) have failed to draw. 

It is this issue of social comparison that has 

plagued the writings of RD. This shortcoming was 

initially recognised by Merton and Kitt (1950) and 

more recently, Taylor and Moghaddam (1987) have 

taken up this issue. There are two related facets 

multiple group affiliation and multiple reference 

groups. To elaborate, at any given time, an individ­

ual belongs to any number of membership groups, for 

example, religious, occupational, racial and at the 

same time, there are a number of potential reference 

groups with which to compare one's situation. The 

question that arises is, under what circumstances 

will anyone of these membership groups become 

salient and with whom will the individual compare 

his or her situation? RD as it appeared in The . 

American Soldier, cannot provide answers to these 

questions. In all instances where RD appeared it was 

used as an "interpretative intervening variable" 

(Merton and Kitt, 1950, p. 43). RD served only to 

provide ad hoc explanations for disparate empirical 
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findings. In order for RD to be more meaningful, 

it's predictive ability has to be asserted. This 

suggests that theory and research must be directed 

toward exploring the dynamics of reference group 

selection (Merton and Kitt, 1950). 

Merton and Kitt (1950) and Runciman (1966) pointed 

out that nowhere in the writings of Stouffer et al 

(1949) does a formal definition of RD appear. Howev­

er, Merton and Kitt (1950) conceded that the situa­

tions where RD was used to explain inconsistent 

findings, are clearly identifiable. Moreover, they 

pointed out that the researchers prudently restrict­

ed the interpretative and explanatory use of RD 

within the context of the American army. 

Merton and Kitt (1950) suggested that the usefulness 

of the concept of RD may be extended and incorporat­

ed in social theory and research. However, Davis 

(1959) contended that the writings on RD as it 

appeared in The American Soldier and the subsequent 

critique by Merton and Kitt (1950) failed to provide 

a theoretical base for future research in this area. 

1.1.2 DAVIS' (1959) FORMAL INTERPRETATION OF THE 

THEORY OF RD 

Davis (1959) formulated a theory that attempted to 

delineate the examples of RD which were initially 

extracted by Merton and Kitt (1950) from The Ameri-
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can Soldier. Davis (1959) quoted eleven examples of 

RD, adding two more to the list of nine by Merton 

and Kitt (1950). 

Davis (1959) based his theory on six assumptions. 

According to the first assumption any population may 

be divided into those that posses X (an entity 

desired by members of that population) who are the 

non-deprived and those that do not posses X, the 

deprived. The individual was referred to as ego and 

the comparison other, as alter. In order to facili­

tate understanding of his theory, Davis (1959) made 

use of a comparison matrix (Table 1) that illustrat­

ed the possibilities that exist when ego compared 

himself or herself with alter. In Table 1, cell a, 

represents the situation where a deprived individual 

(ego) compares his or her situation with a deprived 

alter (comparison other). Cell b, constitutes RD 

where 

with 

a deprived ego compares his or her situation 

a non-deprived alter. Cell c represents the 

situation where a non deprived ego compared his or 

her situation with a deprived alter and cell d, 

where a non-deprived ego compared his or her situa­

tion with a non-deprived alter. 
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TABLE 1 

EGO 

COMPARISON MATRIX WHEN EGO COMPARES 

HIS OR HER SITUATION WITH ALTER 

ALTER 

DEPRIVED NON-DEPRIVED 

Deprived a b 

Non-deprived c d 

(Davis, 1959, p. 281). 

Assumption two of Davis' (1959) theory states that 

within a given population the comparisons that occur 

are random. He qualified this by pointing out that 

there existed inadequate empirical data to suggest 

how people made comparisons and unless a more com­

plex suggestion is offered, assumption two would 

have to suffice. 

The third assumption referred to ingroup compari­

sons. When a deprived individual compared himself or 

herself with a non-deprived individual, the result 

will be an experience of "relative deprivation." On 

the other com­

pared his or her situation with that of a de rived 

individual the result will be an experience of 

"relative gratification". 

Fourthly, Davis (1959) suggested that the individual 

who experienced either RD or relative gratification 

was aware that there was differential treatment 
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within the ingroup. Davis (1959) called this "fair-

ness". 

Assumption five relates to outgroup comparisons. 

When a deprived individual compared himself or 

herself with a non-deprived out-group member, the 

result will be an experience of "relative subordina­

tion." When a non-deprived individual compared 

himself or herself with a deprived outgroup member, 

the result will be an experience of "relative supe­

riority." 

The final assumption stipulates that an individual 

experiencing either relative subordination or 

relative superiority will also experience a feeling 

that his or her situation is different from that of 

the outgroup. According to Davis (1959) this is 

called "social distance". 

Generally, Davis (1959) only considered comparisons 

with a similar other. 

Despite Merton and Kitt (1950) drawing attention to 

reference group behaviour which ;s inherent in the 

examples of RD found in The American Soldier, Davis 

(1959) completely ignored this distinction. For 

Davis (1959) what constitutes outgroup comparison is 

actually inter-individual comparison: Where an 

individual compares his or her situation with that 

of another individual who happens to belong to 
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another membership group. This shortcoming seriously 

undermines the potency of Davis' (1959) theory as a 

means of offering an explanation of RD at the inter­

group level. In order to embrace intergroup compari­

sons an individual ought to compare the position or 

situation of his or her membership group with that 

of an outgroup. 

Davis' (1959) theory succeeds in so far as it 

represents an attempt to codify the examples of RD 

found in The American Soldier. However, to be ac­

cepted as more useful a theory ought to predict, 

situations in which RD is likely to occur and not 

review in an ad hoc manner situations where RD had 

already occurred (Taylor and Moghaddam, 1987). 

1.1.3 RUNCIMAN'S (1966) FRATERNAL VS EGOISTIC 

RELATIVE DEPRIVATION 

Runciman's (1966) study of attitudes towards social 

inequality, was a major step towards refining issues 

related to RD. Most importantly, this work attempt­

ed a definition of RD, reference group behaviour and 

a distinction between individual and group RD 

Runciman (1966) acknowledged that a precise ~efini-

tio~ of RD is problematic. Howeve~, according to his 

theory, "A is relatively deprived of X when (i) he 

does not have X, (1i) he sees some other person or 

persons, which may include himself at some previous 
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or expected time, as having X (whether or not this 

is oOr will be in fact the case), ( iii) he wants X, 

and (iv) he sees it as feasible that he should have 

X" (Runciman, 1966, p. 10) . It may be observed that 

the element of social comparison is removed when the 

individual compared his or her situation with their 

own situation in the past or at some future time. 

Runciman (1966) does not hesitate to point out that 

his study was mainly concerned with groups which by 

definition lends itself to a study of reference 

group behaviour. However, of importance is what 

Runciman (1966) referred to as the "comparative 

reference group". This is the group whose situation 

or attributes a person contrasts with his or her own 

group. This may be acknowledged as the first attempt 

in ROT to delineate the comparative component of 

reference group behavior, moreover, it suggests 

intergroup comparison. The distinction between 

interindividual and intergroup comparisons may be 

depicted in the following table. 
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TABLE 2 REPRESENTATION OF GROUP VS INDIVIDUAL 

COMPARISONS 

---- RD DUE TO ONE'S POSITION 
WITHIN A GROUP 

SATISFACTION DISSATISFACTION 

A B 
RD due to group's 
position in C 0 
society 

(Runciman, 1966, p. 33). 

Referring to Table 2, RD of type Band C is the main 

concern of ROT, whereas type A represents the indi­

vidual who is satisfied with his or her position 

within their membership group and with the position 

of their membership group within society. An indi-

vidual experiencing type 0 is with their position 

within their membership group and dissatisfied with 

the position of their group within society. Runcima", 

(1966) placed greater emphasis on RD of type Band 

C. Type B represents the individual who is satisfied 

with the position of his or her group in society but 

is dissatisfied with their personal position within 

the group when it is compared with that of another 

individual in a better-off position. According to 

Runciman (1966), the individual will be motivated to 

change his or her own personal status even if it 

means moving out of their membership group. Type C, 

is the form of RD that involves the individual who 

is satisfied with his or her personal position 
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within a group, but is dissatisfied with the posi­

tion that his or her group occupies in the existing 

status quo. Runciman (1966) considers this type of 

RD to be more prevalent in the working class. To 

illustrate this, consider a factory work~~ ~~ j~ 

conscious ~f belonging to the working clas~, and --------- ----
does not want to move out of this group, but when he 

or she considers the situation of a better rewarded 

group which should be no better than "people like 

us" (Runciman, 1966, p. 32). This represents group 

RD which may be contrasted to RD of type B, where 

the individual compares his or her situation with a 

better-off other who is no better than "people like 

me" (Runciman, 1966, p. 32), thereby representing 

deprivation at a personal level. 

Runciman (1966) referred to there two types of RD as 

'egoistic' RD (type B) and 'fraternal' RD (type C). 

In the latter situation the individual will strive 

to change the position that his or her group occu­

pies in the existing status quo. Runciman (1966), 

states that fraternal forms of RD "play the largest 

part in the transformation of an existing structure 

of social inequalities" (Runciman, 1966, p. 34). In 

other words, the potential value of fraternal RD may 

be harnassed in attempts to evaluate the psychology 

of intergroup behavior. In this regard, fraternal RD 

may be considered to playa significant role in 
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explicating why groups attempt to change the struc­

tural intergroup position within a society that 

consists of unequal groups. 

According to Walker and Pettigrew (1984), the move 

from Stouffer et al (1949) to Runciman (1966) has 

been a social one, culminating in the conceptual 

distinction between egoistic and fraternal RD, 

however, subsequent theorists, Gurr (1970) and 

Crosby (1976) consider only egoistic RD even when 

dealing with what potentially appears to be frater­

nal forms of RD. 

1.1.4 GURR'S THEORY OF REBELLION 

Gurr (1970), a political theorist, suggested RD as a 

predisposing factor in political violence. His book, 

"Why Men Rebel", documents his research work and 

theoretical postulations. Furthermore, it illus­

trates the growth of the concept of RD into a more 

comprehensive theory. 

Drawing upon the work of Dollard, Doob, Miller, 

Mowrer and Sears (1939), Gurr (1970) stipulated that 

the frustration-aggression relationship forms the 

psychological mechanism behind the intensity of RD 

and the potential for political violence. Gurr 

(1970) emphasized the subjective perception of 

deprivation which may not coincide with the individ­

ual's objective situation. Moreover, RD was defined 
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"as actors' perceptions of discrepancy between their 

value expectations and their value capabilities" 

(Gurr, 1970, p. 24). According to Gurr (1970), value 

expectations are those possessions and circumstances 

of life that individuals believe they deserve, while 

value capabilities are those possessions and circum­

stances individuals believe they can acquire and 

retain. Furthermore, RD was regarded as the tension 

that developed when there was a disparity "between 

the 'ought' and the 'is' of collective value satis­

faction, and that disposes men to violence" (Gurr, 

1970, p. 23). In this regard, Gurr (1970) outlined 

three patterns of RD that lead to political vio­

lence: (i) decremental deprivation, occured when a 

group's value expectations remain relatively con­

stant but their value capabilities were perceived to 

decline; (ii) aspirational deprivation occurred when 

value capabilities remained stable but expectations 

increase or intensified, and (iii) progressive 

deprivative occurred when there was substantial and 

simultaneous increase in expectations and a decrease 

in capabilities. According to Gurr (1970) an in­

crease in RD increased the likelihood of conflict. 

It has been found that only progressive RD or what 

has come to be known as the "J-curve, (Korpi, 1974; 

Davis, 1962, 1969), is most strongly related to the 

occurrence of conflict or political violence. Fur-
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thermore, Korpi (1974) points out that an increase 

in aspirationa1 Ro will only contribute negligibly 

to the probability of conflict while decremental 

Ro will be associated with a decrease in the proba­

bility of conflict. If all three patterns are con­

sidered together then the correlation between Ro and 

conflict will be minimal. A point of criticism of 

Gurr's theory, is that it fails to take cognisance 

of the fact that all three patterns of Ro are dif­

ferentially related to political violence. This 

oversight by Gurr (1970) seriously questions the 

potency of his theory of conflict. Moreover, Gurney 

and Tierney (1984) find Gurr's type of formulation 

problematic. They claim that the nature of the 

relationship between the objective situation and 

perceptions is never clearly delineated. These 

critics point out that this is due to theorists 

making distinctions among patterns and types of Ro 

without really stating explicitly what the distinc­

tions mean and how they should be measured. This 

issue tends to confuse rather than clarify Ro 
(Gurney and Tierney, 1984). 

Gurr (1970) does not pay much attention to the issue 

of social comparison which is inherent in any formu­

lation of RD. He claims that the definition of Ro, 

as laid down by his theory, makes no assumptions 

about the sources of value expectations which may 
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include the individual's own past circumstance, an 

abstract ideal, standards which may have been estab­

lished by a leader or a "reference group". The 

latter component is not addressed by Gurr (1970), 

and his theory did not advance the relationship 

between RD and comparison choice. 

An issue of singular importance and a major point of 

criticism of Gurr's (1970) work, is his failure to 

distinguish between inter-individual behavior and 

inter-group behaviour. In referring to political 

violence, Gurr (1970) states that "In this study 

political violence refers to all collective attacks 

within a political community against the political 

regime, its actors-including competing political 

groups ... " (Gurr, 1970, p. 3-4). This clearly de­

picts what could be called intergroup behavior. In 

many instances Gurr (1970) refers to "group" activi­

ties, even when explaining the patterns of RD. 

However, Gurr (1970) maintains that " ... the basic 

unit of analysis is the individual ... " (Gurr, 1970, 

p. 83). Walker and Pettigrew (1984) are harsh in 

their criticism of Gurr's (1970) inability to dif­

ferentiate egoistic from fraternal RD. As they point 

out, Gurr (1970) fails to see that there is a quali­

tative difference between the "infidelity of a 

spouse" and "the decline of a group's status" (Gurr, 
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1970, p. 29 quoted in Walker and Pettigrew, 1984, p. 

303). 

When one considers political violence it usually 

concerns conflict between groups, this was even 

recognised by Gurr (1970). Therefore, it would seem 

appropriate that the group form of RD, fraternal RD, 

be considered as the appropriate means of studying 

collective action. Gurr's (1970) failure to take 

into consideration the conceptual difference between 

personal and group RD, seriously limits the potency 

of his theory in offering an explanation for collec­

tive violence, which may be deemed an intergroup 

phenomenon. 

1.1.5 CROSBY'S (1976) MODEL OF EGOISTIC RD 

Like her predecessors, Stouffer et a1 (1949), Davis 

(1959), Runciman (1966) and Gurr (1970), Crosby 

(1976) states that "deprivation is relative, not 

absolute" (Crosby, 1976, p. 85). Furthermore, Cros­

by's (1976) work is an attempt to integrate the 

tenets of Davis' (1959), Runciman's (1966) and 

Gurr's (1970) theories into one model. In this 

regard she evaluates the postulations of these theo­

rists. According to Crosby (1976), Davis (1949) 

suggests an experience of RD when the individual who 

lacks X (where X is any entity desired by the indi­

vidual), (1) perceives that a similar other possess-
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es x, (2) must have a desire to possess X and (3) 

feel entitled to the possession of X. If anyone of 

these conditions are not met then RO is not experi­

enced. For Runciman (1966), in addition to the above 

conditions, the individual must envisage that it is 

feasible to possess X. In contrast, Gurr (1970) 

proclaims that RO is experienced when the individual 

believes that it is not feasible to possess X while 

Davis (1959) considers feasibility to be inconse­

Quent. 

Crosby (1976) delineated five necessary precondi­

tions which had to be met before RO was experienced. 

Furthermore, Crosby (1976) stipulated that her model 

referred only to the individual who did not possess 

a desired X, thereby restricting her model to per­

sonal RD. According to Crosby's (1976) model of 

egoistic RO, "The person who lacks X must 

1. see that someone else (other) possesses X, 

2. want X, 

3. feel entitled to X, 

4. think it feasible to obtain X, and 

5. lack a sense of personal responsibility for not 

having X." (Crosby, 1976, p. 90). 

Crosby's empirical testing of these preconditions 

culminated in her study of working women (Crosby, 

1982). The findings of this study led to the revi­

sion of the original model. Crosby (1982) then 
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suggested 

necessary: 

that only two preconditions for 

(1) a disparity between actual 

RD are 

outcomes 

and those outcomes that are desired and (2) a dis-

parity between actual outcomes and those outcomes 

that are deserved. 

According to Walker and Pettigrew (1984), Crosby 

(1976) succeeds at a theoretical level to "formalize 

the relationships between the antecedent conditions 

of relative deprivation, behavioral dependent varia­

bles and the mediating variables" (Walker and Petti­

grew, 1984, p. 304). However, despite Crosby (1976) 

Quoting Runciman's (1966) work on egoistic vs fra­

ternal RD, Crosby like Gurr (1970), looks at what 

potentially is fraternal RD in individualistic 

terms, for example in reference to violence against 

society (Walker and Pettigrew, 1984). 

To progress to studying social or intergroup behav­

ioral phenomena, it is futile to use a theory that 

only specifies behavior at the individual level. 

Crosby (1976) mentions group membership and the 

subsequent socialization into believing that group 

membership is associated with certain privileges. 

The importance of intergroup comparison and RO is 

not pursued by Crosby (1976). As Walker and Petti­

grew (1984) point out, explaining intergroup beha-
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viour using theories that potentially deal with 

individual behavior lends itself to reductionism. 

1.1.6 THE ISSUE OF REDUCTIONISM IN SOCIAL 

PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORIES 

Social psychology has been criticized for neglecting 

the "social" aspect from its field of study. Evi­

dence of this may be obtained from the vast body of 

research and theory that considers individual behav­

ioral processes as the unit of analysis for inter­

group behavior. This may be illustrated by theories 

that have developed concepts at the individual 

level, employing the same tools to explain inter­

group or social phenomena (Taylor and Brown, 1979). 

A parallel may be drawn with the development of ROT. 

Most conceptualizations of Ro, with the exception of 

Runciman (1966), has been at the level of the indi­

vidual. Yet, ROT claims to suggest why disadvantaged 

groups participate in collective action to bring 

about social change (de la Rey, 1991).XThis points 

to reductionism in individualistic conceptualiza­

tions of Ro, where findings, data and concepts from 

the individual level are extrapolated to explain 

intergroup phenomena. With regard to Gurr's theory 

of Ro, such an extrapolation may be due to its 

direct descent from the frustration-aggression 

theory. This theory is basically individualistic in 

orientation, it only considers inner drives that 
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motivate an individual while neglecting the role 

played by the pervasive belief system in society or 

laws that govern its functioning (de la Rey, 1991). 

As Tajfel (1972) points out there is a qualitative 

difference between a frustrated individual and the 

discontent experienced by a group motivated to 

participate in collective action. 

A more recent contribution toward ROT, has been 

offered by Crosby (1976, 1982), who only considers 

egoistical RD. Crossby refers to violence against 

society using the individual as the focus. A further 

depiction of an instance where micro or individual 

level of analysis is used to explain events at a 

macro or social level (Walker and Pettigrew, 1984). 

It may be deemed feasible to suggest at this 

that all individualistic conceptualizations 

point 

of RD 

that attempt to explain intergroup behavior are 

limited in their capacity to offer a meaningful 

explanation. A prerequisite would be a change in 

the focus of theory and research. This is not to say 

that research and theory directed at the individual 

level is of no value, however, to deal with social 

phenomena the focus has to change to incorporate 

clearly defined intergroup behavioral processes. 
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1.1.7 RD AND SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY (SIT) 

In response to the criticism of individualism, in 

social psychology, Tajfel and his colleagues (1978, 

1981) formulated the SIT, which acted as a spring­

board to redirect focus on intergroup behavior. As 

de la Rey (1991) points out, the most s'gnj~nt 

contribution offered by SIT has been to consider 

inter-individual behavior as being Qualitatively , 

different from intergroup behavior at the psych01og-

ical level. 

A review of ROT by Walker and Pettigrew (1984), 

suggests that RD may offer a valuable contribution 

to SIT. The following discussion centres around a 

brief appraisal of the postulations that inform the 

theoretical link between ROT and SIT. 

It may be acknowledged that individuals belong to 

clearly defined membership groups. This in and of 

itself is meaningless, group membership has a value 

which may only be ascertained through the process of 

social comparison. According to SIT individuals 

strive to acquire a positive social identity, i.e., 

that part of the self concept that is derived from 

belonging to a certain membership group. This mem­

bership group must possess positive characteristics, 

implying that the group must occupy a high position 

in the status hierarchy. If the outcome of social 

comparison suggests that one's membership group has 

25 



a low status this in turn leads to a negative social 

identity. The individual is subsequently motivated 

to either change the dimension of comparison or 

change his or her membership group. 

By definition, RO involves the process of social 

comparison. When considering intergroup or social 

behavior,fraternal RO (where an individual com­

pares the position of his or her membership group 

with that of an outgroup along some defined evalua­

tive dimension) is most informative. The informative 

nature of fraternal RO is to be found in its focus 

on intergroup behavior. SIT's focus on intergroup 

behavior lends itself to this issue because it is 

through social comparison with an outgroup that an 

individual acquires either a negative or positive 

social identity. As Runciman (1966) pointed out, it 

was fraternal RO that led to collective action, 

i.e., when a group directed efforts to change the 

social structure to enable their membership group to 

occupy a better-off position. In terms of SIT an 

individual whose membership group leads to a nega­

tive social identity will strive to change the 

position of that group on the status hierarchy. 

However, the issue of social comparison remains 

problematic in ROT and SIT in that (among other 

things) how the comparison other is chosen is not 

clearly defined. Therefore, this area needs to be 
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researched and refined more clearly before SIT can 

formerly incorporate RO into its theoretical em­

brace. 

Theorists have suggested that RO may provide valu­

able insights into understanding collective action, 

provided that one considers the conceptual distinc­

tion drawn by Runciman (1976) to differentiate 

personal (egoistic) RO from group (fraternal) RD. It 

is the group form of RO or fraternal RO that may 

prove most instructive when exploring intergroup 

behavior at both the level of theory and research. 

Fraternal RO may provide a useful vehicle for ex­

plaining why disadvantaged groups challenge the 

existing status quo and why the experience of fra­

ternal RO is more likely to lead to participation in 

collective action. 

1.2 Overview 

Given the apparent advantages of the theoretical 

distinction between fraternal and egoistic RO, such 

a distinction will form the basis of the theoretical 

approach adopted in this study. Due to the present 

study's focus on perceptions and feelings at the 

intergroup level it will focus primarily on frater­

nal RD. In this regard the study tries to avoid the 

tendency towards reductionism. To ensure a focus at 
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the intergroup level of analysis, attempts will be 

made to render the individual's social identity 

salient. 

A review of the research literature that has at­

tempted to utilize RD will form the basis of Chapter 

2. Particular emphasis will be placed on the short­

comings of the various studies, and the chapter 

concludes with a rationale for the present research 

investigation. 
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2.1 LITERATURE REVIEW 

CHAPTER 2 

MOTIVATION 

The development of RD at a theoretical level was 

paralleled by the accumulation of empirical find­

ing. The following chapter elucidates the initial 

use of RD in the American Civil Rights Movement, 

which was to form the backdrop for issues that were 

to span the RD research arena during the 70's and 

80's. The path traversed by RD research and theory 

during this time, to say the least, has been a 

thorny one. It is hoped that a more informed ROT can 

give new impetus for RD research during the 90's. 

2.1.1 DAVIS' AND GURR'S 'J-CURVE' OF CIVIL STRIFE 

Davis (1962, 1969) and Gurr (1968, 1970), initially 

drew attention to the usefulness of RD as an 

explanatory concept for civil strife. Davis' (1962, 

1969) research on revolutions consisted of a review 

of some major uprisings that occurred in history, 

for example, the French, Russian and Nazi revolu­

tions, the American Civil War and the Egyptian 

Revolution of 1952. Gurr (1968, 1970) discusses the 

occurrence of rebellion in a cross national study 

comprising 114 countries. According to these re­

searchers, it would appear that these uprisings were 

preceded by a period of prosperity or rising expec­

tations which was suddenly reversed, leading to 

29 



frustration and the outcome being civil strife. This 

represents the 'J-curve' variant of RD and both 

these researchers suggest that a similar pattern can 

be detected preceding the American Civil Rights 

Movement. Support for this comes from the u.S. 

Census Bureau and the Kerner Commission, where the 

findings suggest that the economic and social condi­

tions of the American Negro were steadily improving. 

Despite this marked improvement when comparing their 

position to white Americans there was a substantial 

discrepancy. Crawford and Naditch, (1970), 

Bowen, Gawiser, and Masotti (1968), Davis 

1969), Gurr, (1968, 1970) Pettigrew (1964), 

that this discrepancy was a likely cause 

uprisings. 

Bowen, 

(1962, 

suggest 

for the 

Although the 'J-curve' appears plausible, Gurney and 

Tierney (1982) point out that Davis (1962, 1969) did 

not give examples of revolutions that were not 

preceded by the 'J-Curve' nor instances where rising 

expectations were not followed by revolutions. It 

would appear ' that Davis had chosen selective exam­

ples from history to conceive his 'J-curve' formula­

tion. This formulation has been the result of using 

ad hoc data, therefore its usefulness in being able 

to predict uprisings becomes questionable. Further­

more, one is unable to ascertain whether RD acted as 
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a cause or a consequence of the uprisings (Gurney 

and Tierney, 1982). 

Another major flaw in the work of Davis and Gurr, 

could be called reductionism or the level of analy­

sis issue. contenders of this issue, Walker and 

Pettigrew, (1984); Gurney and Tierney (1982); Petti­

grew (1978) and Miller, Bolce and Halligan (1977), 

have drawn attention to the problems associated with 

the types of indices that have been used to infer 

RD. Most theorists consider RD to be a psychological 

variable, yet both Davis and Gurr use aggregate 

level data to infer a state of RD, which by defini­

tion encompasses the individual's perception of 

relative differences. This confounds the psychologi­

cal with structural variables and undermines the 

validity of research formulated along these lines. 

An approach, similar to that used by Davis and Gurr, 

is adopted by Grindstaff (1968). Using aggregate 

data obtained from the u.s. Census Bureau, Grind­

staff (1968) suggested that educational, occupation­

al and income differences between Negroes and Whites 

in the urban South were indicative of RD, which led 

to the Negro riots. 

On the other side of the Atlantic, Birrel (1972) 

attempted to use RD to explain the conflict situa­

tion in Ireland. Birrel reviews both Gurr's (1970) 
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and Runciman's (1966) models but opts for Gurr's 

formulation when discussing RD in relation to the 

two groups i.e., Protestants and Catholics. Birrel's 

work illustrates an example of an intergroup con­

flict situation that is viewed along individualistic 

lines. This reflects an inability to identify an 

intergroup situation where the use of fraternal RD 

may have proved more appropriate. Moreover, Birrel 

ascertained an individual level experience of RD by 

using aggregate indicators like statistics from 

regional comparisons of income, unemployment, hous­

ing and educational conditions. 

At this stage, studies using individualistic concep­

tualizations of RD while obtaining data from 

aggregate structural indicators may be criticised 

for using an inappropriate measure of RD. 

2.1.2 RD AND THE AMERICAN CIVIL RIGHTS MOVEMENT 

The research studies of Bowen et al (1968) and Craw 

ford and Naditch (1970) were designed to investigate 

the relationship between RO and the uprisings in the 

Negro ghettos, which spanned the time from 1964 to 

around 1969. 

The idea that stimulated the research study by Bowen 

et al (1968), was the belief that discontent among 

the urban poor in American ghettos led to protest 

behavior. For this purpose a sample was drawn from 
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one of Cleveland's poverty areas and the research 

was conducted nine months after a riot had occurred. 

The study was designed to investigate the relation-

ship between felt deprivation, personal mobility and 

opinion/appraisal of various protest activities. RD 

was measured with the use of the Cantril (1965) Free 

Self Anchoring Striving Scale (SASS). This en­

tailed subjects viewing a ladder-like diagram, 

comprising of ten rungs. They then proceeded to 

define the highest rung as the best possible life 

they could have and in relation to this, they were 

asked 

years 

to 

in 

locate themselves at the 

the past and five years 

present, five 

in the future. 

According to the researchers, the difference between 

their ideal life and one of the three positions was 

an indication of felt deprivation. A number of 

questions were asked in order to ascertain partici­

pants' evaluation of various protest behaviors. 

The researchers concluded that some forms of RD were 

associated with approval of protest activities, 

while others were not. The relationship between 

protest approval and RD was strongest for those who 

did not expect any change in their position on the 

ladder in the future, also those who did perceive a 

change either in an upward or downward direction 

were favourable towards protest. 
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Before proceeding with a critical appraisal of this 

study, a review of a study conducted by Crawford and 

Naditch (1970) will follow. Although similar in 

design, this study was constructed independently of 

the Bowen et a1 (1968) study. This study provided 

another test of the hypothesis" that feelings of 

relative deprivation on the part of Northern Urban 

Negro Americans are associated with a propensity for 

racial militancy and violent protest" (Crawford and 

Naditch, 1970, p. 210). The sample for this study 

was drawn from the residents in a Detroit riot area. 

The raw data was obtained from 107, 18-45 year old 

male Detroit Negro residents. The interview schedule 

included a measure of RD using Cantril's (1965) SASS 

ladder, a measure of militancy was obtained by 

asking questions about the effectiveness of various 

protest actions. 

The results revealed that RD as measured by the 

ladder technique was effective in showing a consist­

ent relationship with several measures of attitudi­

nal militancy, for example, those who did not expe­

rience RD on a ration of 2:1 said that riots hurt 

the Negro cause, while the relatively deprived 

individuals believed that riots help the Negro 

cause. 
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Although, the preceding two studies show a relation­

ship between RD and civil strife, there are a few 

fundamental methodological issues that undermine the 

potency of their value. The critical appraisal that 

follows is directed at these studies in particular 

and RD research in general. 

2.1.3 A CRITICAL EVALUATION 

The sampling methods used by Bowen et al (1968) and 

Crawford and Naditch (1970) has come under the 

scrutiny of Gurney and Tierney (1982). It has been 

pointed out that the study by Bowen et al (1968) 

used random samples but failed to incorporate a 

control group. On the other hand, Crawford and 

Naditch (1970) used subjects from a riot prone area 

to assess level of RD but there is no data available 

to indicate RD levels of individuals from a non-riot 

area. Gurney and Tierney (1982) concluded that these 

examples of hypothesis testing studies that have 

inadequate sampling methods, have conclusions that 

are highly questionable. 

An observation worthy of comment when considering 

the major proportion of studies relating to the 

American Civil Rights Movement, is that all data on 

RD has been obtained after a riot had occurred. This 

is a major failing of all RD studies conducted post 

hoc. There is no evidence to suggest that RD existed 
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prior to the onset of protest behavior. Most of 

these studies tend to assume the existence of RD 

prior to the civil protest (Gurney and Tierney~ 

1982). 

The work of Birrel (1972), Grindstaff (1968), Gurr 

(1968) and Davis (1962, 1969) use macro indicators 

like economic, political and social conditions to 

infer the existence of RD, ignoring the individual's 

perception and experience of RD prior to the partic­

ipation in protest action. The problem with this as 

pointed out by Portes (1971) and Unseem (1982) is 

that the casual relationship could work the other 

way around. They suggest that the onset of protest 

action contributing to the heightening of RD is 

equally probable. All studies that are conducted 

post hoc are limited in their inability to predict 

the occurrence of protest behavior. The only conclu­

sion that may be attempted, using these studies, is 

that RD existed to some extent immediately after 

protest action. 

With reference to the study by Crawford and Naditch 

(1970) a bias as far as sex is concerned is immedi­

ately apparent. It has been pointed out by some 

researchers that males tend to exhibit a greater 

propensity for militant attitudes and willingness to 

participate in protest action (Dibble, 1981). 

36 



A common denominator of most studies on RD is the 

use of Cantril's (1965) SASS, to measure RD, which 

Gurr (1970) posits is an appropriate measure of RD 

However, critics like Walker and Pettigrew (1984), 

Dube-Simard and Guimond (1983, 1986), Gurney and 

Tierney (1982) point out that Cantril's scale is an 

inappropriate measure of RD. Essentially, it is 

argued that this scale measures only a perception of 

standing on some dimension without assessing the 

evaluation that this standing has for the perceiver. 

The work of both Runciman (1966) and Gurr (1970) 

refer to an affective component of RD. However, 

subsequent research has failed to accommodate this 

component. Most studies use the perception of RD 

synonomously with feelings of RD. A good case in 

point is the study by Bowen et al (1968) who use 

Cantril's scale to measure RD. They conclude that 

feelings of deprivation are associated most 

strongly with approval of protest activities 

(Bowen et al, 1968, p. 199). Similarly, Crawford and 

Naditch (1970) set out to test a hypothesis related 

to "feelings" of RD and use only Cantril's SASS as a 

measure of RD. 

Most research studies that use Cantril's scale 

ignore or completely overlook this conceptual dis­

tinction. Is RD a feeling or a perception or both? 
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Some writers have pointed out that feelings associ­

ated with a perception of RD should be measured as a 

separate entity (Guimond and Dube-Simard, 1983). A 

more detailed discussion of this issue appears in a 

subsequent section of this chapter. 

RD was not to easily escape the firing squad of 

criticism. A review offered by McPhail (1971) advo­

cated that RD be abandoned as a means of explaining 

civil strife. To substantiate this, McPhail (1971) 

quoted findings of 173 associations of DFA (depriva­

tion, frustration, aggression) explanations and 

civil strife. Of these studies 32% were not signifi­

cant, 61% were of a moderate magnitude and less than 

1% were of a high magnitude. Of the 50 relationships 

of deprivation and riot participation, only 4% were 

of moderate magnitude while 39 studies of depriva­

tion and frustration yielded 3% of high magnitude. 

Based on this evidence, McPhail (1971) concluded 

that ..... there is considerable reason for rejecting 

the sociological and popular cliche that absolute or 

relative deprivation and the ensuing frustration or 

discontent or despair is the root cause of rebel­

lion." (McPhail, 1971, p. 1064) 

Before RD as McPhail (1971) suggests, is zealously 

thrown out the window, a careful reanalysis of his 

work is worthy of attention. McPhail (1971) com­

mences his critique by stating that his review 
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entails a look at research studying "individual" 

participation in civil disorders during the 1960s 

(McPhail 1971, p. 1059). He later concludes that the 

OFA explanation is not necessarily supported when 

'"personal attributes" are considered in relation to 

"individual" riot participation. The point is that 

McPhail (1971), unwittingly has overlooked the 

crucial conceptual distinction that was drawn by 

Runciman (1966), differentiating personal or egois­

tic RO from group or fraternal RD. By definition 

civil strife is a social behavior involving the 

participation of groups; the Negro revolt illus­

trated this quite clearly. To enhance this oversight 

by McPhail (1971), he suggests that the category of 

independent variables that yielded the greatest 

amount of moderate and high correlations between RO 

and civil strife were " ... respondents' opinions 

about (not their personal experiences of) police . 

malpractices toward blacks" (McPhai 1, 1971, p. 

1065). This is a clear indication of group or fra­

ternal RO, where individuals do not feel dissatis­

fied due to their own personal situation but due to 

the situation of their group. 

This has important implications for RD. As Oube­

Simard and Guimond (1986) point out, the inappropri­

ate form of RO has been used to relate to civil 

strife. This does not justify the notion of RO being 
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discarded as a means of explaining civil protest. 

They suggest together with Walker and Pettigrew 

(1984), that there should be no expectation of a 

relationship between personal or egoistic RO and 

social behavior like riots, but to expect a rela­

tionship between fraternal or group RO and protest 

action is feasible. 

In the research literature there exists these two 

trends, one that supports fraternal RO and the other 

that vouches for egoistic RD. A more detailed ac­

count of these two trends in the research literature 

follows in the subsequent section. 

2.1.4 FRATERNAL RO 

The first attempt to operationalize the two concepts 

outlined by Runciman (1966), viz., egoistic and 

fraternal RO, was made by Vanneman and Pettigrew 

(1972). Their study examined the attitudes held by · 

white Americans toward black candidates running for 

Mayor. Table 3 taken from Vanneman and Pettigrew 

(1972, p. 472) illustrates the manner in which these 

researchers operationalized egoistic and fraternal 

RD. 
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TABLE 3 FOUR TYPES OF RELATIVE DEPRIVATION AND 

GRATIFICATION 

PERSONAL ECONOMIC GAINS PERSONAL ECONOMIC GAINS 
COMPARES TO THE INGROUP COMPARED TO THE OUT-
(WHITES) GROUP BLACKS) 

EQUAL OR LESS THAN 
GREATER THAN 

Equal or Greater than A (doubly B (fraternal 
gratified) RD) 

Less Than C (egoistic 0 (doubly 
RD) deprived) 

The respondents were asked how they viewed their own 

economic gains over the past five years in relation 

to the economic gains of whites (ingroup) and blacks 

(outgroup). The individuals categorized as Type B 

and C are of relevance to our discussion. Type B or 

those considered to be experiencing fraternal RD 

believed that they were doing as well as or even 

better than other whites (ingroup) but that they 

were doing worse than blacks (outgroup). Vanneman 

and Pettigrew (1972) regard this as fraternal RD, 

in that it is their group as a whole which is 

seen as losing ground in comparison with the out-

group." (Vanneman and Pettigrew, 1972, p. 472). In 

contrast are the individuals categorised as Type C 

or egoistically deprived according to Runciman's 

(1966) definition. These individuals believe that 

their economic achievements have been less than that 

of other whites (ingroup) but on par or better than 

41 



blacks (outgroup). 

The findings reveal that the greatest reluctance to 

vote for black mayoralty candidates and those who 

held the most negative images of these black 

politicians, were consistently found among the 

fraternally deprived (type B). The egoistically 

deprived tended to be more favourable towards these 

black candidates. Moreover, the fraternally deprived 

individuals were found to score high on "competitive 

racism. This was reflected in their support for 

statements that berated government poverty pro­

grammes designed to uplift blacks. 

Despite this relationship that has been found to 

exist between fraternal RD and negative outgroup 

attitudes, a crucial oversight by the researchers in 

operationalizing Runciman's (1966) concepts, is 

immediately apparent. Consider the manner in which 

fraternal RD has been operationalized in Table 3. 

According to Vanneman and Pettigrew (1972), it is 

the "personal economic gains compared to the out­

group (blacks)" p. 472. According to Runciman's 

(1966) definition of fraternal RD, a more .appropri­

ate operationalization would be dissatisfaction 

arising due to the relative position of the ingroup 

(whites) compared to the outgroup (blacks). Take 

note that Vanneman and Pettigrew (1972) have inaccu-
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rately inferred fraternal RD when they suggest that 

their respondent is experiencing fraternal RD when 

they use their personal economic gains as a point of 

reference for comparison. According to Runciman's 

(1966) definition, this would constitute ' a form of 

egoistic RD. A similar observation is drawn by 

Guimond and Dub'-Simard (198~). 

Taylor and Moghaddam (1987) point out that Runciman 

(1966) did nat clearly delineate fraternal RD and 

they caution that many important uncertainties 

remain. One suggestion that these researchers offer 

in order to distinguish egoistic RD from fraternal 

RD is to consider the target for comparison. Com­

parisons with members of the ingroup (similar other) 

would constitute egoistic RD and comparisons with 

members of a "better-off" out-group (dissimilar 

other) would constitute fraternal RD. However, such 

a distinction has proved problematic in research. A 

case in point is the attempt by Martin and Murray 

(1983) and Martin, Price, Bies and Powers (1979) to 

distinguish egoistic RD from fraternal RD. A busi­

ness setting was used where secretaries (subjects) 

had to view other secretaries and executives in a 

similar insurance company. Subjects were asked whose 

pay they would be most curious about. Most of the 

respondents expressed interest in wanting to know 

the pay of the highest paid secretary and expressed 
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less concern about the pay-schemes of the execu­

tives. In view of this study when considering the 

suggestion offered by Taylor and Moghaddam (1987) to 

distinguish between egoistic and fraternal RO, it 

would appear that even the group (fraternal) com­

parison is individualistic. The question that arises 

is whether the secretary compares her personal 

position as a secretary to that of an executive (a 

better-off dissimilar outgroup member) or does she 

compare the group secretaries with that of the group 

executives? In the first instance, comparison occurs 

at the inter-individual level, thereby suggesting 

egoistic RO, whereas the latter situation consti­

tutes fraternal RO where the relative position of 

groups are compared. It would appear that the rela­

tionship between egoistic RO and fraternal RO needs 

to be explicitly defined. 

The work of Crosby (1976, 1982) focuses on egoistic 

RD. However, her study on working women, Crosby 

(1982), suggests the existence of fraternal RD. This 

study revealed that those women in better paid 

positions expressed greater personal job satisfac­

tion but expressed dissatisfaction as far as the job 

situation of American women in general were con­

cerned. This finding ;s indicative of fraternal RO 

and suggests that the relationship between personal 

satisfaction and satisfaction on behalf of one's 
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group may not be synchronous (Taylor and Moghaddam, 

1987). 

As the preceding discussion suggests, operational i­

zation of fraternal and egoistic RD reQuire careful 

attention in order to avoid misconstruing these 

concepts. Research by Walker and Mann (1984), Petti­

grew (1978), Abeles (1976), Vannemen and Pettigrew 

(1972) point to the fact that egoistic RD and fra­

ternal RD are differentially related to various 

social behaviors. 

A more appropriate attempt to investigate fraternal 

RD was made by Abeles (1976). The aim of this study 

was to investigate the relationship between RD and 

rising expectations (RE) to black militancy in 

America during the 1960s. It is suggested that the 

improving conditions of blacks made white Americans 

a comparative reference group. This comparison led 

blacks to perceive their situation as being more 

deprived relative to Whites. 

Abeles (1976) used secondary analyses of survey data 

collected in the late 1960s in Cleveland and Miami. 

In order to measure fraternal RD, use was made of a 

modified version of Cantril's (1965) ladder. The 

respondents were shown a picture of a ladder and 

were told that the highest rung represented the best 

possible rank in American society and the bottom 
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rung the worst possible rank. Respondents were asked 

to rate the perceived socio-economic gap between 

self, blacks and well educated blacks with each of 

the following target groups, whites, white collar 

workers, blue collar workers and professionals, 

respectively. RO were obtained by using Cantril's 

(1965) SASS, with anchor labels of past and future 

gains. Militancy was defined as a set of attitudes 

that rejected the traditional role of blacks in 

addition, it also involved an activist orientation 

that emphasized confrontation with the oppressor, in 

order to obtain black rights. 

Findings revealed that "well educated blacks" con­

stituted an important comparison group. The results 

indicated a positive correlation with militancy when 

subjects compared "well educated blacks" with each 

of the four target comparison groups. Furthermore, 

comparisons involving "well educated blacks" and 

"white collar workers" and "professionals" correlat­

ed most strongly, of all the ladder difference 

scores, with militancy. This is a significant indi­

cation that fraternal RO as opposed to egoistic RO 

i.e., when the comparison was "self" and the target 

comparison groups, is a more critical indicator of 

militancy. 
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Abeles (1976) suggests that the experience of fra­

ternal RD will increase the probability of the 

individual blaming external factors for the deprived 

state of his or her membership group. This in turn 

will encourage the individual to perceive the prob­

lem as a group problem rather than an individual 

one. Moreover, it will predispose the individual 

towards taking group action as opposed to individual 

action, in order to attain a more equitable position 

for his or her membership group. 

The study by Abeles (1976), although suggesting an 

important link between fraternal RD and militancy, 

does not give any indication of the feelings of 

individuals. RD as measured by Cantril's (1965) 

scale, indicates the perceived socio-economic gap 

between groups but says nothing about the way indi­

viduals feel about this gap. It has been pointed out 

by Guimond and Dube-Simard (1983) and Runciman 

(1966) that an increase in the perceived difference 

between groups does not necessarily lead to an 

increase in dissatisfaction. The affective component 

has been considered by some researchers to be a more 

important aspect of RD (Martin, Brickman and Murray, 

1984; Guimond and Dube-Simard, 1983; Bernstein and 

Crosby, 1979; Cook et al, 1977; Crosby,1976). 
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A further test to explore the differential relation­

ship between egoistic and fraternal RO was conducted 

by Walker and Mann (1984). The primary aim of this 

study was a theoretical one to establish that fra­

ternal RO and egoistic RO are differentially related 

to various personal and group behaviors. The central 

research aim was to investigate the relationship 

between RO and protest orientation. A group of 

unemployed people from Adelaide, Australia consti­

tuted the sample. Being unemployed constitutes an 

objectively deprived state anyway, so it would be of 

interest to investigate how these individuals per­

ceived their situation. 

There were four separate operationalizations of RO, 

two each of egoistic RO and fraternal RD. The re­

searchers used Cantril's (1965) SASS to measure RD. 

Two separate ladder diagrams were used. The first 

ten-rung ladder that was presented to the respondent 

had the top rung labelled "the best possible life 

YOU could possibly achieve" with the bottom rung 

labelled "the worst possible life You might encoun­

ter." Respondents were asked to indicate where on 

the ladder they thought they stood at present. The 

second ladder had the top rung labelled "the best 

possible rank in Australian society" and the bottom 

rung "the worst possible rank in Australian 

society." This ladder reQuired the respondents to 
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indicate where they stood at present, the group of 

all unemployed people of their age group, their own 

peer group and where the group of all employed 

people stood, on the ladder. These ladders provided 

two measures of egoistic RD and two measures of 

fraternal RD. The first egoistic RD measure (ERD1) 

was obtained from the first ladder. It represented 

the difference between the top of the ladder and the 

respondent's nominated position. The second egoistic 

measure (ERD2) was obtained from the second ladder 

which referred to the respondent's relative social 

rank. This was represented by the difference between 

the top of the ladder and the rung on which the 

respondent placed himself or herself. 

The two measures of fraternal RD were obtained from 

the second ladder. The first fraternal measure 

(FRD1) was obtained by calculating the difference 

between the nominated position of the group of all 

unemployed people and the respondent's peer group. 

The difference between the nominated position of the 

group of all employed people and all unemployed 

people represented the second measure of fraternal 

RD (FRD2). 
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Using Crosby's (1976) model, the researchers pre­

dicted that individual stress symptoms would be 

related to egoistic RD. The respondents were pre­

sented with thirteen stress symptoms. The sum of the 

number of symptoms claimed constituted a score on 

the stress variable. 

In order to measure protest orientation, a 

version of the Muller (1972) and Grofman and 

modified 

Muller 

(1973) measure of potential for protest violence was 

included. 

Results were obtained with the use of the pearson 

product moment correlation matrix. This was formed 

by the four RO measures, stress and protest orienta­

tion. Analyses revealed that stress was significant­

ly correlated with ER02. Protest orientation was 

significantly correlated with both measures of 

fraternal RO but with neither of the egoistic RO 

measures. The lack of correlation between measures 

of egoistic RO and fraternal RO ..... indicates that 

egoistic RO and fraternalistic RO are separate 

psychological conditions." (Walker and Mann, 1984, 

p. 280). 

In order to assess the predictive power of these two 

different measures of RO, multiple regression analy-

ses were carried out. Stress symptoms were 

cantly predicted only by ER02. When 
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protest orientation, none of the ERO measures proved 

significant. However, both measures of fraternal RO 

proved significant. 

It would appear that these findings support the aim 

of the study: to establish that egoistic RO and 

fraternal RO are differentially related to behavior 

outcomes. On the one hand egoistic RO was related to 

an individual's personal stress symptoms and on the 

other hand fraternal RO was related to an experience 

of group attitude i.e., protest orientation. The 

researchers conclude that protest orientation is a 

social attitude, related to collective action and 

would be expected to be better predicted by the 

social form of RO i.e., fraternal RD. The research-

ers also offer a directive for research using RO, by 

suggesting that, "The differential power of frater­

nalistic and egoistic RO as predictors of protest 

orientation and of stress symptoms is compelling 

evidence for underlying the fundamental distinction 

between these two forms of RO in analyzing and 

explaining the beliefs and actions of the deprived " 

(Walker and Mann, 1984, p. 282). 

Supporters of fraternal RO and the subsequent rela-

( tionship with intergroup behaviors and attitudes 

(Appelgryn, and Nieuwoudt, 1988, 1987; Walker and 

Mann, 1984; Walker and Pettigrew, 1984; Guimond and 

Oube-Simard, 1983; Pettigrew, 1978; Abeles, 1976; 
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Vanneman and Pettigrew 1972; Runciman, 1966) have 

suggested that social change basically involves the 

relative change of the position of groups within 

society and not the change in position of individu­

als within the social structure. In order to facili­

tate such change, fraternal RD may significantly 

offer a means of explaining intergroup behaviors and 

attitudes. An oversight by researchers to clearly 

distinguish between egoistic and fraternal RD has 

led to some nebulousness surrounding these two 

concepts leading to inappropriate and often mistaken 

relationships being established. Moreover, the value 

of ROT has been questioned, due to inconclusive 

evidence (McPhail, 1971) relating RD with social 

protest. It would appear that in order for RD to 

offer a more meaningful tool to facilitate social 

theories and research the social form of RD (frater-

nal RD) should be utilized. 

2.1.5 AN INTEGRATION OF RD AND SIT 

Walker and Pettigrew (1984) have suggested that RD 

or more especially fraternal RO, could offer a 

valuable extension to Tajfel's (1978) theory. It is 

also a characteristic of ROT. Comparisons at the 

intergroup level with a negative outcome results in 

fraternal RD and comparisons at the inter-individual 

level with a negative outcome results in egoistic RD 

(Runciman, 1966). According to Tajfel (1978) indi-
/ 
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viduals strive to attain a positive social identity. 

To achieve this at the intergroup level, individuals 

strive to attain positive group distinctiveness when 

comparing their membership group with an outgroup. 

This need is accentuated if the comparison leads the 

individual to perceive that the situation is "ille­

gitimate" i.e., it is not in accordance with the 

norms set out for equity and fairness, and "unsta­

ble" i.e., when the individual perceives that the 

situation is not static but could change in an 

upward direction for his or her membership group. 

This notion of individuals striving to attain posi­

tive group distinctiveness was included in a re­

search study conducted by Tripathi and Srivastava 

(1981). The researchers set out to examine the 

relationship between RD and intergroup attitudes. 

The conflict situation between Hindus and Muslims in 

India provided a suitable milieu to test aspects of 

intergroup relations. 

For subjects, the researchers used a male sample of 

112 muslim undergraduate and post graduate students. 

The researchers hypothesized that in order to attain 

positive group distinctiveness, those subjects who 

experienced high RD (at the intergroup level) would 

hold greater negative outgroup attitudes and more 
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positive ingroup attitudes than those subjects who 

experienced low RD at the intergroup level. 

To obtain a measure of intergroup attitudes, sub­

jects were presented with two identical adjective 

checklists that contained both positive and negative 

adjectives. There were two separate sets of instruc­

tions to tap ingroup and outgroup attitudes. To 

measure ingroup attitudes subjects were required to 

pick those adjectives they thought were most fre­

quently used by Muslims to describe Muslims. To 

measure outgroup attitudes subjects were required to 

pick those adjectives which they thought Muslims 

would chose to describe Hindus. Furthermore, sub­

jects were required to chose those adjectives they 

thought were most frequently used by Hindus to 

describe Muslims. 

Intergroup (fraternal) RD was ascertained through 

the use of a modified version of a scale developed 

by Naqvi (1974). This scale comprised twenty items 

in Hindustani, relating to social, political and 

economic areas of RD as outlined by Runciman (1966). 

Subjects were presented with hypothetical situations 

within each of these three areas. They were required 

to rate, on a seven point scale, the chance of 

Hindus or Muslims being successful in each of these 

situations. Some of the scenarios included were 

getting help from the police, opportunities for 
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participating in the political system, employment 

opportunities. The sum of the discrepancy score 

between Muslims and Hindus for each of the twenty 

situations represented the score on fraternal RD. 

It was found that generally Muslims held negative 

outgroup attitudes and positive ingroup attitudes. 

To obtain high and low RD subjects, the researchers 

divided the sample at the median of the RD scores. 

This resulted in two groups viz., HRD (high) and LRD 

(low), being formed. Findings suggest that HRD 

subjects held greater negative outgroup attitudes. 

Moreover these subjects assigned more positive and 

less negative characteristics to the ingroup. LRD 

subjects also assigned more positive and less nega­

tive characteristics to the ingroup than to the 

outgroup. However, the difference was found to be 

significant only in the case of positive character­

istics. These findings suggest that HRD subjects, as 

opposed to LRD subjects strive more for positive 

group distinctiveness by demeaning and debasing the 

outgroup. Further support for this was gauged from 

the manner in which these two groups believed Hindus 

perceived Muslims. HRD subjects felt that Hindus 

evaluated Muslims in a highly negative manner while 

LRD subjects believed that Hindus viewed Muslims in 

a very positive manner. This supports the suggestion 
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that HRD subjects need to attain more positive group 

distinctiveness. 

The hypothesis regarding ingroup attitudes was not 

substantiated. There was no significant difference 

between HRD and LRD groups on ingroup attitudes as 

predicted by Tajfel's theory. The researchers sug­

gests that this could be due to the strong ingroup 

identification that exist among Muslims in India. 

Due to the correlational nature of this study one 

cannot make any conclusions about causal relation-

ships. In this regard, it cannot be said that inter-

group RD led to negative outgroup attitudes (Tripa-. 
thi and Srivastava, 1981). However it does suggest 

that it is plausible to expect a relationship be-

tween intergroup or fraternal RO and outgroup atti­

tudes. The findings also show some support for 
. 

Tajfel's SIT and illustrates a means by which SIT 

and ROT may be integrated. However, more research is 

required to establish inter-relationships between 

these two theories. In order to establish ROT as a 

"social" theory, the move towards adopting fraternal 

RO at the intergroup level of investigation should 

be firmly supported. 

Despite a general tendency in the research litera­

ture supporting the relationship between fraternal 

RO and social phenomena, other researchers have 
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opted for using egoistic RD as their point of depar­

ture. Of note is the research and theoretical stand 

of Crosby (1984, 1982, 1979, 1976) and her col­

leagues, Crosby, Muehrer and Loewenstein (1986); 

(Cook, Crosby and Hennigan (1977) and Gurr (1970). 

Gaskell and Smith (1984) reviewed the models of RD 

proposed by Runciman (1966) and Gurr (1970) and 

developed a model which featured egoistic RD in the 

lead role. 

Gaskell and Smith (1984) used samples of employed 

and unemployed black and white youth in London to 

empirically test those aspects of their model relat­

ed to the intensity of affect toward RD objects. 

Some of these attitude objects included the school 

system, the job situation and the average employer. 

It was found that RD was associated with discontent. 

However, the correlations were not high. Discontent 

was directed toward the school system and the job 

market. Moreover, generalized negative attitudes 

about British society were not related to RD (Brown, 

1988). It may be relevant to note that some of these 

attitude objects are related to social phenomena and 

would have been more appropriately tested, using 

measures of fraternal RD. 

The researchers conclude by suggesting that further 

research should be directed toward relating RD to 
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group differences in values and beliefs. "We feel 

that, because these posited belief and value systems 

are shared within groups, it is important that 

future research should use explicitly social, 

group-based measures rather than individualistic 

ones. (Gaskell and Smith, 1984, p. 130). This may 

be deemed the final nail in the coffin, sealing the 

differential relationship between egoistic and 

fraternal RD and their respective behavioral and 

attitudinal consequences. 

2.1.6 THE COGNITIVE AND AFFECTIVE COMPONENTS OF RD 

According to Runciman (1966), RD may vary in magni­

tude and degree. Magnitude refers to a perception of 

relative difference, while the degree of RD refers 

to the intensity of feeling that such a perception 

evokes. Gurr (1970), on the other hand, calls the 

cognitive or perceptual dimension of RD, the degree 

of RD and the affective or emotional component, the 

intensity. In order to resolve this inconsistency, 

Cook et al (1977) suggests that magnitude may be 

considered to refer to the perception of relative 

discrepancy and intensity to refer to the affect 

associated with this discrepancy. 

Not only do Runciman and Gurr differ in the way they 

define the cognitive and affective components, their 

views are also divergent as far as the way in which 

they consider these components to be related. Runci-
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man (1966) points out that magnitude and intensity 

of RO may not necessarily correlate with each other, 

for example, RO may be just as acutely felt when its 

magnitude is small as when it is large. This seems 

feasible as RO is considered to be a sense of depri­

vation so it is not directly related to the objec­

tive situation but rather to the way the individual 

perceives it. Gurr (1970), on the other hand, con­

tends that the cognitive and affective dimensions 

are related, with an increase in magnitude leading 

to an increase in intensity. 

If, RO is to be considered at both the level of 

cognition and affect, then it is necessary that they 

are appropriately operationa1ized. Runciman (1966) 

measured RO by asking respondents to chose those 

people they thought were doing better than them and 

whether they approved of this situation or not. He 

also asked whether they thought manual workers were 

doing better than white collar workers. Gurr (1970) 

on the other hand advocated the use of Cantril's 

(1965) ladder, as an appropriate measure of RD. 

Both, Runciman and Gurr have measured a perception 

of relative difference. In no way can inferences be 

made regarding the feelings of discontent or grati­

fication that results from this perception. 
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This measure does not indicate the respondent's 

feelings about the difference. Therefore, the meas­

ures offered by Runciman (1966) and Gurr (1970) 

cannot be considered to cover the affective dimen­

sion of RD, nor can it be a measure of RD per see 

What is does suggest, is a measure of the magnitude 

of RD. 

Walker and Pettigrew (1984) point out that the 

cognitive/affective distinction has been to a large 

extent ill-defined or disregarded in RD research. 

This is evident in the research reviewed in the 

present chapter. In .addition, they point out that 

most of the research conceptualizes or treats RD as 

a state arrived at after a conscious, rational 

judgement of the relative position of self or group 

with some referent other. In other instances, it is 

obvious that the cognitive/affective components have 

been used synonymously (cf . Abeles, 1976; Crawford 

and Naditch, 1970; Bowen et al, 1968). An important 

contributing factor is the popular and extensive use 

of Cantril's (1965) scale as a measure of RD. It has 

been stipulated that this measure simply portrays a 

perceived discrepancy between individuals, groups 

and situations. It does not provide an evaluative 

account of the feelings evoked as a result of this 

discrepancy. 
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In order to be recognised as a theory encompassing 

intergroup phenomena, it may be instructive if the 

affective component of RO is afforded singular 

attention. Taylor and Moghoddam (1987), and Walker 

and Pettigrew (1984) suggest that feelings of RO at 

the intergroup level may be able to offer important 

insights to intergroup conflict and protest activi­

ty. Martin and Murray (1984) point out that when 

considering intergroup relationships, at most times, 

groups are characterized by a long history of con­

flict. A perception of difference may not be indica­

tive of deeper feelings of discontent and grievance 

that exists under such circumstances. This is obvi­

ous when considering the tense feelings that exists 

at the intergroup level between Protestants and 

Catholics in Ireland, Hindus and Muslims in India, 

blacks and whites in South Africa. Furthermore, 

discontent arising due to discrimination of sex, 

class, race, suggests that it is feasible to consid­

er such intergroup relationships to be fraught with 

high intensity feelings. This may be considered a 

motivating factor for protest activity. A mere 

perception of relative difference between groups may 

not be adequate to encompass issues that relate to 

the feelings of intergroup or fraternal RD. Taylor 

and Moghaddam (1987) suggest that a perception of RO 

may be considered to be a precondition to feelings 
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of discontent and anger that are likely to be relat­

ed to an experience of fraternal RD. 

Research directed toward clarifying this issue has 

been conducted by Guimond and Oube-Simard (1983). 

Their preliminary investigation suggested that even 

when the perception of difference between economic 

gains was experimentally manipulated, it did not 

lead to an increase in feelings of dissatisfaction. 

This indicates that a perception of a large gap may 

not necessarily result in greater feelings of dis­

satisfaction. This latter feeling should be measured 

as a separate entity (Guimond and Oube-Simard, 

1983). A similar notion had been put forth by Runic­

man (1966). 

Subsequently, Guimond and Oube-Simard, operationa1-

ized fraternal RO as a feeling of discontent. The 

study was designed to inve~tigate the relationship 

between the perception of intergroup inequality or 

the cognitive component of fraternal RO, and the 

feelings of discontent to which it may give rise 

i.e., the affective component of fraternal RD. The 

study also provided another test of the hypothesis 

that fraternal RO is more strongly related to mili­

tant socio-political attitudes than egoistic RD. 
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The subjects were 80 francophone students attending 

night classes at the university of Montreal. In 

order to manipulate the perception of economic 

ineQuity between Francophones and Anglophones, two 

versions of a Questionnaire were prepared and 

distributed randomly to the subjects. In one version 

there appeared three published economic studies that 

revealed that Anglophones received a higher annual 

income than Francophones. The other version of the 

Questionnaire excluded these economic studies. Each 

participant was asked to fill either one of the two 

versions of the Questionnaire. Respondents were 

asked to indicate whether they believed that the 

average annual income of Francophones in Quebec was 

about the same as that of the Anglophones. This 

constituted a measure of perceived economic differ­

ence between the two groups. Secondly, they were 

asked to what extent they experienced "some frus-

tration or dissatisfaction" towards the way the 

salaries were distributed between Francophones and 

Anglophones in Quebec. This was a measure of frater­

nal RD. Furthermore, the Questionnaire also meas­

ured two types of egoistic RD or personal discon­

tent. Each respondent had to indicate to what extent 

he or she was satisfied with his or her personal 

situation when it was compared to (i) that of other 

Francophones and (ii) that of Anglophones. 
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Finally, the participant had to indicate their 

degree of agreement on six socio-political attitude 

items. 

Analyses of the results indicated that respondents 

who had completed the questionnaire that included 

the three economic studies, perceived a wider eco­

nomic gap between the two groups than respondents 

who were not informed about the economic studies. 

This suggested that the experimental manipulation 

was successful. However, the informed respondents 

did not experience any more discontent than the 

uninformed respondents. There are two major implica­

tions of these findings. Firstly, these results 

disconfirm the approach of Gurr (1970), Crawford and 

Naditch (1970) and Abeles (1976), who either explic­

itly or implicitly tend to propose that an increase 

in perceived difference leads to an increase in 

discontent. These researchers were also noted to 

have used only Cantril's scale as a measure of RD 

thereby providing only a measure of the cognitive 

aspect of RD The present study shows that this 

cognition is to some extent independent of affect. 

The results of this study indicated that both compo­

nents of faternal RD were related to overall nation­

alism. There is a tendency that feeling of fraternal 

RD is more strongly related to nationalism and 

socio-political items, than the perception of in-
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equality. The evidence of a lack of a casual link 

between cognition and affect supports the theoreti­

cal position of Crosby (1976), Cook et al (1977) and 

Runciman (1966), who argue that other factors in 

addition to the perception that deprivation exists 

are needed to obtain the resultant feelings of 

deprivation. 

The results also suggested that the perception. of 

inequality was a precondition of fraternal RD, 

rather than a separate determinant of protest. It 

was found that fraternal RD remained significant 

even when the perception of inequality was con­

trolled. The reverse was not true. This observation 

is made by Taylor and Moghaddam (1987). 

Finally, this research study demonstrated that the 

feelings of fraternal RD remained associated with 

nationalism in contrast, it was found that there was 

no relationship between egoistic RD and the overall 

measure of nationalism. 

The next issue to be raised is whether there is a 

relationship between feelings of fraternal RD and 

protest activity. This was one of the issues consid-

ered 

Murray 

their 

in a study conducted by Martin, Brickman and 

(1981). They used a business context and 

female subjects were presented with informa-

tion from a fictitious company. The variable, manip-
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ulated was the degree of ineQuity between the sal­

aries of male and female employees. The findings 

suggest that feelings of fraternal RO correlated 

with 

were 

the magnitude of salary ineQuities. Subjects 

also asked to judge the extent to which they 

would engage in various collective actions like work 

slowdowns, making deliberate errors in work or 

attending meetings. From the results the researchers 

concluded that feelings of fraternal RO does not 

necessarily translate into collective action. It 

would appear that the amount of felt deprivation 

does not produce an eQuivalent willingness to par­

ticipate in group action. 

In conclusion, it would appear that research includ­

ing the affective component of RO when studying 

collective or fraternal RO, is still in the embryon­

ic stage. Moreover, fraternal RO reQuires emphasis 

in future research to explore some of the shortcom­

ings and enhance the status of fraternal RO to 

make it a meaningful endeavour as regards research 

directed toward collective action (Taylor and Mogh­

addam, 1987). 

2.1.7 RO RESEARCH IN SOUTH AFRICA 

The South African context offers a rich milieu of 

intergroup relationships in various spheres. One of 

the most salient factors for evaluating one's Quali-
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ty of life appeared to be comparisons with other 

race groups (HSRC, 1985). In view of this, social 

comparison and RD becomes a factor that could 

an important role. Under Apartheid legislation, 

play 

the 

South African society was divided in terms of race 

groups that were objectively and blatantly relative­

ly deprived. Recent protest activity among the 

disenfranchised groups and their supporters, indi­

cates a move towards changing the positions of 

oppressed groups within the social structure. This 

is a move motivated to bring about a more equitable 

status quo. This phenomenon is indicative of frater­

nal RD, whereby individuals are motivated to partic­

ipate in collective action to bring about change at 

the intergroup level (Appelgryn, 1991; Pettigrew 

1978; Abeles, 1976; Runciman, 1966). 

Research studies conducted by Appelgryn (1985, 

1987), Appelgryn and Nieuwoudt (1988); Bornman, 

(1988) and Van Dyk (1988) indicate that fraternal RD 

plays an important role in negative outgroup atti­

tudes. 

The studies by Appelgryn (1985, 1987),Appelgryn and 

Nieuwoudt (1988) use a modified version of Can­

tril's (1965) SASS, as a measure of RD. Attitudes 

towards outgroups were ascertained with the use of 

semantic differential scales. Generally, the econom­

ic, political and social position of the individual , 
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ingroup and outgroups were evaluated. The researcher 

was provided with measures of both egoistic and 

fraternal RD. The subjects were obtained from the 

following defined 'race' groups: Afrikaans-speaking 

whites (ASW), Engl ish-speaking whites (ESW); "co­

loureds"; Indians and blacks. Appelgryn's findings 

indicate that whites did not experience RO when 

comparing their position to the other three race 

groups. 

The black subjects experience RO on the personal and 

group level when they compared their position to 

that of the other race groups. "Coloureds", felt 

relatively 'satisfied when the comparison group was 

blacks or the ingroup but experienced RO when the 

comparison group was Indians or whites. Indians felt 

relatively more satisfied when the comparison groups 

were "coloureds" or blacks, but experienced RO when 

the group was whites. Moreover, the groups differed 

in their experience of justice. Most of the subordi­

nate groups, especially the "coloureds" and blacks 

saw their personal and group economic, political and 

social situation as being unjust. On the other hand 

among the white subjects there was as inclination to 

consider the situation as being just. This provides 

an example of the divergent norms of distributive 

justice held by the whites groups in South Africa. 
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Most South Africans are socialized to accept that 

being born of a certain race, subjects one to cer­

tain privileges or deprivations as the situation 

warrants. Oppressed group member attributed the 

source of injustice and their social, economic and 

political situation to external factors such as, 

discrimination due to race, poor housing facilities, 

inadeQuate and ineQuitable salaries, not having 

political power. This indicates that external fac­

tors are blamed for the group's situation not the 

individual. Fraternal RO, points to such attribution 

being a motivater for collective action (Appelgryn, 

1991; Walker and Pettigrew, 1984; Guimond and Oube­

Simard 1983; Walker and Mann, 1984). 

One of Appelgryn's studies assessed militancy levels 

of the different race groups. The results indicated 

that ASW held the least militant attitude and blacks 

the highest. The militant attitudes of blacks were 

significantly influenced by variables like age, 

negative attitudes towards whites and degree of 

economic deprivation. 

A criticism of Appelgryn's work is the use of only 

the Cantril's scale as a measure of RD. Appelgryn 

and Nieuwoudt (1988) makes mention of "felt depriva­

tion" this indicates an affective state. It would 

appear that the affective and cognitive components 

have been considered to be synonymous. This is an 
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oversight and underplays the role played by deeper 

feelings of anger and grievance that accompany 

living under oppression. It is plausible that per­

ceiving a difference between groups does not trans­

late into feelings of relative satisfaction as 

measured on a scale that taps the cognitive compo­

nent of RD. 

A study conducted by Bornman (1988) set out to 

ascertain which factors influenced intergroup rela­

tions in the work situation. Random samples of ASW 

and "coloureds" wer~ chosen and divided into working 

and non-working groups. It was found that whites and 

"coloureds" (entire groups) did not differ signifi­

cantly in their experience of egoistic RD. However, 

as far as intergroup comparisons were concerned ,the 

working "coloureds" experienced considerably more 

economic and social RD than their white counter­

parts. Other related results indicate that group 

factors contributed a significant proportion of the 

variance. According to Bornman (1988) these results 

proclaim the inappropriateness of using individual­

istic conceptualizations in studying intergroup 

relations. It is suggested that an adequate approach 

should encompass measures at the group or social 

level. 
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Van Oyk (1988), examined the relationship between 

different patterns of RO and attitudes towards 

blacks. The subjects were ASW women from a rural 

town. In contrast to Appelgryn (1985, 1987); Appel­

gryn Nieuwouldt (1988) and Bornman (1988), Van Oyk 

(1988) found that the white subjects experienced RO 

on the social, political and economic levels. Nega­

tive attitudes towards blacks correlated with sub­

jects who experienced RO and viewed their situation 

as unjust. Subjects expressed despair regarding 

their own and their group's political 

They considered it unlikely that the 

prospects. 

political 

situation would improve in the future. They saw 

themselves as 'losing' while other groups made 

progress in striving for equal rights. 

According to Van Oyk (1988), these results illus­

trate some of the problems to emerge as a conse­

quence of progressive change, i.e., leading to an 

increase of RO among ASW, and antiblack attitudes. A 

shortcoming of this study is the sample that has 

been used. ASW women living in a rural area is not a 

very representative sample to generalize 

findings (Appelgryn, 1991). 

these 

Ou Toit and Mynhardt (1989) quoted in Appelgryn 

(1991), conducted a field study, to examine the link 

between various socio-psychological variables and 

desegregation. Generally it was found that economic 
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RO and injustice experienced by ASW and ESW signifi­

cantly predicted negative attitudes towards desegre­

gation. ASW and ESW who believed that their present 

and future social situation was inferior and who 

considered blacks and Indians to be earning too 

much, held more negative attitudes towards desegre­

gation. They also considered such a situation to be 

unjust. 

It would appear that over a very short period of 

time, with progressive change underway, the experi­

ence of fraternal RO has become prevalent among 

white South Africans, this contrasts with their 

earlier experience of relative gratification. The 

findings of Abeles (1976) and Runciman (1966) also 

indicated that RO may occur among dominant group 

members. 

RO, at the intergroup level has provided insights 

into the negative and obstructive attitudes held by 

White South Africans. The findings of Appelgryn and 

Nieuwoudt (1988), Appelgryn (1985, 1987) indicated 

that white South Africans experienced relative 

gratification as measured by Cantril's Ladder. 

Later studies by Ou Toit and Mynhardt Quoted in 

Appelgryn (1991) and Van Oyk (1988) indicated that 

white South Africans experienced RO in the face of a 

changing South Africa. 
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2.2 RATIONALE 

In relation to the South African context, de la Rey 

(1991) contends that intergroup distinction is the 

primary feature of the South African social struc­

ture. The Apartheid system has ensured that race has 

become a preponderant criterion for social categori­

zation in South African society. Until recently the 

Population Registration act played a significant 

role in perpetuating this racial classification. 

This in turn had a determining influence in the 

economic, political and social lives of all South 

Africans. A report by the HSRC (1985) has indicated 

that racial classification is most salient when 

individuals wish to determine and evaluate the 

actions and behavior of others and self. Moreover, 

although there are differences within race groups as 

far as idiosyncratic customs, different 

cultural norms, tribal and religious 

languages, 

affiliations 

are concerned, one's racial classification 

black, white, coloured or Indian assumes a 

importance than within group differences. 

either, 

greater 

Despite 

President de Klerk's reforms, major political par­

ties still talk about the South African population 

in terms of racial classification, for exampl~, the 

ANC considers Indians and coloureds as minority 

groups 

(Daily 

within the South African social 

News, 1991). Furthermore, despite 
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laws being changed, blacks, coloureds and Indians 

are still distinguishable by not having the vote. 

2.2.1 FRATERNAL RO IN SOUTH AFRICA 

When we consider societies that consist of unequal 

groups, like South Africa, the potential value of 

RO is immediately apparent as an important factor 

in explaining intergroup phenomena. The theory of 

RO may enhance understanding and offer a means of 

studying intergroup behavior, at a social psycholog­

ical level, especially in the case of disadvantaged 

groups responding to groups that are more advan­

taged. In a context where deprivation in an absolute 

and relative sense pervades the existence of the 

majority of South Africans, ROT may offer important 

insights to intergroup phenomena. 

Most studies using RO have fallen into the reduc­

tionistic trap : extrapolating findings from the 

individual level to account for potentially inter-

group phenomena (cf. Vanneman and 

and Gaskell and Smith, 1984). An 

Pettigrew, 1972 

individualistic 

orientation focuses attention on the individual as 

being the cause of intergroup behavior, such as 

protest activity, thereby directing the blame away 

from structural determinants of such behavior 

(Henriques, 1984). As Foster (1991) points out, 

South Africa is typified by intergroup conflict, 

therefore attempts to explain and predict such 
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phenomena should be directed at the intergroup 

level. The concept of fraternal RD suggests that at 

the group level, individuals perceive their member­

ship group as being unjustly deprived of valuable 

resources in comparison with other groups. This, 

potentially leads to feelings of dissatisfaction and 

grievance which are considered to be a motivating 

factor for participation in collective action 

(Runciman, 1966). This may be applied to the South 

African context; a context in which individuals are 

perhaps more likely to feel aggrieved or dissatis­

fied due to the unjust position of their race group 

relative to other race groups rather than their own 

personal situation. This in turn being a predispos­

ing factor for collective action. 

Despite reforms taking place at present, it would be 

naive to consider it enough to erase forty years of 

living under oppression. Existing research (Appel­

gryn, 1985, 1987, Appelgryn and Nieuwoudt 1988; 

Bornman, 1988; van Dyk, 1988; Du Toit and Mynhardt, 

1989) using RD in the South African context suggest 

that fraternal RD is associated with negative out­

group attitudes. These South African studies used a 

measure that only taps a perception of relative 

difference between groups, not the feelings concomi­

tant with that perception. This may be considered a 

limitation, if one has to take cognizance of re-
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search in South Africa, where there exists a long 

history of oppression, deprivation and conflict, 

feelings associated with perception may be deemed an 

important component. A measure of perception onl~ 

cannot fully explore the deep rooted feelings of 

grievance and discontent that is likely to have 

accompanied living under oppression. Such feelings 

have been suggested to be more instructive than a 

perception of intergroup differences with regard to 

fraternal RD (de la Rey, 1991; Martin, 1984; Guimond 

and Dube-Simard, 1983). A review of existing litera­

ture indicates that feelings or the affective compo­

nent of fraternal RD is a relatively unexplored 

area. 

Some researchers have pointed out that the percep­

tion of RD may be considered to be a precondition 

for feelings of RD, furthermore, the relationship 

between the affective component of fraternal RD and 

collective phenomena has not always yielded consist­

ent findings (Martin, et. al., 1984). It appears 

that there is no simple relationship between feel­

ings of RD and behavioral outcomes. In this regard, 

Taylor and Moghaddam (1987) suggest that work in the 

area of RD should address this issue, especially if 

RD is to encompass collective action. 
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2.2.2 INDIAN SOUTH ~FRICANS' EXPERIENCE OF RD 

A study by APpelgryn and Nieuwoudt (1988), showed 

that blacks and ASW perceive Indians along social, 

economic and political dimensions as an intermediate 

group between blacks and whites. This study did not 

assess how Indian South Africans' perceive them­

selves. The studies by Appelgryn and Nieuwoudt 

(1988), Bornman (1988), van Dyk (1988) and Du Toit 

and Mynhardt quoted in Appelgryn (1991) have used as 

their target of investigation ASW, ESW, coloureds 

an9 blacks. Indians as a group have not preoccupied 

much attention in the South African RD research. 

Indians in South Africa occupy a unique situation, 

having initially come as indentured labourers they 

have made marked progress in the economic and social 

spheres, and still remained disadvantaged under 

Apartheid legislation. Unlike the blacks they are a 

minority group as regards population number, and are 

distinguishable by having a physical identity that 

differs from blacks, whites and some coloureds, but 

at the same time they are often defined as part of 

the group of black people in South Africa, in the 

sense that they are also part of the oppressed under 

the Apartheid System. It will be useful to assess 

the position of Indian South Africans in the present 

changing context of racial relationships, especially 

the ingroup's perception of Indians. The present 
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study will illustrate whether Indians see themselves 

as being different from blacks and coloureds or 

whether they are aligned with these groups. Indeed, 

recently there has been much press coverage regard­

ing the political affiliation of this group. In 

these articles the debate seems to focus on whether 

organizations such as the ANC, IFP and PAC can 

attract a significant support base within this 

sector of the population. This study investigates 

how this group perceives their relative status and 

whether the concept of RD is useful in predicting 

their protest orientation. 

The study by Appelgryn and Nieuwoudt (1988), showed 

that better educated black subjects experienced 

greater fraternal RD and held more negative out­

group attitudes. The researchers suggest that better 

educated individuals experience a high personal 

status but at the i ntergroup level their membership 

group is perceived to occupy a low status in the 

social hierarchy, hence they experience greater 

fraternal RD. In this regard, it may prove instruc­

tive to investigate whether such a trend extends to 

protest orientation among Indian South Africans . 

Research findings regarding level of education and 

intergroup phenomena have been somewhat inconsistent 

(cf. Caplan, 1970; McCord and Howard, 1968; Abeles, 

1976; Murphy and Watson, 1970 and Marx 1967). 
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Fraternal RO, by definition includes the component 

of social comparison. Critics of RO have pointed 

out that failure to address the issue of social 

comparison has been one of the major underpinnings 

of RO (Taylor and Moghaddam, 1987; Walker and Petti­

grew, 1984). The findings of Taylor, Moghaddam, 

Bellerose (1987) suggest that when considering a 

fraternally deprived group in South Africa, one 

would expect group members to chose perceived 

"better off" groups more frequently in order to 

appeal for a more equitable distribution of re­

sources. Accordingly, one would expect Indian South 

Africans to chose whites as a group more frequently 

as a comparison other. The present study also re­

quires subjects to offer reasons for such a choice, 

thereby offering evidence of motivation. 

The present South African context provides a suit­

able milieu for investigating many of the issues 

that have plagued ROT and research. South Africa 

offers a real intergroup situation where disadvan­

taged groups may be seen to participate in collec­

tive action in order to assert their group's rights. 

Fraternal RO may prove a useful concept to explain 

protest orientation within the South African con­

text. 
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2.3 AIMS OF THE PRESENT STUDY. 

This study will examine Indian South Africans' 

experience of RD. In this regard it will investi­

gate: 

1. the ingroup's perception of their social, economic 

and political position in relation to blacks, 

whites and coloureds in South Africa. 

2. the ingroup's experience of affect in relation 

to the perceived difference or similarity 

between the ingroup and each of the three target 

comparison race groups in South Africa. 

3. whether the ingroup approve of, believe 

effective, previously have participated in and 

intend to participate in five protest types. 

4. whether better educated ingroup members experi­

ence greater cognitive fraternal RD than less 

educated ingroup members. 

5. whether better educated ingroup members 

experience greater affective fraternal RD than 

less educated ingroup members. 

6. whether well educated ingroup members differ 

from less educated ingroup members in their 

measures on protest orientation. 

80 



7. to investigate the predictive impact of 

cognitive and affective fraternal RD and 

educational level on protest orientation. 

8. whether fraternally deprived members compare 

their group's position with a perceived 

"better-off", "worse-off" or similar group more 

frequently. 

Overall the findings of this study should assist in 

clarifying the distinction between the affective and 

cognitive components of fraternal RD and their 

impact on protest orientation. 
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3.1 SUBJECTS 

CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

A total of 120 Indian adults from Durban and 

surrounding areas participated in this study. The 

sample comprised 77 males and 43 females. The 

freQuency of subjects in the five age categories 

were as follows: 31 subjects in 18-25 age group, 41 

subjects in the 25-30 age group, 25 subjects in the 

30-35 age group, 11 subjects in the 35-40 age group, 

five subjects in the 40-50 age group and there were 

seven subjects who were over 50 years of age. The 

subjects were selected to form a group of 60 well 

educated (professionals) and a group of 60 less 

educated (non-professionals). The criterion by 

which the professionals were selected was on the 

basis of a university degree or a teacher training 

diploma. 

There were four categories of professional people: 

doctors, lawyers, teachers and social workers. The 

non-professionals had to have at least a standard 

seven high school education with no professional 

Qualification. This group was made up of techni­

cians, clerks, nurse-aides, shop assistants, factory 

workers, ushers and waiters. 
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All subjects were randomly selected from an avail­

able pool as follows: in each category the specified 

number required was randomly drawn from a larger 

number of an available pool of participants. 

Doctors were obtained from a hospital and in private 

practice. Teachers were selected from local schools. 

Social workers were obtained from a government 

department and a private institution. From Indian 

suburbs lawyers in private practice were selected. 

The non-professionals were obtained from local 

shopping centres, totes, restaurants, hospitals, 

factories, post and telecommunication department, 

cinemas. 

In the professional group there were 15 chosen in 

each category. In the non-professional group the 

final sample consisted of 19 clerks, 15 technicians 

with the remainder of the sample being made up of 

nurse-aides, shop assistants, factory workers, 

ushers and waiters. 

3.2 MEASURES 

3.2.1 FRATERNAL RD - COGNITIVE COMPONENT 

The present study used a modified version of Can­

tril's (1965) SASS. According to Cantril (1965) this 

scale may be used in various research situations to 

tap the perceptions, assumptions, goals and values 

of the individual. The Cantril scale consists of 
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ladderlike diagram with rungs labelled 0-10, and 

different labels at the two extremes of the ladder 

for example, "your worst possible life", at the 

bottom rung to "your best possible life" at the top 

rung. Individuals may then be asked to locate them­

selves or others along this continuum. 

In the present study, subjects were presented with a 

ladderlike diagram with rungs/steps labelled 0-10. 

They were informed that the ladder represented the 

social, economic and political positions of race 

groups in South Africa, with the top rung/step 

representing the best possible social, economic and 

political position that any race group may occupy 

and the lowest rung/step the worst possible social, 

economic and political position that any race group 

may occupy in South Africa. Subjects were instructed 

to consider the present social, economic and politi­

cal positions of race groups in South Africa and to 

then indicate the step on which they thought each of 

the four race groups stood i.e., Indian South Afri­

cans, white South Africans, blacks and coloureds. 

Questionnaires contained one of four different 

sequence of race groups in order to avoid response 

set. 
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3.2.2 FRATERNAL RD - AFFECTIVE COMPONENT 

The present study made use of a modified list of 13 

emotions employed by Taylor et a1 (1987). A pretest 

was conducted with twenty subjects 10 professional 

and 10 non-professionals from different categories. 

subjects were presented with a list of 13 emotions 

viz., concern, confusion, satisfaction, hope, soli­

darity/unity, anger, rejection, anger in principle, 

resignation/not bothered, anxiety/worry, fear, 

frustration and helplessness, and were asked to rate 

the extent to which they felt each of these emotions 

when they compared the position of their group, 

Indian South Africans with each of the other race 

groups. A 7-point rating scale was used. Findings of 

the pretest indicated that subjects had difficulty 

understanding some of the emotions, furthermore, it 

was concluded that some of the emotions were irrele­

vant in the present context. The list of emotions 

were reduced to include collective feelings of 

anger, frustration satisfaction, resignation, help­

lessness, and anxiety/worry. 

Subjects in the main study were presented with these 

emotions and were instructed to consider their 

feelings about the position of the ingroup when they 

compared it to the position of blacks, coloureds and 

whites respectively, as they had placed them on the 

ladder. They were then requested to rate the extent 

85 



to which they experienced each of the six emotions. 

A 7- point rating scale was used, where one repre­

sented the minimum amount of a given emotion and 

seven a high degree of a given emotion. Question­

naires contained one of 3 sequence of race groups, 

to avoid response set. 

3.2.3 BIOGRAPHICAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

Participants were required to fill out a general 

biographical Questionnaire that included the follow­

ing items : sex, age group, highest school educa­

tion obtained, occupation, income per month and 

residential area. This section differentiated and 

identified professionals from non-professionals. 

3.2.4 PROTEST ORIENTATION 

The measure of potential for collective protest 

violence developed by Muller (1972) and Grofman and 

Muller (1973) was used to ascertain protest orienta­

tion. This measure consists of five protest types 

that increases in the degree of challenge that it 

poses to the political system. 

Subjects in the present study were informed that 

there were many ways in which they could express 

dissatisfaction with the present social, economic 

and political position of the ingroup, Indian South 

Africans. They were then required to indicate wheth­

er they approved of, intended to participate in, 
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previously participated in, and believed effective 

each of the five protest types viz., 

1) protest meetings or marches that were permitted 

by the authorities, 

2) disobeying an unjust law, 

3) stopping government functioning by participating 

in defiance campaigns such as sit-ins, mass 

demonstrations, 

4) violent protest demonstrations like fighting with 

the police, destroying property, 

5) cha l lenging the power of the government by taking 

up arms against the police, army. 

3.2.5 SOCIAL COMPARISON 

Participants were required to indicate which of the 

three race groups they would chose most frequently 

to compare the soc i al, economic and political 

tion of the ingroup, furthermore, subjects 

posi­

had to 

give reasons for choosing a particular race group. 

These reasons were later categorized as follows: 

"better off", similar, "worse off" or other. 

Questionnaires contained one of 3 sequence of race 

groups to avoid response set. 
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3.3 SCORING 

3.3.1 COGNITIVE FRATERNAL R.D. 

Participant's responses on the ladder provided a 

measure of cognitive fraternal RD or a perception 

of intergroup differences. The ladder position (step 

number) of the outgroup was subtracted from the 

ladder position (step number) of the ingroup. A 

constant value of 10 was added to each score to 

eliminate negative scores (cf. Appelgryn and Nieu­

woudt, 1988). A score above 10 indicated a perceived 

"worse-off" group, a score below 10 indicated a 

perceived "better-off" group and a score of 10 

denoted a group perceived to be similar to the 

ingroup. 

3.3.2 AFFECTIVE FRATERNAL RD 

Each emotion was scored individually, a score of 7 

indicated a strong negative feeling and a score of 1 

an absence of such a feeling. Three emotions had to 

be scored on a reversed rating scale from 7-1, these 

were satisfaction, resignation and helplessness. 

A factor analysis was conducted to summarize most of 

the original information (6 emotions) to a minimum 

number of uncorrelated factors. Factors were ex­

tracted using the orthogonal method. The statistical 

package used was SAS factor (6.03 edition). The 

orthogonal rotation procedure was selected because 

88 



the factor scores were required in a subsequent 

regression analysis. 

Factor analysis yielded two factors viz., factor one 

anger, frustration, satisfaction and anxiety/ 

worry and factor two : resignation and helplessness. 

Factor one was called collective active affect and 

factor two, collective passive affect. 

TABLE 4 FACTOR ANALYSIS OF 6 EMOTIONS FOR BLACKS 

EMOTIONS FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 

Anger 0.84 
Frustration 0.86 
Satisfaction 0.75 
Resignation 0.91 
Helplessness 0.93 
Anxiety 0.77 

Eigenvalues 2.63 1. 78 
Present variance 0.44(44~) 0.30 (30~) 

Total variance 0.74 . 

TABLE 5: FACTOR ANALYSIS OF 6 EMOTIONS FOR 

WHITES 

EMOTIONS FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 

Anger 0.87 
Frustration 0.92 
Satisfaction 0.72 
Resignation 0.90 
Helplessness 0.93 
Anxiety 0.65 

Eigenvalues 2.55 1. 81 
Present variance 0.43(43~) 0.30 (30~) 

Total variance 0.73 
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TABLE 6 FACTOR ANALYSIS OF 6 EMOTIONS FOR 

COLOUREDS 

EMOTIONS FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 

Anger 0.93 
Frustration 0.93 
Satisfaction 0.69 
Resignation 0.84 
Helplessness 0.81 
Anxiety 0.86 

Eigenvalues 3.14 1.59 
Present variance 0.52(52%) 0.26 (20%) 

Total variance 0.78 

The eigenvalue represents the amount of variance 

accounted for by a factor. 

3.3.3 PROTEST ORIENTATION 

A summation of positive responses yielded a protest 

orientation score. A response Yes was coded as one 

and No as zero. 

3.4 PROCEDURE 

An appointment was set up to interview each randomly 

selected participant. The researcher informed the 

participants that the present study looked at Indian 

South Africans' perceptions of the present social, 

economic and political situation in South Africa. 

The general aim was to obtain information about 

their experiences, views and opinions so there were 

no correct or incorrect answers. Furthermore, par­

ticipants were assured that all responses would be 
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kept in the strictest confidence and that all par­

ticipants and institutions will remain anonymous. A 

questionnaire was handed to the participant and the 

researcher explained the requirements of various 

sections. The researcher also reiterated that the 

questions required considering the social, economic 

and political position of their group, Indian South 

Africans, (not their personal situation) in compari­

son with the other race groups. This was done to 

ensure that the participants' social identity was 

salient not their personal identity. Participants 

were also guided to read the instructions carefully 

before answering any questions. The researcher was 

present to answer any queries of the respondents in 

regard to the requirements of the various sections. 

The questionnaire took approximately 20-30 minutes 

to complete. The questionnaire was collected and the 

participant was thanked for his or her participa­

tion. The interviews were conducted during December 

1990 - January 1991. 
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4.1 

4. 1 • 1 

CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

COGNITIVE FRATERNAL RO 

LADDER POSITIONS 

The means (M) and standard deviations (SO) of the 

ingroup's perception of each of the four race 

groups' position on Cantril's Ladder are presented 

in Table 7. The ingroup perceived blacks to occupy 

a position toward the lower end of the ladder (M = 
2.07), where 0 denoted the "worst possible social, 

economic and political position" that any race 

group may occupy in South Africa. The ingroup and 

coloureds were perceived to occupy an intermediate 

position on the ladder (M = 5.46 and M = 5.17 re­

spectively). Whites were perceived to occupy a 

position toward the upper end of the ladder (M = 
9.39), where 10 denoted the "best possible social 

economic and political position" that any race 

group may occupy in South Africa. 

Three t-tests were carried out to ascertain if there 

is a significant difference between the perceived 

ladder position of the ingroup compared to each of 

the perceived ladder positions of the three out­

groups. The statistical package used was SAS T-TEST 

(6.03 edition). These results appear in Table 8 and 

indicate that there was a statistically significant 

difference between the perceived position of the 
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ingroup relative to blacks (t = 22.64, P < 0.0001), 

where the ingroup was perceived to occupy a higher 

position on the ladder relative to blacks. There 

was no statistically significant difference between 

the perceived ladder position of the ingroup rela­

tive to that of coloureds (t = 1.89, P < 0.0615). 

There was a statist'ically significant difference 

between the perceived position of the ingroup rela­

tive to whites (t = -24.00, P < 0.0001), where the 

ingroup was perceived to occupy a lower position on 

the ladder relative to whites. 

4.1 .2 LADDER DIFFERENCE SCORES 

RO was computed by subtracting the ladder score of 

the outgroup from the ingroup. The means and SO of 

the Ladder difference scores of the ingroup appear 

in Table 9. This represents the ingroup's experi­

ence of cognitive fraternal RD when the ingroup 

compared their social, economic and political posi­

tion to that of each of the three outgroups. 

Table 7 : Perceived Ladder Positions : Means and SO 

Race Group M SO 

Blacks 2.07 1 .56 

Coloureds 5.17 1 .66 

Indians 5.46 1. 59 

Whites 9.39 0.90 
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Table 8 t-Scores on Ladder positions of outgroups 

Race Group t-scores p< 

Blacks 22.64 0.0001 

Whites -24.00 0.0001 

Coloureds 1.89 0.0615 

Table 9 Ladder Difference Scores Means and SO 

Ingroup vs outgroup M SO 

RD vs blacks 13.392 1 .641 

RD vs whites 6.092 1 . 773 

Rd vs coloureds 10.292 1.692 

A score below 10 denotes cognitive fraternal RD, a 

score above 10 denotes an absence of cognitive 

fraternal RD, and a score of 10 denotes a group 

similar to the ingroup. 

Results indicate that the ingroup experienced cogni­

tive fraternal RD when the comparison group was 

whites (M = 6.092). It appears that the ingroup see 

themselves as occupying a worse off position rela­

tive to whites. The ingroup did not experience 

cognitive fraternal RD when the comparison outgroup 

was blacks (M = 13.392). This suggests that the 

ingroup perceived themselves as occupying a better­

off position relative to blacks. Coloureds were per-
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ceived to experience an equivalent social, economic 

and political position as the ingroup (M = 10.292). 

4.2 Affective component of fraternal RD. 

The affective component of fraternal RO was gauged 

from s i x emot i ons, viz . , anger, frustration, 

satisfaction, resignation, helplessness and 

anxiety/worry. The means and SO of these six emo-

tions when the ingroup compared their social, eco-

nomi c and political position to that of each of the 

three outgroups are presented in Table 11. Si x 

one- way ANOVAs (see Table 10) with repeated measures 

were performed to assess whether the ingroup dif-

fered on each emotion with changes in the racial 

identity of the target group. The statistical 

package used was Systat MGLH : Analysis of Variance 

( 1990) 1 . 

For anger, there was a statistically significant 

difference i n way the ingroup felt about blacks, 

whites and coloureds, [Wilks' Lambda = 0.462, F (2, 

118) = 68.716 (p < 0.000)]. Subsequent Sheffe tests 

(see Appendix E) indicated that there was a 

stat i stically signif i cant difference between the way 

the i ngroup felt about blacks versus whites (F = 
84.756, P < 0.05). The ingroup felt more angry 

about the position of whites (M = 5.925) than that 

of blacks (M = 4.892). A statistically significant 

difference between blacks and coloureds on anger was 

1. Systat (1990) package was used due to the tmavailabilj ty of 
SAS (6 . 03 edition ) at t he UDW Computer Centre 
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TABLE 10 : SUMMARY OF 6-0NE-WAY ANOVAS 

ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR EMOTION 1 - ANGER 

SS 

59.004 

202.496 

187.068 

170.099 

Wilks' Lambda 
F-Statistic 

OF 

1 

119 

1 

119 

= 0.462 
= 68.716 

MS F 

59.004 34.675 

1.702 

187.068 130.872 

1.429 

OF = 2, 118 

ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR EMOTION 2 - FRUSTRATION 

SS 

65.104 

228.396 

143.113 

183.388 

Wi 1 ks' Lambda 
F-Statistic 

OF 

1 

119 

1 

119 

= 0.540 
= 50.349 

MS F 

65.104 33.921 

1 .919 

143.113 92.866 

1 .541 

OF = 2, 118 

ONE-WAY ANOVA FOR EMOTION 3 - SATISFACTION 

SS 

41.667 

205.333 

44.006 

120.328 

Wilks' Lambda 
F-Statistic 

OF 

1 

119 

1 

119 

= 0.712 
= 23.818 

MS F 

41 .667 24.148 

1 • 725 

44.006 43.520 

1 .011 

OF = 2, 118 

P 

0.000 

0.000 

Prob =0.000 

P 

0.000 

0.000 

Prob = 0.000 

P 

0.000 

0.000 

Prob = 0.000 

cont ..... / 
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also revealed (F = 37.994, P < 0.05). The ingroup 

expressed more anger about the perceived position of 

blacks (M = 4.892) than the perceived position of 

coloureds (M = 3.900). There was a statistically 

significant difference on anger expressed by the 

ingroup when the comparison groups were whites and 

coloureds (F = 158.325, P < 0.05). The ingroup felt 

more angry about the perceived position of whites (M --= 5.925) than that of coloureds (M = 3.900). 

Table 11 Ingroup's experience of affective 

fraternal RO : Means and SO 

Comparison Group 
Emotions 

Blacks Whites Coloureds 

anger 
M 4.892 5.925 3.900 

SO 1 .669 1 .251 1.876 

frustration 
M 5.042 5.858 4.000 

SO 1 .611 1.245 1.992 

satisfaction 
M 5.833 6.158 5.000 

SO 1 .386 1 .202 1.744 

resignation 
M 4.325 4.250 4.617 

SO 2.042 2.224 1 .'911 

helplessness 
M 3.958 3.958 4.217 

SO 2.217 2.159 1 .793 

anxiety/worry 
M 5.433 5.508 4.333 

SO 1.499 1. 517 1 .812 
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Results indicated that there was a statistically 

significant diffe r ence in the way the ingroup expe­

rienced frustration in relation to the perceived 

difference between blacks, whites and coloureds, 

[Wilks' Lambda = 0.540, F (2, 118) = 50.349, 

(p<O.OOO)]. Sheffe tests indicated a statistically 

significant difference in the manner in which the 

ingroup felt about blacks versus whites (F = 23.200, 

p<0.05). The ingroup felt more frustrated about the 

position of whites (M = 5.858) than blacks (M = 

5.042). There was a statistically significant 

difference between blacks and coloureds (F=37.83, 

p<0.05). The ingroup expressed more frustration 

about the perceived position of blacks (M=5.042) 

than coloureds (M = 4.000). There was also a sta­

tistically significant difference on frustration 

between whites and coloureds (F=120.28, p<0.05). 

The ingroup experienced greater frustration about 

the position of whites (M=5.858) than coloureds 

(M=4.000). 

With regard to satisfaction, there was a statisti­

cally significant difference in the way the ingroup 

felt about blacks, whites and coloureds, [Wilks' 

Lambda = 0.712, F (2, 118) = 23.818, ( p<O.OOO)]. 

Sheffe tests revealed no difference in the ingroup's 

experience of satisfaction when the outgroups were 
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blacks and whites (F = 4.653, P > 0.05). However, 

there was a statistically significant difference in 

the ingroup's expression of satisfaction when the 

comparison groups were blacks and coloureds, and 

whites and coloureds. The ingroup felt more dissat­

isfied about the perceived position of blacks 

(5.833) than coloureds (M = 5.000) and more dissat­

isfied about the position of whites (M = 6.158) than 

coloureds (M = 5.000). 

As regards the emotions resignation and helplessness 

there was no statistically significant difference in 

the way the ingroup felt about blacks, whites and 

coloureds, [Wilks' Lambda for resignation = 0.973, F 

(2, 118) = 1.609, (p<0.204)] and for helplessness, 

Wilks' Lambda = 0.977, F (2, 118) = 1.419, (p < 

0.246). 

On the emotion anxiety/worry there was a statisti­

cally significant difference between blacks, whites 

and coloureds, Wilks' Lambda = 0.691, F (2, 118) = 
26.369, (p < 0.000). Sheffe tests indicated no 

difference between the way ingroup felt about blacks 

versus whites (F = 0.024, p>0.05). There was a 

statistically significant difference between blacks 

and coloureds (F = 49.186, P < 0.05) whereby the 

ingroup felt more anxious/worried about the per­

ceived position of blacks (M = 5.433) than coloureds 

(M = 4.333). Finally, there was a statistically 
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significant difference between whites and coloureds 

(F = 56.123, P < 0.05). In this instance the in­

group expressed more anxiety/worry about the per­

ceived position of whites (M = 5.508) than coloureds 

(M = 4.333). 

4.3 PROTEST ORIENTATION 

The ingroup's attitudes toward protest orientation 

are presented in Table 12 and it includes the fre­

quency and percentage of participants who approve 

of, intend to participate in, previously participat­

ed in and believe effective each of five protest 

types. Results indicate that approximately 65% 

80% of the present sample approve of, intend to 

participate in and believe effective protest meet­

ings or marches allowed by the authorities (protest 

type one). An approximate 40% - 60% approve of, 

intend to part i cipate in and believe effective 

protest types two and three compared to below 10% 

who approve of, i ntend to participate in and believe 

effective protest types four five. Of the present 

sample 45% prev i ously participated in protest type 

one and approximately 20% previously participated in 

protest types two and three whereas a negligible 

percentage prev i ously participated in protest type 

four and none i n protest type five. The overall 

mean on protest orientation by the ingroup was 6.128 
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Table 12 : Ingroup's attitudes toward different types of protest (frequency and percentages ) 

Att itude toward protest type (frequency and percentage) 

Protest Type Approve of Intend to part- Previously part- Bel ieve 
icipate in ici pated in Effect ive 

1. protest meetings or 91 81 54 96 
marches/allowed by the 75 .8X 67.5X 45X 80X 
authorities. 

2. disobey ing an unjust 71 52 26 65 
law 59.2X 43.3X 21. IX 54.2X 

3. sit- ins, mass demonstra- 46 39 27 63 
tions etc. 59.2X 32.5X 22.SX 62.5X 

4. destroying property 1 1 3 5 
0.8X 0.8X 2.5X 4.2X 

5. taking up arms aga inst 6 2 0 10 
the government 5.0X 1.7 X 0 8.3X 

4.4 Professionals vs Non-professionals 

4.4.1 Cognitive fraternal RO 

Means and SO of the ingroup professionals and non-

professionals on cognitive fraternal RO when they 

compared their social, economic and political 

position to that of the three outgroups (blacks, 

whites and coloureds) are presented in Table 14. A 

2x3 MANOVA (professional vs non-professional and RO 

vs blacks, RD vs whites, RD vs coloureds) was car-

ried out to investigate if there was a significant 

difference between professionals and non-

professionals in their experience of cognitive 
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TABLE 13 SUMMARY OF 2 X 3 MANOVA 

DEGREE SS 

RDVSBLKS 10.208 
ERROR 310.383 

RDVSBLKS 0.008 
ERROR 373.983 

RDVSBLKS 18.408 
ERROR 322.383 

Wilks' Lambda = 
F-Statistic = 

0.923 
3.209 

OF MS F 

1 10.208 3.881 
118 2.630 

1 0.008 0.003 
118 3.169 

1 18.408 6.738 
118 2.732 

OF = 3, 116 
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0.959 
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fraternal RD (see Table 13). The statistical pack­

age, Systat, MGLH Multivariate Models (1990) was 

used. Wilks' Lambda = 0.923; F(3,116) = 0.923 (p < 

0.026) showed that there was a statistically signif­

icant difference between professionals and non­

professionals and their experience of cognitive 

fraternal RD. Furthermore, results indicate that 

there was a statistically significant difference 

between professionals and non-professionals when the 

comparison group was blacks F(l ,118) = 3.881, p < 

0.051; and when the comparison group was co­

loureds F (1.118) = 3.881 p < 0.011, but there was 

no statistically significant difference when the 

comparison group was whites F (1.118) = 0.003, p < 

0.95. 

It was found that professionals experienced a great­

er absence of cognitive fraternal RD (M = 13.683) 

than non-professionals (M = 13.100) when the com-

parison group was blacks (M = 13.683). Profession­

fraternal RD als also 

(M=10.683) 

exper i enced less cognitive 

than non-professionals 

the comparison groups was coloureds. 
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Table 14 Cognitive fraternal RO of PRofessionals 
and Non- professionals : Means and SO. 

Comparison Group 

RO vs Blacks RO vs Whites RO vs Coloureds 

Professionals 
M 13.683 6.100 10.683 

SO 1. 546 1 .504 1 .295 

Non-professionals 
M 13.100 6.083 9.900 

SO 1.694 2.019 1.946 

4.4.2 AFFECTIVE FRATERNAL R.O. 

The means and SO of the six emotions making up the 

affecti ve component of fraternal RO of professionals 

and non-professionals are presented in Table 15. 

Tab le 15 : Affect ive fraterna l RO of Profess iona ls and Non-profess iona ls: Means and SO. 

Profess iona ls Non-Profess iona ls 
Ellot ions 

Blacks Wh ites Coloureds Blacks Whi tes Co loureds 

anger 
M 5.1 37 6. 150 4.033 4.467 5.700 3.767 

SO 1. 513 1. 291 1.939 1.722 1.253 1.8 17 

frustrat ion 
M 5.517 6. 100 4.250 4.567 5.617 3. 750 

SO 1.308 1. 069 2.030 1.750 1.367 1. 936 

sat isfact ion 
M 6.283 6.533 5.233 5.383 5.783 4.767 

SO 1.010 0. 791 1.598 1.563 1.415 1.863 

resignat ion 
M 4.833 6.067 4.933 3.8 17 3.433 4.300 

SO 1. 967 2. 033 1.956 2.004 2. 118 1.825 

he lplessness 
M 4.350 4. 783 4.4 17 3.567 3. 133 4.0 17 

SO 2.223 1. 949 1.8 71 2.1 58 2.054 1.702 

anx iety/worry 
M 5.667 5.550 4.517 5.200 5.467 4.150 

SO 1.336 1.588 1. 799 1.624 1.455 1.821 
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A 2 X 18 MANOVA (statistical package, Systat MGLH : 

Multivariate Models 1990) was performed to assess 

whether professionals and non-professionals differed 

in their rating on six emotions, concerning the 

perceived difference between the ingroup and blacks, 

whites and coloureds respectively (see Table 16). 

The results indicate a statistically significant 

difference between professionals and non-profession­

als in their rating of the six emotions, [Wilks' 

Lambda = 0.694; F (18, 101) = 2.474 (p < 0.002)]. 

Moreover, there was a statistically significant 

difference between professionals and non-profession­

als on the following emotions when the target group 

was blacks, with professionals experiencing more 

anger (M = 5.317, P < 0.005), frustration (M = 

5,517, P < 0.00 1), dissatisfaction (M = 6,283, P < 

0.000), resignation (M = 4.833, P < 0.006). There 

was no statistically significant difference between 

professionals and non-professionals on the feelings 

of helplessness (p < 0.053) and anxiety/worry (p < 

0.088) when the target outgroup was blacks. 

There was a statistically significant difference 

between profess i onals and non-professionals on the 

following emotions when the target group was whites, 

with professionals experiencing more anger (M = 

6.150, P<0.048) , frustration (M=6.100, P<0.033), 

dissatisfaction (M = 6.533, P < 0.000), resig-
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nation (M = 5.067, P < 0.000), helplessness (M = 
4.783, P < 0.000). There was no statistically 

significant difference when the 

anxiety/worry (p < 0.765). 

Furthermore, there was no statistically 

difference between professionals 

emotion was 

significant 

and non-

professionals and their rating on the six emotions 

when the target group was coloureds. 

4.4.3 Protest Orientation 

Professionals and non-professionals attitudes toward 

the different protest types (frequency and percent­

ages) are presented in table 14. An approximate 45~ 

to 60~ (N = 27-37) of the professionals as compared 

to 20~ to 45~ of the non-professionals (N = 14-26) 

approve of, intend to participate in and believe 

effective protest type three. There is an overall 

drop in the number and percentage of participants 

that approve of, intend to participate in, previous­

ly participated in and believe effective protest 

types four 

approve of 

believe it 

and five. 

challenging 

effective 

10~ of the professionals 

the government and 13~ 

while none of the non-

professionals approve of protest type five and 3~ 

believe it effective. 
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Tab le 17 : Profess ionals' (p) and non-profess iona ls' (MP ) attitudes toward different 

types of Protest (f requency and percentages 

Att itude toward protest type (frequency and percentage ) 

Protest Type Approve of Intend to part- Previ ous ly part- Be li eve 
icipate in icipated in Effect ive 

P MP P MP P NP P NP 

1. protest meet ings or 55 36 49 32 40 14 57 39 
marches/all owed by the 91.7X 60S 81.1X 53 .3S 66.71 23.3X 95S 65S 
author it ies. 

2. disobeyi ng an unjust 43 28 29 23 20 6 37 28 
law 71.7S 46 .71 48 .3S 38.3X 33 .3X lOX 61.71 46 .7S 

1-
3. sit- ins, mass demonstra- 32 14 27 12 20 7 37 26 

t ions etc . 53.3X 23 .3S 45X 20S 33.3S l1S 61 ,7S 43.3S 

4. destroy ing property 1 0 1 0 2 1 5 0 
1.7S 0 1. 71 0 3.3X 1. 71 8.3S 0 

5. taking up arms aga inst 6 0 2 0 0 0 8 2 
the government lOS 0 3.3S 0 0 0 13.3S 3.3X 

4.5 PREDICTING PROTEST ORIENTATION 

A stepwise multiple regression procedure was per-

formed to assess t he predictive i mpact of ten IVs on 

protest orientation. The statist i cal package used 

was SAS REG (6.03 edition). This was made up of the 

cognitive and affective components of fraternal RD 

and occupat i onal status i.e., professionals vs non-

professionals. The following variables const i tuted 

the cognitive component of fraternal RD RD vs 

whites, RD vs blacks, RD vs coloureds. The affec-
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tive component was made up of factor 1 whites, 

factor 2 whites, factor 1 blacks, factor 2 blacks, 

factor 1 coloureds and factor 2 coloureds. 

The stepwise technique results in a set of IVs that 

are valuable in predicting the DV. At the same time 

those IVs that do not provide additional prediction 

are excluded. The sequence in which variables are 

entered is based on statistical rather than theoret­

ical criteria. At each step of entry, the variable 

that contributes most of R2 is entered. This proce­

dure continues and usually results in the formation 

of a subset of IVs that are effective in predicting 

the DV (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1983). 

In order to dete r mine if there were any potential 

problems with the regression model, the studentized 

residual scatterplot was examined. If all the 

assumptions of the regression model are upheld then 

the plot will reflect a random rectangular scatter 

around zero (Tabachnick and Fidell 1983). An exami­

nation of the studentized residual scatterplot for 

protest orientation revealed non-linearity with the 

scatter being curved instead of rectangular. Typi­

cally this may be overcome by transforming variables 

or by adding othe r terms to the regression equation. 

However, Tabacknick and Fidell (1983) caution that 

overfitting with too many terms may lead to diffi-
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culty in interpretation which is not worth the gain 

in R. Moreover, plots used in textbooks to depict 

normality, "are somewhat idealized, constructed to 

be clear illustrations of violations. As Weisberg 

(1985, p. 131) states, tUnfortunately, these ideal­

ized plots cover up one very important point; in 

real data sets, the true state of affairs is rarely 

this clear.'" (Stevens, 1986, p. 75). Personal 

communication with a Professor of statistics (UD-W) 

confirmed that transformation not necessary. 

A summary of the stepwise procedure for protest 

orientation appears in Table 18. There were only 

five IVs selected to form the set of predictor 

variables. 

Table 18 Summary of stepwise procedure for depend­
ent variable protest orientation. 

STEP VARIABLE PARTIAL MODEL F 
ENTERED (REMOVED) R**2 R**2 

1 Factor 1 blacks O. 1992 O. 1992 29.3588 

2 Factor 2 whites 0.1298 0.3290 22.6353 

3 RD vs blacks 0.0228 0.3519 4.0895 

4 P vs NP 0.0195 0.3714 3.5634 

5 Factor 2 coloureds 0.0141 0.3855 2.6171 

The unique contribution of these five IVs is given 

by the partial R**2 values.The variable that had the 

highest unique variance was Factor 1 blacks, which 

contributed 20% of the variance (p< 0.0001), Factor 
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2 whites contributed 13% of the variance (p< 0.0001) 

and RD vs blacks contributed 2.3% of the variance 

(p<0.05). The addition of the category professionals 

vs non-professionals and Factor 2 coloureds did not 

contribute significantly to the variance (p> 

0.05).The variables Factor 1 blacks, Factor 2 whites 

and RD vs blacks together accounted for 35% of the 

total variance (p< 0.05). 

4.6 SOCIAL COMPARISON 

The frequencies and percentages of the target out­

group (blacks, whites or coloureds) chosen by the 

ingroup to compare their social, economic and polit­

ical position and reason for choice are presented in 

Table 19. The statistical package used was Systat, 

Tables (1990). The ingroup chose to compare their 

position with whites (77 out of 120 respondents) 

most frequently as apposed to blacks (22 out of 120 

respondents) or coloureds (21 out of 120 respond­

ents). The most frequent reason for choosing whites 

(67 out of 77 respondents) considered them to be a 

better-off group. The most frequent reason for 

choosing coloureds ( 19 out of 21 respondents) and 

blacks ( 1 1 out 22) was because the ingroup consid-

ered these groups to be similar to the ingroup. On 

the other hand 7 out of 22 respondents chose blacks 

because this group was perceived to be worse-off. 
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Tab le 19: Soc ial Compar ison: Target group chosen and reason for cho ice 
(f requency and percentage ) 

Comparison group Reason for chasing compar ison group 
chosen 

Compar ison better-off simi lar 
Group 

(frequency & X ) 

worse-off 

frequency percentage frequency percentage frequency percentage frequency percentage 

~ 22 18.3 1 0.8 11 9.2 7 5.8 

Whites 77 64.2 67 55.8 4 3.3 0 0 

Coloureds 21 17. 5 0 0 19 15.8X 1 0.8 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

5.1 INTERPRETAT I ON OF THE FINDINGS 

The present study utilized the social or group form 

of RD i.e., frate r nal RD, consequently the measuring 

instruments were designed to ensure that the re­

spondents' social (group) identity was silent. 

Using Cantril's Ladder, it was found that the in­

group perceived themselves as occupying an 

intermediate social, economic and political position 

in South Africa. The ingroup (M = 5.46) perceived 

whites to be better off (M = 9.39), blacks to be 

worse off (M = 2.07) and they perceived coloureds to 

occupy a similar position to themselves (M = 5.17). 

Results using the ladder difference scores indicated 

a statistically significant difference in the per­

ceived better off position of the ingroup relative 

to blacks (M = 13.392) and a statistically signifi­

cant difference in the perceived worse off position 

of the ingroup relative to whites (M = 6.092). 

There was no statistically significant difference 

between the perceived position of the ingroup rela­

tive to coloureds (M = 10.292). 

These findings are congruent with the findings of 

Appelgryn and Nieuwoudt (1988) and Appelgryn (1985, 
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1987), where Indians were perceived as an intermedi­

ate group with white South Africans occupying a 

better-off position and blacks a worse off position. 

Contrary to the present study coloureds perceived 

Indians to occupy a better-off position relative to 

themselves. 

5. 1 • 1 THE COGNITIVE VS AFFECTIVE COMPONENTS OF 

FATERNAL RD. 

The failure to clearly differentiate between the 

cognitive and affective components has been a short­

coming of RD research. Although Runciman (1966) and 

Gurr (1970) initially pointed out this difference 

when it came to empirical testing, research has 

fallen short by not taking cognisance of this dif-

ference. This is characteristic of those studies 

that have only used Cantril's scale to measure RD 

and subsequently inferred "feelings" of RD. (c f. 

Crawford and Naditch, 1970; Bowen et a1, 1968). 

Typically if a group is perceived to occupy a worse 

off position, feelings of satisfaction or gratifica­

tion is usually inferred. 

The findings of the present study revealed that the 

ingroup perceived blacks to occupy a statistically 

worse-off position, as mentioned in the preceding 

section. Examination of the ingroup's feelings 

about this perceived difference, revealed that the 

ingroup experienced statistically significant more 
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anger (M = 4.892), frustration (M = 5.042), dissat­

isfaction (M = 5.833) and anxiety/worry (M = 5.433) 

about the relative position of blacks than that of 

coloureds. 

The preceding findings suggest that a perception of 

difference or simila~ity is not directly related to 

feelings regarding this difference or similarity. 

Moreover, findings of the present study further 

supports the theoretical postulation of Runciman 

(1966) who contended that magnitude and affect may 

not necessarily covary. This was borne out by the 

research study conducted by Guimond and Dube-Simard 

(1983). These researchers experimentally manipulat­

ed the magnitude of difference between groups. It 

was found that this did not necessarily lead to an 

increase in feelings of dissatisfaction. If any-

thing, the findings of the present study clearly 

reinforces the need to include a cognitive as well 

as an affective dimension in any research endeavour 

utilizing RD. This is of particular importance 

within the South African context, which has been 

characterized by severe intergroup conflict. 

A society where issues of justice and fairness in 

the equitable distribution of resources play a 

central role in determining people's feelings, it 

.seems plausible that the ingroup should feel anger, 

112 



frustration, dissatisfaction and anxiety/worry about 

the perceived relative position of blacks in 'South 

Africa. An insight into their underlying motivation 

for such feeli~gs was ascertained by examining their 

responses to the questionnaire involving reasons for 

their comparison choice. Most of the respondents 

referred to the unequal distribution of resources 

and believed that the ingroup and blacks shared a 

similar plight with regard to being oppressed under 

Apartheid legislation. In such circumstances, it is 

perhaps expected that groups living under oppression 

may provide a challenge to the existing status quo 

in an attempt to bring about a more equitable and 

just position of groups within such a context. 

5.1.2 THE INGROUP AND PROTEST ORIENTATION 

The findings of the present study suggests that the 

ingroup was not prepared to participate in protest 

activities that warranted a high level of challenge 

to the government, in order to obtain a more 

equitable position for the ingroup. It must be 

borne in mind that such actions that challenge the 

status quo have serious consequences such as lengthy 

jail sentences. 

It was found that 65% to 80% of the ingroup approved 

of, intended to participate in and believed effec­

tive the following protest types meetings or 

marches allowed by the authorities, disobeying an 
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unjust law, sit-ins and mass demonstrations. Howev­

er, the ingroup was more reluctant when the protest 

activity required destroying property and directly 

challenging the government. In this regard it was 

found that 21.7% of the respondents had previously 

disobeyed an unjust law, 22.5% had previously par­

ticipated in mass demonstrations and 2.5% had par­

ticipated in acts that destroyed property. None of 

the respondents had participated in acts that di­

rectly confronted the government such as fighting 

with the police, taking up arms against the govern-

ment authorities. Overall, the mean for 

orientation was 6.158 with the highest 

score being 20. 

protest 

possible 

Variables that contribute to the variance on protest 

orientation may provide insights into the ingroup's 

protest orientation (see subsection 5.1.4 below). A 

question that has often arisen is whether Indians in 

South Africa consider themselves to be aligned with 

blacks in their struggle for a just society or are 

they fulfilling a middle of the road position? 
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5.1.3 PROFESSIONALS VS NON-PROFESSIONALS ON 

FRATERNAL RD AND PROTEST ORIENTATION 

Results of the present study indicated a statisti ­

cally significant difference between professionals 

and non professionals and their experience of cogni-

tive and affective fraternal RD. 

It was found that professionals experienced signifi-
~ 

cantly (p < 0.05) less cognitive fraternal RD than 

non- professionals when the comparison groups were 

blacks and coloureds. There was no significant (p > 

0.05) difference between professionals and non 

professionals when the comparison group was whites. 

On affective fraternal RD, professionals experienced 

significantly more (p < 0.05) anger, frustration, 

d i ssatisfaction and resignation than non 

professionals when the target comparison group was 

blacks. In addition to these emotions, profession-

als exper i enced significantly more (p < 0.05) 

helplessness than non professionals when the com-

parison group was whites. Results indicated no 

significant different (p > 0.05) between profession­

als and non professionals on affective fraternal RD 

when the target compar i son group was coloureds. 

The findings of this study does not lend support to 

the findings of Appelgryn and Nieuwoudt (1988), 

where individuals with higher levels of education 
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experienced greater fraternal RD. However, the 

results on cognitive versus affective fraternal RD 

support the theoretical contention of Runciman 
, 

(1966) that perception and associated feelings of RD 

may not necessarily covary. Furthermore, empirical 

findings by Guimond and Dube-Simard (1983) showed 

that there is an absence of a causal link between 

cogn i tion and affect. The findings of the present 

study offers further support that perception and 

feelings of fraternal RD are independent entities 

and should be measured separately. 

A criterion for distinguishing professionals from 

non professionals was level of education level. 

Professionals had to have attended a tertiary insti-

tution, most often this was university. Such ter-

tiary level institutions are usually characterized 

by more radical and activistic orientation. Gener-

ally students are noted for taking a stand for the 

cause of a more just society. Findings of the 

present study indicated that approximately 45% to 

60% of the professionals approve of, intend to 

participate in and believe effective sit ins and 

mass demonstrations, compared to 20% to 45% of the 

non professionals. Moreover, 10% of the profession-
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als approve of challenging the government and 13~ 

believe it effective while none of the non profes­

sionals approve of challenging the government and 3~ 

believe it effective. 

5.1.4 THE INFLUENCE OF COGNITIVE AND AFFECTIVE 

FRATERNAL RD ON PROTEST ORIENTATION 

The following independent variables accounted for 

35~ (p<O.05) of the variance on protest orientation: 

Factor 1 blacks (20~), factor 2 whites (13~) and RD 

vs blacks (2.28~). It may be observed that the 

affective component of fraternal RD accounted for a 

greater proportion of the variance (33~) than the 

cognitive component (2.28~). These results support 

the findings of Guimond and Dube- Simard (1983), 

where it was found that feelings of fraternal RD 

were associated with nationalism. Perhaps, these 

findings reiterate the need to consider feelings of 

fraternal RD when considering an intergroup or 

social context. 

It would appear that the 

and sympathetic about the 

blacks in South Africa. The 

ingroup feels aligned 

deprived position of 

independent variable 

that contributed the most variance on protest orien­

tation was factor 1 blacks. The emotions that 

constituted factor 1 were anger, frustration, satis­

faction and anxiety/worry. This perhaps has impor-

117 



tant political implications for the ingroup's 

support in the struggle for a new constitution and 

government. 

While the variance of 35% suggests that the 

affective and cognitive components of fraternal RO 

are important predictors of protest orientation, the 

unexplained variance indicates that there are other 

factors which influence protest orientation. The 

study by Martin et.al (1981), where feelings of 

fraternal RO did not lead to a willingness to par­

ticipate in collective action suggests that other 

issues need to be taken into consideration. It 

would appear that there are other variables within 

the South African social context that playa role in 

determining individuals protest orientation and 

willingness to participate in collective action. 

Future studies may explore more fully those varia­

bles other than RO within the South African social 

context that may lead to an increase in the variance 

on protest orientation. 

5.1.5 SOCIAL COMPARISON 

The present study included the component of social 

comparison, an issue which plays a central role in 

ROT and which has yet to be clarified. The findings 

of the present study supports Taylor et al's (1987) 

contention that individuals choose many groups, 

. depending on their reason for comparison. According 
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to Festinger (1954) comparisons are made with a 

similar other. Pettigrew (1978) on the other hand 

suggests that in an intergroup context, diametrical­

ly opposite groups are chosen for example, black­

white; native-immigrant. However, according to 

Taylor et al (1987), a better-off other is chosen 

when individuals wish to make a plea for a more 

equitable distribution of resources. The findings 

of the present study are consistent with this con­

tention. The ingroup chose whites most frequently 

(64.2%) and the reason for their choice was that 

whites were a better-off group (55.8%). 

These findings have important ramifications for 

research dealing with social comparison. It 

vides a means of investigating the motivation 

comparison and why a certain group is chosen as 

comparison other. 

5.2 LIMITATIONS OF THE PRESENT STUDY AND 

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH. 

pro­

for 

the 

Sample size and questions regarding the representa­

tive nature of the sample are always important 

considerations in any research investigation. Given 

the fact that the sample was drawn form a local 

Durban population and comprised 120 

may question the generalizablity of 

subjects, one 

these results 

to the Indian South African population. However, 
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it must be acknowledged that the history of protest 

activity of Indians in Durban is not the same as the 

history of protest activity of Indians in other 

parts of South Africa. 

Financial and time constraints dictated the size of 

this sample. Future research should attempt to 

investigate the experience of fraternal RD among all 

SOuth Africans. THis may provide useful insights 

into the way South Africans perceive their relative 

positions and the concomitant feelings related to 

such perceptions. 

A further limitation of the present study is that it 

may be relevant to a specific time period. The re­

search was conducted at a time when South Africa was 

on the brink of what appeared to be some fundamental 

political changes. In this respect the findings of 

this study may be more relevant to Apartheid society 

than a post-Apartheid society. Future research 

should investigate fraternal RD in a post-Aparthied 

context. 

A third limitation, concerns the types of measures 

used in the study. For instance, on the measuring 

scale that assessed the affective component of RD, 

one of the emotions, resignation, was not well 

comprehended by all of the subjects. Perhaps it 
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would be more appropriate to utilize a measuring 

scale that was developed within the population. 

This may be done by asking respondents to spontane­

ously suggest adjectives that they would use to 

describe the way they felt about the perceived 

relative difference between groups. 

The scale that measured cognitive fraternal RO 

(Cantril's Ladder) may be criticized for its subjec-

tive nature. Individuals may differ in their 

of what constitutes the best 

con­

or ceptualizaiton 

worst possible social, economic and political 

position. 

Finally, a conceptual limitation of this study 

refers to the researcher combining the social, 

economic and political dimensions into a composite. 

To a large extent these dimensions exist independ­

ently and may be considered as separate entities in 

research (cf. Appelgryn, 1988). 

The present study offers a direction for future 

research considering fraternal RO, in that research 

studies should take cognisance of the congitive and 

affective components of RD. Further research is 

required to explore the differential relationship of 

these two components to various social phenomena. 

Moreover, a research area worthy of pursuit is to 

explore the variables other than or in addition to 
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fraternal RD that leads to participation in protest 

activity, especially in the present idiosyncratic 

social context that exists. 

5.3 CONCLUSION 

Given the limited bOdy of research examining frater­

nal RD and certain problems associated with RD 

studies in general, the present study contributes in 

an important manner towards the body of research on 

RD at the intergroup level. Furthermore, it offers 

a contribution toward research focussing on inter­

group relations within the SOuth African social 

context. The study succeeds in pointing out that 

there exists a differential relationship between 

perceiving intergroup differences (cognitive frater­

nal RD) and the concomitant feelings associated with 

such perceptions (affective fraternal RD). 

Moreover, the findings suggest that feelings of 

fraternal RD may playa more crucial role than 

perceptions of intergroup differences in predicting 

socially related behavior and attitudes. Although 

it is accepted that this study is not without its 

limitations, the study does nevertheless raise some 

important Questions and suggests avenues for future 

research. 
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Appendix A Questionnaire 



-1-

The following study looks at Indian South Africans' perceptions of the 

present social , economic and political situation This study is an 

attempt to gain information about your experience , views and opinions. 

Therefore, there are ' no correct or incorrect answers. All responses 

will be held in the strictest of confidence .Your name or any other 

identifiable information will not be required and you will remain 

anonymous . Information obtained from this study will yiel4 results 

in the form of general statistics . 

Your responses will make a valuable contribution towards this study . 

Thank you very much for your participation . 

MISS P. RAJU 

UNIVERSITY OF DURBAN - WESTVILLE . 



section 1 

Biographical Questionnaire 

Please cross (X) the appropriate box where 

applicable. 

1. Sex 

2. Age 

18 - 25 0 31 - 35 D 
41 - 50 D 25 - 30 D 
36 - 40 0 Over 50 D 

3. Highest school standard passed. Std. 

4. Post-school Qualifications e.g. degrees, 

diplomas, other 

5. Occupation 



6. Approximate income per month 

less than R500 D 
R500 R1000 D 
R1000 - R1500 D 
R1500 - R2000 D 
R2000 - R3000 D 
R3000 - R4000 D 
over R4000 D 

7 . Residental area 



Section 2 

Please read the following instruction and respond as accurately as 
possible. 

The following ladderlike diagram represents the social, economic and 
political position of race groups in South Africa. The highest 
rung/step represents the best possible social,economic and political 
position that any race group may occupy and the lowest rung/step 
represents the worst possible position that any race group may occupy. 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 

5 

4 

2 

1 

o 

best possible social, economic -and 
political position. 

worst possible social, economic and 
political position. 

Consider the present social, economic and political situation in Sc~~b 
Africa. Where would you place: 

1. Blacks (step number) 

2. -White South Africans (step m.unber) 

3. Colour'eds (step number) 

4. Indian South Afr·.i.cans (step ~umber) 



In this section we will consider your feelings about the position of 
your group, Indian South Africans, compared to each of the other race 
groups as you have placed them on the ladder. Please rate the extent to 
which you fe~l each emotion by placing a cross (X) in the appropriate 
box. ----

a) When y6u compare the position of Indian South Africans with the 
position of Blacks as you have placed them on the ladder 

How angry do you feel about the difference or similarity between 
these groups as shown on the ladder ? 

not at all 
angry 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

extremely 
angry 

How frustrated do you feel about the difference or similarity 
between these groups as shown on the ladder ? 

not at all 
frustrated 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

extremely 
frustrated 

How satisfied do you feel about the difference or similarity between 
these groups as shown on the ladder ? 

not at all 
satisfied 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

.-1-..---L---J..1 L-L--JI extremely 
satisfied 

Do you feel a sense of resignation about the difference or 
similarity between these groups as shown on the ladder? 

1 2 

defini tely L I 1 
no 

3 4 5 6 7 

I -I definitely 
yes 

Do you feel a sense of helplessness about the difference or 
similarity between these groups as shown on the ladder? 

2 3 4 5 6 7 1 

definitely D 
no ~-------~--~ __ ~ __ ~ __ ~~ __ L-~ 

definitely 
yes 

How worried or anxious do you feel about the difference or 
Similarity between these groups as'shown on the ladder? 

not at all · · 
anxious or 
worried 

1 2 3 456 

I - 1 

7 
extremely 
anxious or 
worried 



b) When you compare the position of Indian South Africans with the 
posi tion of Wil.i .tns itS you h;\Vc pl.;lc~d thC'ln on th~ ladd~r: . 

How ~ngry do you feel about the difference or similarity between 
these groups as shown on the ladder ? 

not at all 
angry 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

extremely 
angry 

How frustrated do you feel about the difference or similarity 
between these groups as shown on the ladder ? 

not at all 
frustrated 

1 ... 2 3 4 5 6 7 

extremely 
frustrated 

How satisfied do you feel about the difference or similarity between 
these groups as shown on the ladder ? 

1· ... 2 3 

not .at all 

4 5 6 7 

extremely 
satisfied 

Do you feel a S2~se of resignation about the difference or 
si~ilarity bet~e2n these groups as s~own on the ladder? 

deii:1itely 
no 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

definitely 
yes 

Do you feel a Se~5e of helplessness about the difference O~ 
si~!larity bet~e~n these groups as shown on the ladder? 

deii:1itely 
no 

1 2 3 4 5 7 

definitely 
yes 

How worried or anxious do you feel about the difference or 
si~ilarity betWeen these groups as shown on the ladder? 

not at all 
anx:ous or 
wcrr-ied 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

/. I 
7 

extremely 
anxious or 
worried 



c) When you compare the position of Indian South Afri~an~ with the 
posi tion ofCo\ou~sas you have placed thf'fll on the ladder: - . 
. .. ". 

How angr;t: do ye t: feel 
these groups as shown 

1 2 

not at all 
angry 

How frustrated ~ - you ,-,,,, 

between these 

not at all 
frustrated 

g:-,Jups 

2 

about the difference or similarity bet· .... een 
on the ladder 

3 4 5 6 

feel about the 
as shown on the 

4 5 6 

? . 
7 

extremely 
angry 

difference or similarit.y 
ladder 

7 

? 

extremely 
frustrated 

How . ·~atisfied d: you feel about the difference or similari ~1 between 
these groups as shown on the ladder ? 

not at all 
satisfied 

1 .. 2 4 5 6 7 

extremely 
satisfied 

Do you feel a s~~~e of resignation about the difference or 
similarity be~~~~n these groups as shown on the ladder ? 

definitely 
no 

2 4 5 6 7 

I > I definitely 
yes 

Do you feel a Si~se of helplessness about the difference c: 
Similarity bet~~~~ these groups as shewn on the ladder? 

definitely 
no 

4 5 6 7 

definitely 
yes 

How worried or ~~A10US do you feel about the difference cr 
similarity bet~~~~ these groups as shown on the ladder? 

not at all 
anxious or 
worried 

2 .3 4 5 6 7 
extremely 
anxious or 
"/orried 



Please read the following question, then place a cross (X) in the appropriate box. 

1. If you had to compare the social. economic and political position of your group, 
Indian South Africans, with another racial group, which group will you choose most 

frequently. 

Blacks 

Whites 

o 
o 

Coloureds ~ 

2. ~hy would you choose this group most frequently? (Please answer as fully as possible) 



There are many possible ways for people to show their protest or disagreement with the 
present social, economic and political situation. I am going to describe a number of 

such ways. 
Please indicate by placing a cross (X) in the appropri.ate box, whether you approve 
of, intend to participate in, have previously pa'rticipated in bringing about a change 
for 'your group's present position . . 

1. Do you approve of taking part in protest meetings or marches that are permitted by 

the authorities? [YES I .NQ ... I 
2. Do you intend to participate in any protest meetings or marches that are permitted 

by the authorities? ru 
3. Have you .previously participapte~d __ ~_r~test meetings or marches that have been 

permitted by the authorities? YES NO 

4. Do you believe particiPallng (n prrtest meetings or marches is effective in 
bringing about change? ~ES . ~~ . 

5. Do you approve of disobeying 'jn unlust law for . example the Group Areas Act, 
Population Registration Act?· YES NO 

6. Do you intend disobeying an unjust law such as the Group Areas Act?' ~ 
7. Have you previously disobeyed an unjust law ego Sep~rate Amenities Gr~up Areas Act? 

YES NO . ) 

8. Do you believe that disobeying an unjust law is effective in bringing about change? 

ffi 
9. Do you approve of stopping government functioning by participating in defiance 

,Campjign, such as sit-ins, mass demonstrations, take-overs of buildings etc? 
YES . NO 

10.00 you intend to participate in such defiance campaigns?ffi 

11. Have you previously participated in such defiance pmpaigns? ~ 



12. Do ' you believe such definance campaigns are 
effective in bringing about change? 

13. Do you approve of violent protest demonstra­
tions, mentioned above? 

14. Do you intend to participate in voilent pro­
test demonstrations mentioned above? 

15. Have you previously participate in violent 
protest demonstrations? 

16. Do you believe that violent protest demonstra­
tions are effective' in bringing about change? 

17. Do you approve of challenging the power of the 
government by taking up arms against the 
police, army? 



18. Do you intend to participate in actions 
lenging the power of the government by 
up arms? 

chal­
taking 

19. Have you previously participated in actions 
challenging the government by taking up arms? 

20. Do you believe that challenging the power of 
the government by taking up arms is effective 
in bringing about change? 



Appendix B Raw data 



Structure for database: A:rel.dbf 
Number of data records: .120 
Date of last update OS/23/91 
Field Field Name Type Width Dec 

1 10 Numeric 3 
2 SEX Numeric 1 
3 AGE Numeric 1 
4 PVSNP Numeric 1 
5 OCCUP Numeric 1 
6 INC Numeric 1 
7 RDVSBLKS Numeric 2 
8 RDVSWHTS Numeric 2 
9 RDVSCOL Numeric 2 

10 EBLK_1 Numeric 1 
11 EBLK_2 Numeric 1 
12 EBLK_3 Numeric 1 
13 EBLK_4 Numeric 1 
14 EBLK_5 Numeric 1 
15 EBLK 6 NUllH?ric 1 
16 EWH 1 Numeric 1 
17 EWH2 Numeric 1 
18 EWH3 Numeric 1 
19 EWH4 Numeric 1 
20 EWH5 Numeric 1 
21 EWH6 Numeric 1 
22 ECOLI Numeric 1 
23 ECOL2 Numeric 1 
24 ECOL3 Numeric 1 
25 ECOL4 Numeric 1 
26 EeOL5 Numeric 1 
27 ECOL6 Numeric 1 
28 PTI A Numeric 1 
29 PTI I Numeric 1 
30 PTI P Numeric 1 
31 PTI B NUll~ric 1 
32 PT2A Numeric 1 
33 PT2I Numeric 1 
34 PT2P Numeric 1 
35 PT2B Numeric 1 
36 PT3A Numeric 1 
37 PT3I Numeric 1 
38 PT3P Numeric 1 
39 PT3B Numeric 1 
40 PT4A Numeric 1 
41 PT4I Numeric 1 
42 PT4P Numeric 1 
~3 PT4B Numeric 1 
44 PT5A Numeric 1 
45 PT5I NUllIDric 1 
46 PT5P Numeric 1 
47 PT5B Numeric 1 
48 PO Numeric 2 
49 GROUP NUllleric 1 
50 REASON Numeric 1 
51 LADIND 
52 LADBLK 
53 LMnvllT 
54 LADCOL 

** Total ** 

NUllIeric 
Numeric 
Numeric 
Numeric 

2 
2 
2 
2 

6S 
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Appendix E Affective fraternal RO: 6-0ne-way ANOVAS 

and Scheffe tests. 



NUMBER OF CASES PROCESSED: 120 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE MEANS 

EBLKl 

4.892 

EWHI 

5.925 

ECOLI 

3.900 

UNIVARIATE AND MULTIVARIATE REPEATED MEASURES ANALYSIS 

*** •••••••••••••••••••••• ** 
• IVITHIN SUBJECTS EFFECTS • 

+ TRIALS FACTOR: a + 

TEST FOR EFFECT CALLED: CONSTANT 

NULL HYPOTHESIS CONTRAST ABC' 

-0 . 701 

-1 
INVERSE CONTRAST A(X'X) A' 

0.008 

2 

-1 . 249 

HYPOTHESIS SUM OF PRODUCT ~IATRIX H 
-1 -1 

CB'A' (A(X'X) A') ABC' 

1 
2 

59.004 
105.061 

ERROR SUM OF PRODUCT MATRIX 

1 
2 

1 

202.496 
52.267 

2 

187 . 068 

G CE'EC' 

2 

170.099 

SINGLE DEGREE-OF-FREEDOM POLYNOMIAL CONTRASTS 

DEGREE SS OF MS 

1 59.004 1 59.004 
ERROR 202.496 119 1 . 702 

2 187.068 1 187.068 
ERROR 170.099 119 1 . 429 

UNIVARIATE REPEATED ~IEASUnES F-TEST 

SOUnCE SS OF MS . 

HYPOTHESIS 246.072 2 123.036 
ERROR 372 . 594 238 1.566 

MULTIVARIATE TEST STATISTICS 

WILKS' LAMBDA 0.462 
F-STATISTIC 68.716 OF 

PILLAI TRACE 0.538 
F-STATISTIC 68.716 OF 

HOTELLING-LAWLEY TRACE 1.165 
F-STATISTIC 68.716 OF 

F 

34.675 

130.872 

F 

78.591 

2, 118 PROB 

2, 118 PROB 

. 2, 118 PROB 

P 

0.000 

0 . 000 

P 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 



NmlBER OF CASES PROCESSED: 120 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE MEANS 

EBLK2 

5.042 

EWH2 

5.858 

ECOL2 

4.000 

UNIVARIATE AND MULTIVARIATE REPEATED MEASURES ANALYSIS 

***~** •••• * ••• **** •• **.***. 
• lHTHIN SUBJECTS EFFECTS • 
• *******.*.***********.**** 

+ TRIALS FACTOR: a + 

TEST FOR EFFECT CALLED: CONSTANT 

NULL HYPOTHESIS CONTRAST ABC' 

-0.737 

-1 
INVERSE CONTRAST A(X'X) A' 

0.008 

2 

-1.092 

HYPOTHESIS SUM OF PRODUCT MATRIX H 
-1 -1 

CB'A' (A(X'X) A') ABC' 

1 
2 

65.104 
96.526 

ERROR sml OF PRODUCT ~IATRIX 

1 
2 

228.396 
64.266 

G 

2 

143.113 

CEO EC' 

2 

183 . 388 

SINGLE DEGREE-OF-FREEDOM POLYNOMIAL CONTRASTS 

DEGREE SS DF MS 

1 65.104 1 65.104 
ERROR 228.396 119 1. 919 

2 143.113 1 143 . 113 
ERROR 183.388 119 1.541 

UNIVARIATE REPEATED MEASURES F-TEST 

SOURCE SS OF MS 

HYPOTHESIS 208.217 2 104 .108 
ERROR 411.783 238 1.730 

MULTIVARIATE TEST STATISTICS 

WILKS' LAMBDA 0.540 
F-STATISTIC 50.349 OF 

. . .. .. PILLA I TRACE :: 0.460 
F-STATISTIC 50.349 OF 

HOTELLING-LAWLEY TRACE 0.853 
F-STATISTIC 50.349 OF 

F 

33.921 

92.866 

F 

60.172 

2, 118 PROB 

2, 118 PROB 

2. 118 PROB 

P 

0.000 

0.000 

P 

0.000 

0.000 

0 . 000 

0.000 



NUMBER OF CASES PROCESSED: 120 

DEPENDENT VAR I ABLE ~IEANS 

EBLK3 

5.833 

EIVH3 

6.158 

ECOL3 

5.000 

UNIVARIATE AND MULTIVARIATE REPEATED MEASURES ANALYSIS 

• WITHIN SUBJECTS EFFECTS • 

+ TRI ALS FACTOR: a + 

T£ST fOR EfF£CT CALLED: CONSTANT 

NULL HYPOTHESIS CONTRAST ABC' 

-0.589 

-1 
INVERSE CONTRAST A(X'X) A' 

0.008 

l 

-0.606 

-1 -1 
HYPOTHESIS SUM OF PRODUCT MATRIX H CB' A ' (A ( X ' X ) A ') ABC' 

2 

1 41.667 
2 42.820 44 . 006 

ERROR SUM OF PRODUCT MATRIX G CE'EC' 

1 2 

1 205.333 
2 72.073 120.328 

SINGLE DEGREE-Of-FREEDOM POLYNOMIAL CONTRASTS 

DEGREE SS OF MS F 

1 41 .66 7 . 1 41. 667 24.148 
ERROR 205.333 119 1.725 

2 44 . 006 1 44.006 43.520 
ERROR 120.328 119 1.011 

UNIVARIATE REP£ATED MEASURES F-TEST 

SOURCE SS OF MS F 

HYPOTHESIS 85.672 2 42.836 31.306 
ERROR 325.661 238 1 . 368 

MULTIVARIATE TEST STATISTICS 

WILKS' LAMBDA 0.712 
F-STATISTIC 23.818 OF 2, 118 PROB 

PILLAI TRACE 0.288 
... F-STAT.ISTIC 23.818 OF .' 2, 118 PROB 

HOTELLING-LAWLEY TRACE 0.404 
F-STATISTIC = 23.818 OF = 2, 118 PROB 

P 

0.000 

0.000 

P 

0.000 

0.000 

= 0.000 

= 0.000 



NUNBER OF CASES PROCESSED: 1 20 

DEPEN DENT VAR I ABLE MEANS 

EBLK4 

4.325 

EWH4 

4.2 5 0 

ECOL4 

4.617 

UNIVARIATE AND MULTIVARIATE REPEATED MEASURES ANALYSIS 

.........................•. 
• WITHIN SUBJECTS EFFECTS • 
** •••••••••••••••••• ** ••••• 

-------------------------------
+ TRI ALS FACTOR: a + 

-------------------------------
TEST FOR EFFECT CALLED: CONS1'ANT 

NULL HYPOTHESIS CONTRAST ABC' 

1 

0.206 

-1 
INVERSE CONTRAST A(X'X) A' 

0.008 

2 

0.180 

HYPOTHESIS SU~l OF PRODUCT MATR I X H 
-1 -1 

CB'A' (A(X'X) A' ) ABC' 

1 
2 

5.1 04 
4 . 462 

ERROR SUN OF PRODUCT MATRIX 

1 
2 

231.396 
78.965 

G 

2 

3.901 

CE'EC ' 

2 

304.932 

SINGLE DEGREE-OF-FREEDml POLYNOMIAL CONTRASTS 

DEGREE SS OF 

1 5.10 4 1 
ERROR 231.396 119 

2 3.901 1 
ERROR 30 4.9 32 119 

UNIVARIAT-E REPEATED MEASURES F-TEST 

SOURCE 

HYPOTHESIS 
ERROl{ 

~1ULTIVARIATE TEST 

SS 

9 .00 6 
536.328 

STATISTICS 

\H LKS' LAN BDA 
F-STATISTIC 

'- " ' PILLAI TRACE 
F-STATISTIC 

HOTELLING-LA\~LEY TRACE 
F-STATISTIC 

OF 

2 
238 

0.973 
1.609 

0.027 
1.609 

0.027 
1.609 

MS 

5.104 
1.945 
3.901 
2 . 562 

MS 

4.503 
2.253 

OF 

OF " 

OF 

F 

2.625 

1.523 

F 

1.998 

2, 118 PROB 

. 2 , 118 PROB 

2, 118 I:'ROB 

P 

0.108 

0.220 

P 

0.1 38 

0 .204 

0 .204 

0.204 



NmlBER OF CASES PROCESSED: 120 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE MEANS 

EBLK5 

3.958 

EWH5 ECOL5 

3.958 4.217 

UNIVARIATE AND MUL'l'IVARIATE REPEATED MEASURES ANALYSIS 

••••••••••••• *****.****** •• 

• WITHIN SUBJECTS EFFECTS • 
******** ••• *.*.************ 

+ TRIALS FACTOR: a + 

TEST FOR EFFECT CALLED: CONSTANT 

NULL HYPOTHESIS CONTRAST ABC ' 

1 

0.183 

-1 
INVERSE CONTRAST A(X'X) A' 

0 . 008 

2 

0.105 

-1 -1 
HYPOTHESIS SUM OF PRODUCT ~fATRIX H CB'A'(A(X'X) A') ABC' 

1 
2 

4.004 
2.312 

ERROR SUM OF PRODUCT MATRIX 

1 
2 

193.496 
24,535 

G 

2 

1.335 

CE'EC' 

2 

245.165 

SINGLE DEGREE-Of-fREEDOM POLYNOMIAL CONTRASTS 

DEGREE SS OF MS 

4.004 1 4 . 004 
ERROR 193.496 119 1,626 

2 1.335 1 1.335 
ERROR 245.165 119 2.060 

UNIVARIATE REPEATED ~fEASURES F-TEST 

SOURCE SS OF MS 

HYPOTHESIS 5,339 2 2.669 
ER!{OI{ 438.66 '1 238 1.843 

~fULTIVARIATE TEST STATISTICS 

WI LKS' LAMBDA 0 .977 
F-STATISTIC 1.419 OF 

PILLAI TRACE ,. 0,023 
~ . ..... ~. F-S'rATISTIC 1.419 OF = 

HOTELLING-LAWLEY TRACE 0.024 
F-STATISTIC 1.419 OF 

F 

2 . 463 

0.648 

F 

1.448 

2. 118 PROB 

2. 118 PROB 

2. 118 PROB 

P 

0.119 

0.422 

P 

0.237 

0.246 

0 . 246 

0.246 



.... . _ . . 

NUMBER OF CASES PROCESSED: 120 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE MEANS 

EBLK6 EI.H6 

5.433 5.508 

ECOL6 

4.333 

UNIVARIATE AND MULTIVARIATE REPEATED ~IEASURES ANALYSIS 

...•....................... 
• WITHIN SUBJECTS EFFECTS • 
••••••••••••• ** •••••••••••• 

+ TRIALS FACTOR: a + 

TEST FOR EFFECT CALLED : CONSTANT 

NULL HYPOTHESIS CONTRAST ABC' 

-0.778 

-1 
IN VERSE CONTRAST ACX'X) A' 

0.008 

2 

-Q . 510 

HYPOTHESIS SUM OF PRODUCT MATRI~ H 
-1 -1 

CB'A'(A(X'X) A') ABC' 

1 
2 

72.600 
47.631 

ERROR SUM OF PRODUCT MATRIX 

1 
2 

183.400 
60.910 

G 

2 

31.250 

CE'EC' 

2 

169.417 

SINGLE DEGREE-OF-FREEDOM POLYNOMIAL CONTRASTS 

DEGREE SS OF MS 

1 72.600 1 72.600 
ERROR 183.400 119 1.541 

2 31.250 1 31.250 
ERROR 169.417 119 1.424 

UNIVARIATE REPEATED MEASURES F-TEST 

SOURCE SS OF MS 

HYPOTHESIS 103.850 2 51 . 925 
ERROR 352.817 238 1 .482 

MULTIVARIATE TEST STATISTICS 

WILKS' LAMBDA 0.691 
F-STATISTIC 26.369 OF " 

-- ''"'" 'PILLA! . TRACE 0.309 
F-S'J'ATISTIC = 26.369 OF ,. 

HOTELLING-LAWLEY TRACE 0.447 
F-STATISTIC 26.369 OF 

F 

47.107 

21. 950 

F 

35.027 

2, 118 PROB 

2, 118 PROB 

2, 118 PROS 

P 

0.000 

0.000 

P 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 



SCHEFFE TESTS (Downie and Heath, 1974) 

1. One-Way ANOVA 

Emotion 1 (anger) 
Of (2,118) critical value 6.14 

EBLK 1 EWHT 1 ECOL1 
M1 = 4.892 M2 = 5.925 M3 = 3.900 

(M1 - M2)2 
F = 

(4.892 - 5.925)2 
= 

[

120+120] 
1 .566 

120.120 

= 84.756 

(M 1 - M3)2 
F = 

[ N1+N2 ] Sw2 -
N1 . N2 

(4.892 - 3.900)2 
= 

[120+120] 1 .566 
120.120 

= 37.994 



(M 2 - M3)2 
F = 

Sw' [ 
N1+N2 

] N1 . N2 

(5.925 - 3.900)2 
= 

[120+120] 
1 .566 

120.120 

= 158.325 



2. One-Way ANOVA 

Emotion 2 - frustration 
Of (2,118) critical value 6.14 

F = 

= 

EWHT 2 
M2= 5.858 

(5.042 - 5.858)2 

[

120+120] 
1.730 

120.120 

= 23.200 

(M 1 - M3)2 
F = 

[ N1+N2 ] Sw2 -
N1 ·N2 

(5.042 - 4.000)2 
= 

[120+120] 1 .730 
120. 120 

= 37.831 

ECOL2 
M3= 4.000 



(M2 - M3)2 
F = 

[ N1 +N2 ] SW2 

N1 . N2 

(5.858 - 4.000)2 
= 

[120+120] 
1.730 

120.120 

= 120.28 



3. One-Way ANOVA 

Emotion 3 - satisfaction 
Of (2,118) critical value 6.14 

EBLK 3 
M1= 5.833 

F = 

= 

(M1 - M2)2 

EWHT 3 
M2= 6.158 

[ N1+N2 ] Sw2 -
N1 . N2 

(5.833 - 6.158)2 

[120+120] 
1.368 

120.120 

= 4.653 

(M 1 - M3)2 
F = 

N1+N 2 
Sw· [ ] 

N1 . N2 

(5.833 - 5.000)2 
= 

[120+120] 1.368 
120.120 

= 30.174 

ECOL3 
M3= 5.000 



(M 2 - M3)2 

F = 

[ N1+N2 ] SW2 -
N1 . N2 

(6.158 - 5.000)2 

= 
[120+120] 

1.368 
120.120 

= 59.073 



4. One-Way ANOVA 

Emotion 6 - anxiety/worry 
Of (2,118) critical value 6.14 

EBLK 6 
M1= 5.433 

F = 

= 

= 

F = 

= 

= 

EWHT 6 
M2= 5.508 

(M 1 - M2r~ 

[ N1+N2 ] Swa -
N1 ·N2 

(5.433 - 5.508)a 

[120+120] 
1.482 

120.120 

0.024 

(M 1 - M3)a 

[ N1+N2 ] Swa 
N1 . N2 

(5.433 - 4.333)a 

[120+120] 1 .482 
120. 120 

49.186 

ECOL6 
M3= 4.333 



(M 2 - M3)2 

F = 

[ N1+N2 ] SW2 -
N1 . N2 

(5.508 - 4.333)2 

= 

[120+120] 
1.482 

120.120 

= 56.123 



Appendix F Protest Orientation : ingroup frequency and No. 



----------------------------Systat 5.0----------------------------------

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT1A 

29 29 24.2 24.2 0 
91 120 75 . 8 100 . 0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT11 

39 39 32.5 32.5 0 
81 120 67.5 100 . 0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT1P 

66 66 55.0 55.0 0 
54 120 45 . 0 100 . 0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT1B 

24 24 20.0 20 . 0 0 
96 120 80.0 100.0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT2A 

49 49 40 . 8 40 . 8 0 
71 120 59 . 2 100.0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT21 

68 68 56.7 56 . 7 0 
52 120 43.3 100 . 0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT2P 

94 94 78 . 3 78 . 3 0 
26 120 21.7 100 . 0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT2B 

55 55 45 . 8 45 . 8 0 
65 120 54 . 2 100 . 0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT3A 

74 74 61. 7 61. 7 0 
46 120 38.3 100 . O. 1 

ClJr.1 CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT31 

81 81 67.5 67 . 5 0 
39 120 32.5 100.0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT3P 

93 93 77.5 77.5 0 
27 120 22 . 5 100.0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT3B 

57 57 47.5 47.5 0 
63 120 52.5 100 . 0 1 



----------------------------Systat 5.0---------------------------------- · 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT4A 

119 119 99.2 99.2 0 
1 120 .8 100.0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT4I 

119 119 99.2 99.2 0 
1 120 .8 100.0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT4P 

117 117 97.5 97.5 0 
3 120 2.5 100.0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT4B 

115 115 95.8 95 . 8 0 
5 120 4.2 100.0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT5A 

114 114 95.0 95.0 0 
6 120 5.0 100.0 1 

CUM CUM 
. COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT5I 

118 118 98.3 98.3 0 
2 120 1.7 100.0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT5P 

120 120 100 . 0 100.0 0 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT5B 

110 110 91. 7 91. 7 0 
10 120 8.3 100.0 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PO 

12 12 10.0 10.0 o· 
7 19 5 . 8 15.8. 1 
8 27 6.7 22.5 2 
9 36 7 . 5 30.0 3 

10 46 8.3 38.3 4 
8 54 6.7 45.0 5 

16 70 13.3 58.3 6 
7 77 5.8 64 . 2 7 
5 82 4.2 68.3 8 

10 92 8.3 76.7 9 
.6 .. 98 . 5.0 81. 7 10 
9 107 7. 5 89.2 11 
'5 112 4.2 93. 3 12 
4 116 3.3 96.7 13 
2 118 1.7 98.3 14 
1 11'9 .8 99.2 16 
1 120 .8 100.0 19 

TOTAL OBSERVATI ONS: 120 



Appendix G Professionals vs non-profeesionals cognitive 

fraternal RO 2 x 3 MANOVA 



____ _ _ 0 _ ______ _____ _ 

LEAST SQUARES MEANS. 
PVSNP 1.000 N OF CASES = 60.000 

RDVSBLKS RDVSWHTS RDVSCOL 
MEAN 13.683 6.100 10.683 
STANDARD DEV 1. 546 1.504 1.295 

PVSNP 2.000 N OF CASES = 60.000 

RDVSBLKS RDVSWHTS RDVSCOL 
MEAN 13.100 6.083 9.900 
STANDARD DEV 1.694 2.019 1.946 

TEST FOR EFFECT CALLED: PVSNP 

NULL HYPOTHESIS CONTRAST AB 

RDVSOLKS RDVSWHTS RDVSCOL 

0.292 0.008 0.392 

-1 
INVERSE CONTRAST A(X'X) A' 

0.008 

-1 -1 
HYPOTHESIS SUM OF PRODUCT MATRIX H = B'A'(A(X'X) A') AB 

RDVSBLKS RDVSWHTS RDVSCOL 

RDVSBLKS 10.208 
RDVSWHTS 0.292 0.008 

RDVSCOL 13.708 0.392 18.408 

ERROR SUM OF PRODUCT MATRIX G = E'E 

RDVSBLKS RDVSWHTS RDVSCOL 

RDVSBLKS 310.383 
RDVSWHTS 112 . 400 373.983 

RDVSCOL 152 . 583 173.400 322.383 

SINGLE DEGREE-OF-FREEDOM POLYNOMIAL CONTRASTS 

DEGREE SS OF MS F 

RDVSBLKS 10.208 1 10.208 3.881 
ERROR 310.383 118 2.630 

RDVSWHTS 0.008 1 0.008 0.003 
ERROR 373.983 118 3.169 

RDVSCOL 18 . 408 1 18.408 6.738 
ERROR 322.383 118 2.732 

MULTIVARIATE TEST STATISTICS 

WILKS' LAMBDA 0.923 
F-STATISTJC 3.209 OF 3. 116 

PILLAI TRACE 0.077 
F-STATISTIC = 3.209 OF 3. 116 

HOTELLING-LAWLEY TRACE 0.083 
F-STATISTIC 3.209 OF 3. 116 

P 

0.051 

0.959 

0.011 

PROB 0.026 

PROB 0.026 

PROB = 0.026 



Appendix H Professionals vs non-professionals affective 

fraternal RO 2 x 18 MANOVA 



- -------- -= =====--------------------------------- -- - ~== = ====== = == =======~===== 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1.000 

TOTAL OB?ERVATIONS: 60 

N OF CASES 
MEAN 
STANDARD DEV 

N OF CASES 
MEAN 
STANDARD DEV 

N OF CASES 
MEAN 
STANDARD DEV 

N OF CASES 
MEAN 
STANDARD DEV 

N OF CASES 
MEAN 
STANDARD DEV 

EBLKl 

60 
5 . 317 
1.513 

EBLK6 

60 
5 . 667 
1 . 336 

ECOL5 

60 
4.417 
1.871 

EWH4 

60 
5.067 
2.033 

RDVSWHTS 

60 
6 . 100 
1 . 504 

EBLK2 

60 
5 . 517 
1.308 

ECOLl 

60 
4.033 
1.939 

ECOL6 

60 
4.517 
1.799 

EWH5 

60 
4.783 
1.949 

EBLK3 

60 
6.283 
1 . 010 

ECOL2 

60 
4 . 250 
2.030 

EWHl 

60 
6.150 
1 . 219 

EWH6 

60 
5.550 
1.588 

EBLK4 

60 
4.833 
1.967 

ECOL3 

60 
5 .233 
1.598 

EWH2 

60 
6.100 
1.069 

RDVSBLKS 

60 
13.683 

1.546 

EBLK5 

60 
4.350 
2.223 

ECOL4 

60 
4.933 
1.956 

EWH3 

60 
6.533 
0 . 791 

RDVSCOL 

60 
10.683 

1.295 



THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR : 
PVSNP = 2 . 000 

:TOTAL OBSERVATIONS: 60 

N OF CASES 
MEAN 
STANDARD DEV 

N OF CASES 
t-IEAN 
STANDARD DEV 

N OF CASES 
MEAN 
STANDARD DEV 

N OF CASES 
MEAN 
STANDARD DEV 

N OF CASES 
MEAN 
STANDARD DEV 

EBLK1 

60 
4 . 467 
1 . 722 

EBLK6 

60 
5.200 
1 . 624 

ECOL5 

60 
4.017 
1 . 702 

EWH4 

60 
3.433 
2.118 

RDVSWHTS 

60 
6.083 
2.019 

EBLK2 

60 
4.567 
1 . 750 

ECOLl 

60 
3 . 767 
1.817 

ECOL6 

60 
4.150 
1 . 821 

EWH5 

60 
3.133 
2 . 054 

EBLK3 

60 
5.383 
1 . 563 

ECOL2 

60 
3 . 750 
1.936 

EWH1 

60 
5 . 700 
1.253 

EWH6 

60 
5 . 467 
1 . 455 

EBLK4 

60 
3.817 
2.004 

ECOL3 

60 
4.767 
1.863 

EWH2 

60 
5 . 617 
1.367 

RDVSBLKS 

60 
13.100 

1 . 694 

EBLK5 

60 
3.567 
2.158 

ECOL4 

60 
4 . 300 
1 . 825 

EWH3 

60 
5.783 
1.415 

RDVSCOL 

60 
9 . 900 
1.946 



SINGLE DEGREE-OF-FREEDOM POLYNOMIAL CONTRASTS 

DEGREE SS OF MS F P 

EBLK1 21.675 1 21 . 675 8.253 0.005 
ERROR 309 . 917 118 2.626 

EBLK2 27 . 075 1 27. 075 11 .341 0.001 
ERROR 281 . 717 118 2.387 

EBLK3 24.300 1 24.300 14 . 031 0.000 
ERROR 204 . 367 118 1 .7 32 

EBLK4 31 . 008 1 31.008 7 . 863 0 . 006 
ERROR 465 . 317 118 3 . 943 

EBLK5 18 . 408 1 18 . 408 3 . 835 0 . 053 
ERROR 566.383 118 4.800 

EDLK6 6.533 1 6.533 2.955 0.08R 
ERROR 260.933 118 2.211 

EWHI 6 . 07 5 1 6 . 075 3.977 0 . 048 
ERROR 180 . 250 118 1.528 

EWH2 7 . 008 1 7.008 4.657 0.033 
ERROR 177 . 583 118 1. 505 

EWH3 16 . 875 1 16 . 875 12.837 0 . 000 
ERROR 155 . 11 7 118 1.315 

EWH4 80 . 033 1 80.033 18 . 573 0 . 000 
ERROR 508 . 46 7 118 4.309 

EWH5 81 . 675 1 81 . 675 20 . 3 71 0.000 
"ERROR 473.117 118 "4.009 

EWH6 0 . 208 1 0.208 0 . 090 0.765 
ERROR 273.783 118 2.320 

ECOL1 2 . 133 1 2.133 0 . 604 0.439 
ERROR 416 . 667 118 3.531 

ECOL2 7.500 1 7.500 1. 905 0 . 170 
ERROR 464.500 118 3 . 936 

ECOL3 6.533 1 6 . :'33 2.169 0 . 143 
ERROR 355.467 118 3.012 

ECOL4 12 . 033 1 12.033 3.362 0.069 
ERROR 422.333 118 3. 5 79 

ECOL5 4.800 1 4.800 1.500 0.223 

ERROR 377 . 567 118 3 . 200 
ECOL6 4.033 1 4.033 1 . 231 0.269 

ERROR 386 . 633 118 3 . 277 

MULTI VARIATE TEST STATISTICS 

WILKS' LAMBDA = 0.694 
F-STATISTIC = 2.474 OF = 18, 101 PROB = 0.002 

PILLAI TRACE = 0 . 306 
F-S'J'ATISTIC 2.474 OF = 18, 101 PROB = 0 . 002 

HOTELLING-LAWLEY TRACE = 0 . 441 
F-STATISTIC 2.474 OF = 18 , 101 PROB = 0.002 



Appendix I Professionals vs non-professionals Protest 

Orientation. Frequency and No. 



. - ., .. 
----------------------------Systat 

THE 

THE 

THE 

FOLLmVING RESULTS 
PVSNP 

CUN 
COUNT COUNT 

5 5 
55 60 

FOLLOWING RESULTS 
PVSNP 

CUN 
COUNT COUNT 

24 24 
36 60 

FOLLO\VING RESULTS 
PVSNP 

COUNT 
11 
49 

CUH 
COUNT 

11 
60 

l\RE 
= 

PCT 
8.3 

91.7 

ARE 
= 

PCT 
40.0 
60.0 

l\RE 
= 

PCT 
18.3 
81.7 

FOR: 

CUH 
PCT 
8.3 

100.0 

FOR: 

CU~1 

PCT 
40.0 

100.0 

FOR: 

CUM 
PCT 

18.3 
100.0 

1 

2 

1 

• 

.... .. "'~- .. -.. ...... ---~.~ ... - .. _ .. .... ~-.---

5.0------------------------------------

PT1A 
o 
1 

PT1A 
o 
1 

PT1I 
o 
1 



----------------------------Systat 5 .0------------------------------------

TIlE FOLLOWING RESULTS AR E FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUN CUN 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT1I 

28 28 46.7 46.7 0 
32 60 53.3 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOh'ING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT1P 

20 20 33.3 33.3 0 
40 60 66.7 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT .PCT PCT PT1P 

46 46 76.7 76.7 0 
14 60 23.3 100.0 1 

THE FOLLm~ING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT1B 

3 3 5.0 5.0 0 
57 60 95.0 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT1B 

21 21 35 .0 35.0 0 
39 60 65.0 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RE~ULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT2A 

17 17 28.3 28.3 0 
43 60 71.7 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

- CUM . . CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT2A 

32 32 53 . 3 53.3 0 
28 60 46.7 100.0 1 



----------------------------Systat 5.0-----------------------------------

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT2I 

31 31 51. 7 51. 7 0 
29 60 48.3 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT2I 

37 37 61. 7 61.7 0 
23 60 38.3 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOhTING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT peT PCT PT2P 

40 40 66.7 66.7 0 
20 60 33.3 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUH 
COUNT COUNT PCT peT PT2P 

54 54 90.0 90.0 0 
6 60 10.0 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT peT PT2B 

23 23 38.3 38.3 0 
37 60 61. 7 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT2B 

'32 32 53.3 53.3 0 
28 60 '16.7 100'.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS l\RE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

. CUM CUH 
COUNT COUNT peT PCT PT3A 

28 28 46.7 46.7 0 
32 60 5 3.3 100.0 1 



----------------------------Systat 5.0-------------------------------------

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUN 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT3A 

46 46 76.7 76.7 0 
14 60 23.3 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT3I 

33 33 55.0 55.0 0 
27 60 45.0 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT3I 

48 48 80.0 80.0 0 
12 60 20.0 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT3P 

40 40 66.7 66.7 0 
20 60 33.3 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT3P 

53 53 88.3 88.3· 0 
7 60 11.7 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT3B 

23 23 38.3 38.3 0 
37 60 61.7 100.0 1 

, 
THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 

PVSNP = 2 

CUN CUM 
COUNT COUNT peT PCT PT3B 

34 34 56.7 56.7 0 
26 60 43.3 100,0 1 



-----------------~----------Systat 5.0------------------------------------

THE FOLLOh'ING RESULTS l\RE FOR: 
PVSN P = 1 

CUH CUH 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT4l\ 

59 59 98.3 98.3 0 
1 60 1.7 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP' = 2 

CUH CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT4A 

60 60 100.0 100.0 0 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS l\RE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT4I 

59 59 98.3 98.3 0 
1 60 1.7 100.0 1 

THE FOLLo\HNG RESULTS l\RE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT4I 

60 60 100.0 100.0 0 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS l\RE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT peT PT4P 

58 58 96.7 96.7 0 
2 60 3.3 100.0 1 

THE FOLLO\HNG RESULTS l\RE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT4P 

59 59 98.3 98.3 0 
1 60 1.7 100.Q 1 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS l\RE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT4B 

55 5.5 91. 7 91. 7 0 
5 60 8.3 100.0 1 



----------------------------Systat 5.0------------------------------------

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT4B 

60 60 100.0 100.0 0 

THE FOLLO\VING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT [?T5A 

54 54 90.0 90.0 0 
6 60 10.0 100.0 1 

THE FOLLO\HNG RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PTSA 

60 60 100.0 100.0 0 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT5I 

58 58 96.7 96.7 0 
2 60 3.3 100.0 1 

THE FOLLO\HNG RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CU~1 
COUNT COUNT peT PCT PT5I 

60 60 100.0 100.0 0 

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT5P 

60 60 100.0 100.0 0 

THE FOLLOh'ING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

cm1 CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT5P 

60 60 100.0 100.0 0 

THE FOLLo\VING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT5B 

52 52 86.7 86.7 0 
8 60 13.3 100.0 1 



----------------------------Systat 5. 0-----~------------------------------

THE FOLLOWING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP · = 2 

CUt-1 CU 1 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PT5B 

58 58 96.7 96.7 0 
2 60 3 . 3 100.0 1 

THE FOLLOh' ING RESULTS AH.E FOR: 
PVSNP = 1 

CUH CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PO 

1 1 1.7 1.7 0 
2 3 3.3 5.0 1 
3 6 5 .0 10.0 2 
4 10 6.7 16.7 3 
6 16 10.0 26.7 4 
2 18 3.3 30.0 5 
8 26 13.3 43.3 6 
3 29 5. 0 48.3 7 
3 32 5.0 53.3 8 
5 37 8.3 61. 7 9 
5 42 8.3 70.0 10 
6 48 10.0 80.0 11 
4 52 6.7 86.7 12 
4 56 6 .7 93.3 13 
2 58 3.3 96 . .7 14 
1 59 1 . 7 98.3 16 
1 60 1..7 100.0 19 

THE FOLLo\VING RESULTS ARE FOR: 
PVSNP = 2 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT PO 

11 11 18.3 18.3 0 
5 16 8.3 26.7 1 
5 21 8.3 35.0 2 
5 26 8.3 43.3 3 
4 30 6.7 50. 0 4 
6 36 10.0 60.0 5 
8 44 13.3 73.3 6 
4 48 6.7 80.0 7 
2 50 3.3 83.3 8 
5 55 8.3 91. 7 9 
1 56 1.7 93:3 10 
3 59 5.0 98.3 11 
1 60 1.7 100.0 12 



Appendix J Stepwise Multiple Regression 
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Appendix K Social Comparison frequency and No. 



CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT GROUP 

22 22 18.3 18.3 1 
77 99 64 . 2 82.5 2 
21 120 17.5 100.0 3 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT REASON 

68 68 56.7 56.7 1 
34 102 28.3 8~.0 2 

8 110 6.7 91. 7 3 
10 120 8.3 100 . 0 4 

CUM CUM 
COUNT COUNT PCT PCT REASON GROUP 

1 1 .8 .8 1 1 
11 12 9.2 10.0 2 1 

7 19 5.8 15.8 3 1 
3 22 2.5 18 . 3 4 1 

67 89 55.8 74.2 1 2 
4 93 3.3 77.5 2 2 
6 99 5 . 0 82.5 4 2 

19 118 15.8 98.3 2 3 
1 119 . 8 99.2 3 3 -
1 120 . 8 100 . 0 4 3 
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