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ABSTRACT

The main aim of this thesis was to examine the role of individualism and collectivism
as situational group norms on intrinsic motivation. A further aim was to examine the
eftect of individual differences in individualist and collectivist orientations on the
etfect of autonomous motivation on intention and behaviour. This research integrated
the concept of self-determined and intrinsic motivation as postulated 1n Self-
Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985a, 2000, 2002), individualism and
collectivism as group norms from a Social Identity Theory perspective (Tajfel 1974,
1978; Tajtel & Turner, 1979; McAuliffe et al, 2003), independence and
interdependence as individual differences in self-construals from Self-Systems
Theory (Markus & Kitayama, 1991b), and constructs from the Theory of Planned
Behaviour (Ajzen, 1985). After reviewing the literature in Chapter 1, it was
hypothesised that individualist and collectivist group norms could be situationally-
induced and would interact with the environmental contingencies that that support
Intrinsic motivation in predicting people’s levels of mtrinsic motivation. It was also
hypothesised that individualist and collectivist orientations at an individual difference
level would change the relationship between autonomous motivation and intentional
behaviour. Chapter 2 presents the development ot a methodological tool to
manipulate individualist and collectivist group norms. Two studies employing a
minimal group paradigm investigated the ettect of individualist or collectivist group
norms on evaluation of employees behaviour, group tolerance, relatedness, and

identification in group members from individualist (British) or collectivist (Chinese
and Greeks) cultural backgrounds. Chapters 3 and 4 tackle the mam aim of this thesis

and the results of three studies provide evidence that when the group norm 1s

individualist group members experience higher levels of intrinsic motivation when



they exercise personal choice over a target activity, whereas when the group norm 1s
collectivist group members experience higher intrinsic motivation when a significant
other makes a choice for them or provides personal choice. Chapter 5 brings the level
of analysis from the group to the individual. This is achieved in a study investigating
the moderating effects of independent (individualist) and interdependent (collectivist)
self-construals on the effect of autonomous motivation on intentions and actual
physical activity behaviour. In the concluding chapter, Chapter 6, the theoretical and
practical implications of the research are discussed and directions for future research

provided.
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CHAPTER 1

Theoretical Overview

1.1 Human motivation: A self-determination theory approach

Selt-Determination Theory (SDT) is a general theory of human motivation,
psychological needs, and human personality concerned with human development in
social contexts and focuses on the degree to which human behaviour is self-
determined. The theory is an organismic dialectic theory based on the postulation that
humans are active, growth-oriented organisms motivated to engage in interesting
activities and to exercise their full potential. The theory also proposes that social
contexts can either support or thwart self-determined motivation and behaviour. Thus
behavioural engagement 1s determined through the dialectic relationship between the
organismic human tendency for growth and self-determination (tendencies within the
person) and the social context (contingencies in the environment).

The concept of intrinsic motivation 1s central to SDT. When a person 1s
intrinsically motivated toward a particular task or activity, he or she engages 1n the
activity for the satisfaction inherently associated with the activity (Ryan & Decy,
2000a). When people are intrinsically motivated, behavioural causation is nternal to
the organism and they engage in the activity for the sense of satistaction, enjoyment,
and challenge they gain from it. Intrinsic motivation is considered innate and 1s
critical for people’s cognitive, social, and physical development (Ryan & Deci,
2000a). The qualities associated with intrinsically-motivated activities, like the

inclination to engage in new and novel activities or the application of newly-learned



skills, is an important predictor of psychological well-being in adults

(Csikszentmihalyi & Rathunde. 1993; Ryan, 1995).

The above constitute the psychological characteristics of intrinsic motivation.
In order to empirically investigate intrinsic motivation there is the need for
operational definitions. Behavioural observation of intrinsic motivation constitutes the
first and primary paradigm to empirically measure and manipulate intrinsic
motivation. It is described as the free-choice activity where an individual engages on
a particular task or activity in the absence of a reward contingency or control (Deci &
Ryan, 1985). In order to avoid over-simplification and validity of the measurement,
psychological contexts as task or activity satisfaction should be taken under
consideration (Ryan, 1982). This type of intrinsic motivation measurement paradigm
1S being employed in Chapters 3 and 4. The second operational definition of intrinsic

motivation utilises the use of questionnaires, such as the Intrimsic Motivation
Inventory. The mstrument among other scales includes an interest/enjoyment subscale
measuring the self-reported mtrinsic motivation a participant 1s experiencing over a
target activity. The intrinsic motivation inventory holds strong support of its validity
(Duncan & Mcauley, 1987) and it has been used m Chapter 5. Finally, intrmsic
motivation can be measured as the quality of performance or the outcomes ot an
activity, since creativity, flexibility and spontaneity (Dec1 & Ryan, 1985).

From the SDT perspective, the construct of intrinsic motivation 1s an evolved
propensity to engage in behaviours for reasons of personal causation rather than tor
external contingencies or reinforcement (Ryan, Kuhl, & Deci, 1997). As such, SDT 1s
centred on the assumption that humans are active organisms, holding innate
tendencies towards psychological growth, striving to approach challenges 1n their

environments and integrating these challenges into a coherent sense of self. This



tendency arises from the dialectical relationship between the active organism (i.e., the

person) and the social context (i.e., the environment) (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan &
Deci, 2000b). The nutriments for human healthy development and experience of

intrinsically-motivated behaviours are the basic psychological needs for competence,
relatedness, and autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2000). These basic psychological needs are
common to all people regardless of gender and cultural background and, similar to
biological needs, they are considered innate. Social contexts can support the
satistaction of the basic psychological needs resulting in effective functioning and
adaptive outcomes. In contrast, the thwarting of these needs results in sub-optimal
development and maladaptive outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 2000).

SDT 1s a general meta-theory composed of four mini theories. Each mini
theory provides an account of the specific personal and environmental determinants of
human motivation and the processes that lead to self-determined motivation and
optimal functioning (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000c¢). Cognitive evaluation
theory (Deci, 1971; Deci & Ryan, 2000) outlines the situations and environments that
foster intrinsic motivation. Organismic integration theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985a)
outlines the interpersonal factors involved in the regulation of self-determined form ot
motivation and behaviour. Causality orientations theory (Dec1 & Ryan, 1985b, 2002)
describes the effects of individual differences in self-determined behaviour on
motivation and behaviour. Finally, basic psychological needs theory (Dec1 & Ryan,

2000) outlines how the concept of the psychological needs affects motivation and

behaviour.



1.2 SDT’s mini- theories

1.2.1 Cognitive evaluation theory

Cognitive evaluation theory examines how social contexts and environments
can either support or thwart intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1987). The theory
proposes that social factors or events and the person’s interpretation of them are the
direct determinants of intrinsically-motivated behaviours. Social events can affect
motivation based on the functional significance (i.e., psychological meaning) that
these social external factors have to the individual.

Deci1 and Ryan (1980), elaborating on the ideas of deCharms (1968) and
Heider (1958), suggested that intrinsic motivation is characterised by an internal
direction of the organism’s locus of causality, meaning that a person perceives
him/herselt to the origin of their behaviour, that they have chosen to engage in the
behaviour, that they perform the behaviour out of a sense of personal ownership of
their actions, and that there 1s no external reason or contingency for engaging in the
behaviour other than the satisfaction and enjoyment gained from the behaviour itself.
In contrast, social factors that are external to the individual result 1n extrinsic
motivation and the person is unlikely to be view him/herself as the mitiator of their

behaviour and instead feels controlled by external agents in their environment such as
significant others and rewards (Deci & Ryan, 1980).

Controlling social factors: The role of rewards

Deci (1971) was interested in the effect of rewards, an extrinsic contingency,
on intrinsic motivation. His experiments required the provision of external rewards to
people and the behavioural measurement of motivation. In his experiments, the

reward manipulation was achieved by giving experimental participants a monetary



payment for the time spent on the task. More specitically, participants had to work on
a puzzle for a set period of time. After this the experimenter made an excuse and left
the laboratory for eight minutes leaving the participant alone with the option of
continuing on the task or engaging in a selection of alternative tasks (e.g., reading
magazines). During this period the amount of time that the participant spent on the
target activity was the behavioural measure of intrinsic motivation. This method of
measuring ntrinsic motivation is referred to as the ‘free-choice’ paradigm.

The study results suggested that participants that did not receive any reward
for the target activity spent significantly more of their free time engaged with the
activity compared to those who have received a reward. Thus participants in the
reward condition exhibited lower levels of intrinsic motivation than participants in the
no reward condition. This suggests that when people receive rewards for engaging
with an interesting activity they tend to display less intrinsic motivation than those
that do not receive a reward. This 1s described as the undermining eftect (Dec1 &
Ryan, 1980) and demonstrates the negative effects of controlling social tactors on
intrisic motivation.

The mechanism behind the undermining effect proposed by Deci1 and Ryan
(1980) can be traced in a shift of a person’s perceived locus of causality of their
behaviour. The locus of causality reflects a person’s perception of the origin or cause
of their behaviour. An internal locus reflects personal agency and ownership of the
action and is akin to intrinsic motivation. An external locus reflects the control ot the
behaviour by external contingencies and environmental agents and reflects low
intrinsic motivation. Rewards cause a shift in the perceived locus from internal
(person controls the behaviour) to external (significant other or environmental

contingency controls the behaviour) and therefore undermine intrinsic motivation. It



IS important to note that people that have low intrinsic motivation will still persist in
the task as long as the reward contingency remains, they only desist when the reward

contingency 1s removed. This removes the perceived cause of their behaviour i.e. to

gain the reward based and results in behavioural desistance.

However, the effects that rewards have on intrinsic motivation can be a

function of the way that rewards’ are presented. Cognitive evaluation theory takes
Into account whether rewards are expected or not. For example, if a reward is not
expected when a participant is working on a task it will not undermine the
participant’s intrinsic motivation (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999a). In order to better
understand and account for the effects of rewards on intrinsic motivation a taxonomy
of reward contingencies 1s presented (Ryan, Mims, & Koestner, 1983). Task-
noncontingent rewards are given for engaging mn an activity or behaviour that 1s
unrelated to the target activity (e.g., a reward given for just taking part in an activity);
task-contingent rewards are specifically given for participation in and completion of
the target task; performance-contingent rewards are given when the target activity has
been performed but depends on the participant reaching a normative standard;
completion-contingent rewards are given when the participant has successtully
completed the target activity; and engagement-contingent rewards are given for
participating or engaging in the task in the first place. There is a considerable body of
research that has examined the effects of these different types of reward contingency
on intrinsic motivation (Deci, et al., 1999a).

A seminal meta-analysis conducted by Deci and colleagues (1999a) reviewed
128 studies on the area of intrinsic motivation and found consistent support across the
literature that tangible rewards undermine intrinsic motivation. More specifically, 1t

was found that task-contingent, completion-contingent, and engagement-contingent



rewards undermine intrinsic motivation. The effects of performance-contingent
rewards were found to be more complicated. This is attributed to the potential for
these types of rewards to provide positive feedback on performance. However, when
they are compared with experimental conditions where positive feedback does not
include any type of reward they are found to decrease intrinsic motivation
(Harackiewicz, Manderlink, & Sansone, 1984).

It seems that the mnformational aspect of rewards can have a significant effect
on mtrinsic motivation. Rewards presented when the informational aspect is made
salient do not necessarily undermine intrinsic motivation. However, this is only the
case when the information attached with the reward is not controlling (Ryan, et al.,
1983). Such information should minimise authoritarian style, acknowledge good
performance, and emphasize the interesting aspects of the task (Deci, Egharm, Patrick,
& Leone, 1994; Deci, Nezlek, & Sheinman, 1981; Koestner, Ryan, Bernieri, & Holkt,
1984).

However, it is not only tangible rewards that undermine mtrinsic motivation,
but also any kind of environmental and social factors that shift a person’s perception
of the origin of their behaviour towards an external perceived locus ot causality. For
example, awards in educational settings (Lepper & Greene, 1975), surveillance
(Pittman, Davey, Alafat, Wetherill, & Kramer, 1980), deadlines (Amabile, Dejong, &
Lepper, 1976), evaluation (Amabile, 1979), goal imposition (Mossholder, 1980), and
competition (Deci, Betley, Kahle, Abrams, & Porac, 1981) can all cause a shift in the

perceived locus of causality for the behaviour from imternal to external and theretore

undermine intrinsic motivation.

Social factors that support intrinsic motivation: The role of choice



Just as rewards undermine intrinsic motivation, there are also environmental
factors that enhance intrinsic motivation. The provision of choice over different target
activities has been hypothesised to be an environmental factor that promotes Intrinsic
motivation. To test this premise Zuckerman et al (1978) used an experimental set up
like that used by Deci (1971). This time participants, rather than being provided with
rewards, were assigned to experimental conditions with either personal choice over
the type of the puzzle to work on in the initial task or no choice. In the no choice
condition the target activity was assigned by the experimenter. Intrinsic motivation
was measured as the amount of free time participants spent on the target activity after
the completion of the 1nitial task. Results revealed that participants in the choice
condition indicated higher levels of intrinsic motivation than participants in the no
choice condition. The provision of choice resulted in an increase of intrinsic
motivation. According to cognitive evaluation theory, choice 1s an environmental
factor that shifts the locus of causality from the environment to the person and gives
to a person a sense of self-determination over the cause ot the behaviour.

Further, studies have reported that personal choice enhances trinsic
motivation for children in educational settings (Cordova & Lepper, 1996; Swann &
Pittman, 1977). Indeed, choice has been found to have a positive effect on a number
of adaptive psychological outcomes, like personal control (Rotter, 1966), etfort, and
task performance (Kernan, Heimann, & Hanges, 1991). Furthermore, 1t seems that
exercising choice increases confidence and risk-taking (Langer, 1975). However,
there is a line of research suggesting that choice might have some disadvantages
(Schwartz, 2000, 2004). There are a number of studies where choice had no etfect on

intrinsic motivation or had very little positive effects (Flowerday & Schraw, 2003;



Flowerday, Schraw, & Stevens, 2004; Overskeid & Svartdal, 1996: Reeve, Nix, &
Hamm, 2003).

Notwithstanding these null findings, a recent meta-analysis conducted on 41
studies examining the role of choice on intrinsic motivation, effort, and task
performance found support for the positive effect of choice on intrinsic motivation
(Patall, Cooper, & Robinson, 2008). Overall, the exercise of personal choice is
viewed as an environmental factor that supports intrinsic motivation. It should also be
noted that choice 1s positively related to behavioural satisfaction and intrinsic
motivation when it helps the individual reflect on his/her personal values, goals, and
interests and when it is presented with a self-determined functional significance where
the individual feels that he or she 1s initiator of their actions.

Positive feedback 1s another environmental factor that can enhance intrinsic
motivation. Again an array of studies has mdicated that when feedback provides
positive informational content it can increase intrisic motivation (Blanck, Reis, &
Jackson, 1984; Boggiano & Ruble, 1979; Vallerand & Reid, 1984). It should be noted
that positive feedback promotes intrinsic motivation only when 1t does not hold a
form of interpersonal control. In such cases, controlling contextual feedback can
undermine intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985a; Ryan, 1982).

In summary, cognitive evaluation theory is a sub-theory of SDT outhning the
environmental factors that promote or undermine intrinsic motivation. Factors like
rewards and controlling feedback tend to shift people’s perceived locus of causality to
outside the individual and undermine intrinsic motivation. Social events like choice

and informational feedback promote an internal perceived locus of causality and tend

to increase intrinsic motivation.



1.2.2. Organismic integration theory

Organismic integration theory, the second sub-theory of SDT, outlines the
different forms of motivational regulation and contextual factors that promote or
thwart the mternalisation and integration of behavioural regulatory processes. Deci
and Ryan (1985a) suggested that people’s motives for engaging 1n behaviour could be
characterised on a continuum from extrinsic to intrinsic motivation, rather than a
dichotomous distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. This was based on
the recognition that individuals acting for extrinsic reasons might differ in the degree
of perceived self-determination of their motives (Deci & Ryan, 1985a).

SDT recognises that individuals have a tendency to internalise and integrate
behaviours that serve self-determined goals or outcomes and satisfy basic
psychological needs (Dec1 & Flaste, 1995). Thus, people tend to internalise external
regulation and environmental factors mto a unified aspect of the self. For example, an
individual might be mitially engaged 1n an activity not out of personal interest but by
peer or family pressure. Over time the individual might internalise the regulatory
process (i.e., peer pressure) for the behaviour because he/she perceives the outcome of
that behaviour as self-determined or autonomous. This results in the behaviour being
integrated into a repertoire of behaviours that serve self-determined goals or outcomes
and satisfy psychological needs. This process of internalisation refers to the change 1n
the perceived locus of causality of the activities from being externally controlled, thus
having an external perceived locus of causality with low internalisation, to becoming

internally regulated, thus having an internal perceived locus of causality and having

high internalisation (Ryan & Connell, 1989).

The self-determination continuum

10



Within organismic Integration theory, extrinsically-motivated behaviours can
vary In the degree of self-determination as a function of their internalisation (Deci &
Ryan, 1985a). Deci and Ryan (1985a) proposed that the dichotomy between extrinsic
and ntrinsic motivation cannot fully describe the different levels of self-
determination and amotivation that people experience. Instead, they suggested a more
differentiated perceived locus of causality. They differentiated motivation into
different subtypes on a continuum ranging from amotivation (external locus) to
intrinsic motivation (internal locus). The differentiated continuum included the
following graded conceptualisations of motivational regulation raging from external
to internal: amotivation, external regulation, introjected regulation, identified
regulation, integrated regulation, and intrinsic motivation.

Amotivation technically lies outside the perceived locus of causality and it
relates to the absence of motivational regulation. Is related to the construct of learned
helplessness (Seligman, 1972). Amotivation is described as a state where the
individual lacks intentionality and personal causation (Ryan & Deci, 2000b). External
regulation refers to behavioural engagement due to external reinforcements and is
considered the prototypical form of extrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000b).
Individuals typically experience extrinsically regulated-behaviours as controlled and
actions have an external perceived locus of causality. Introjected regulation 1s another
form of extrinsic motivation where an individual engages in a behaviour to avoid
feelings of guilt or shame (Ryan & Deci, 2000b). Introjected-regulated behaviours
tend to be affectively driven and characterised as externally-referenced in terms of the
perceived locus of causality continuum as they are not really experienced as part of
the self. Both external regulation and introjected regulation are considered forms of

controlled or less self-determined motivation as they describe reasons of motives for

1]



performing a behaviour that is not autonomous or self-determined (Williams, Grow,

Freedman, Ryan, & Deci, 1996). Identified regulation is a form of extrinsic

motivation but this type of motivation is more autonomous and self-determined than
external and introjected regulation (Ryan & Deci, 2000b). Identified regulation 1s
characterised by engaging in behaviours for self-determined reasons and values that
are important to the individual. Integrated regulation is the most autonomous form of
extrinsic motivation as the individual engages in the behaviour for self-determined
reasons and the behaviour has been completely internalised as part of the individual’s
true sense ot self. Even if integrated regulation is very similar to intrinsic motivation,

the focus of the behaviour is still on the outcome and not engagement in the behaviour

for 1its own sake.

Ryan and Connell (1989) provided the initial empirical test of the perceived
locus of causality continuum. They investigated classroom motives among school

children. Their results suggested a simplex-ordered pattern of relationships between

the perceived locus of causality continuum variables. A simplex-ordered pattern of
relations implies that proximal constructs are more strongly correlated than more
distal constructs. This 1s an indication supporting the internalisation and a graduated
conceptualisation of different forms of behavioural regulation rather then dichotomy
between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.

Finally, a wide range of empirical findings support that autonomous forms ot
motivation are associated with better educational outcomes such as better
performance (Miserandino, 1996) and lower dropout (Vallerand & Bissonnette,
1992). Moreover, it has been shown that greater internalisation 1s associated with

maintenance of weight loss (Williams, et al., 1996), physical exercise (Chatzisarantis,

12



Biddle. & Meek, 1997). and intimate relationships (Blais, Boucher, Sabourin, &
Vallerand. 1990).

[n summary, organismic Integration theory suggests a graduated
conceptualisation of motivational regulations on a self-determination continuum
ranging trom high to low self-determination. The continuum reflects the extent to
which goals and behaviours are internalised by an individual as serving autonomous
goals and outcomes. People who demonstrate a high degree of internalisation of
behaviours have higher levels of personal well being, behavioural persistence, and

eftectiveness to individual assimilation within a group (Ryan & Deci, 2000b: Ryan, et

al., 1997).

1.2.3 Causality orientations theory

The third sub-theory of SDT, causality orientations theory, deals with the
stable individual ditference factors that affect an individual’s motivation across many
contexts (Dec1 & Ryan, 2002). SDT suggests that an individual’s motivation and
behaviour 1s a function of the immediate social contexts and the person’s individual
differences that have developed over time through interaction with the social world.
Causality orientations theory examines the role of these stable individual differences
on motivational processes.

Causality orientations theory proposes three personality orientations that
reflect generalised tendencies in the way in which people experience motivation mn
their environment across many contexts (Dec1 & Ryan, 2002). The furst 1s autonomy
orientation, which reflects a generalised tendency to be oriented toward selt-
determined forms of motivation, and involves the regulation of behaviour on the basis
of interest, choice, and personal agency. The second 1s controlled orientation, which

reflects an orientation toward to controlling forms of motivation and a tendency to
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behave in response to external controls and contingencies. Finally, impersonal

orientation 1s related to amotivation and reflects an orientation toward non—

intentionality and absence of motivation.

Dec1and Ryan (1985b) developed the General Causality Orientations Scale as
an mdividual difference measure of the above-mentioned dimensions. They found that

autonomy orientation was associated with self-esteem, ego-development, and

psychological indicators of well-being. Controlled orientation was related with public
self-consciousness and pressure. Finally, impersonal orientation was related with low
selt-esteem and depression. Koestner, Bernieri, and Zuckerman (1992) created two
groups ot autonomy-oriented and controlled-oriented individuals based on their score
on General Causality Orientation Scale and examined participant’s consistency
among behaviours and attitudes. Results indicated that autonomy-oriented individuals
had a positive relationship between behaviours and attitudes whereas controlled-
oriented individuals exhibited a weak or even negative relationship between
behaviour and attitudes. In summary, causality orientations theory provides a basis for
individual differences in motivational orientations which reflect generalised

tendencies to act in an autonomous, controlled, or impersonal fashion across many

behavioural domains.

1.2.4 Basic psychological needs theory

Self-Determination Theory postulates that a thorough understanding of
intrinsic motivation requires a consideration of the innate psychological needs tfor

competence, autonomy, and relatedness is required (Dec1 & Ryan, 2000). The

introduction of basic needs is not new in theory and research in human motivation.

Hull (1943) described the role of innate physiological needs in producing drive states

that made an organism to act as to satisfy these needs. However, the Hullian drive

14



reduction theory for motivation cannot provide a meaningful account for exploratory

and spontaneous human behaviours such as play (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Murray (1938)
represents a second tradition and suggests that some needs are psychological rather

than physiological and that such needs are acquired rather than innate. Murray gave a

very broad and loose definition of needs suggesting that anything that lead to action

could be classified as a need (Deci & Ryan, 2000).

Within SDT, the nature and definition of needs follow the Hullian tradition, 1n
that the existence of needs are innate and organismic necessities and follow the
Murray tradition msofar as the needs are defined as psychological than physiological.

In SDT, needs are viewed as essential motivating forces directly linked with adaptive

outcomes like psychological well-being when nurtured and lead to negative

consequences and maladaptive outcomes when thwarted (Ryan & Deci, 2000b; Ryan

& Frederick, 1997; Waterman, 1993). Empirical research identifies a positive
relationship between basic need satisfaction and well-being at both the between-
person and within-person level (Reis, Sheldon, Gable, Roscoe, & Ryan, 2000;
Sheldon, Ryan, & Reis, 1996).

The basic psychological needs for competence, relatedness, and autonomy
exist at a global level, are trait like, and hold cross-cultural validity (Sheldon, Elliot,
Kim, & Kasser, 2001). However, the means by which these needs can be satistied can
vary as a function of age, gender, and culture but the basic concept implying that
basic need satisfaction is required for human well-being remains a constant for all the
above factors. Furthermore, the cross-cultural validity of the basic psychological

needs has been supported (Chirkov, Ryan, & Willness, 2005). Deci and Ryan (2002)

suggested that it is irrelevant as to whether people hold a conscious and explicit
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awareness for need satisfaction or not, but they will strive towards situations that are

need supportive.

Comparing and contrasting the psychological needs with the biological ones,
both are essential for human organisms to survive, develop and thrive. Withholding a
need element results to the descent of growth, where as environments that make
avallable need satisfaction will lead to organism maintenance or development.
Furthermore, a charactenistic that both biological and psychological needs are sharing
1s that organisms are constructed for the satisfaction of such needs. Finally, the key
difference between the two types of human needs 1s that biological needs reach a

point of fulfilment satiation, where as psychological needs are not.

The basic psychological need for Competence

The need of competence is the perceived ability to produce outcomes and be

effective in altering the environment. The need originates form the work ot White

(1959) on effectance motivation where he proposed that people hold a need for
effective interaction with the environment that leads to actions such curiosity and

investigation leading to attempts to master the environment. In SD'1 discourse, the

evidence support the relationship between competence and intrinsic motivation

(Biddle, Soos, & Chatzisarantis, 1999; Reeve & Deci, 1996; Vallerand & Reid, 1984).

The basic psychological need for Relatedness
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with peers are key outcomes of relatedness satisfaction. In an nitial study in the area

it was revealed that the presence of an adult who was not mteracting with children
doing an activity resulted to diminished levels of intrinsic motivation (Anderson,
Manoogian, & Reznick, 1976). Furthermore, children of autonomy supportive but
securely attached caregivers tend to spend longer periods in independent motivated
exploratory behaviours (Frodi, Bridges, & Grolnick, 1985). Relatedness is therefore
important for intrinsic motivation. Research indicates that caring and supportive
teaching environments enable greater intrinsic motivation in students (Ryan &
Grolnick, 1986). Relatedness-supportive environments provide the necessary

background 1 which other psychological needs can flourish (Deci & Ryan, 2000).

T'he basic psychological need for Autonomy

The need for autonomy concerns all the actions and processes in which an
individual engages that are perceived to be initiated by the self and are consistent with
his or her true sense of self (Ryan, et al., 1997). Autonomously-motivated behaviours
represent the true expression of the self, as the individual perceives he or she 1s the
initiator of the action and the origin of his or her own behaviour.

Environments that support the need of autonomy can have a positive ettect on
intrinsic motivation (Chatzisarantis, Hagger, Smith, & Phoenix, 2004; Hagger,
Chatzisarantis, Culverhouse, & Biddle, 2003). Autonomy-supportive environments
can result in a shift in the locus of causality towards autonomous forms of motivation.

Autonomy-supportive social determinants are characterised by behaviours 1n
significant others such as providing choice, acknowledging experience, and

confidence (Deci, et al., 1994). The opposite is controlling environments and
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behaviours and contingencies such as threats, surveillance, evaluations, and deadlines

exploration, and curiosity-oriented behaviours (Ryan, et al., 1997) from a very early
stage of the human development (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). Also, autonomy-supportive
teaching environments (Deci, Schwartz, Sheinman, & Ryan, 1981; Ryan & Grolnick,
1986), work environments (Deci, Connell, & Ryan, 1989), and health and activity

contexts (Chatzisarantis, Hagger, Biddle, & Karageorghis, 2002) are associated with

greater mtrinsic motivation.

[n summary, the basic psychological needs for competence, relatedness, and
autonomy are 1nnate and stable trait-like constructs across age, gender, and culture.
The satistaction of all three needs 1s considered important for human well-being and
intrinsic motivation. Indeed, Ntoumanis (2001) found that the satisfaction of all needs
can predict motivation towards physical education classes. People’s motivation and
satisfaction of work environment can be a function of psychological needs satistaction
(Deci, et al., 2001). Also, the lack of support for psychological need satistaction from
an early stage of the life can result to poor internalization processes leading to lack ot

socialisation and behavioural regulation (Deci & Flaste, 1995; Ryan, 1995; Ryan, et

al., 1997).

1.3 Autonomy and culture

Out of all the psychological needs postulated in SDT, the need for autonomy

is the one that is the focus of most debate as to whether it is an actual need or a
culture-specific construct prevalent to some cultural groups. Usually, this controversy

is caused by the misinterpretation of autonomy as akin to independence or the
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methodological deduction of the psychological and discursive qualities of autonomy
In comparison with competence and relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2000c¢). The direction
of the debate 1s positioned whether autonomy 1s a need that is confined only for

people ot Europe and North America (Oishi, 2000). This argument stems from the

area ot psychological differences among cultures.

Individualism and collectivism are the cultural constructs which are most
commonly cited 1n cross-cultural social psychological research and are highly salient
to the understanding of cultural variations in motivation and behaviour (Schimmack,
Oishi, & Diener, 2005). Examples of individualist orientated cultures are those of
Western Europe, North America, and Australia. Members of these societies tend to
endorse personal goals over collective and try to distinguish themselves from the
group, individuality 1s considered a virtue (Triandis, 1989; Triandis, Bontempo,
Villareal, Asai, & Lucca, 1988). Collectivism tends to prevail in cultures in Asia,
Latin America, Eastern Europe, and rural communities of South Europe (Hofstede,
1991). Members of collectivist cultures tend to indicate greater value to group
harmony, and respect for social and family hierarchy. They tend to sacrifice personal
satisfaction and choice over the group goals and indications of uniqueness over group
goals and social harmony is considered deviant (Kim & Markus, 1999; Triandis,
1989, 1995; Triandis, et al., 1988).

Markus and Kitayama (1991b) put forward the concept of independent and
interdependent self-construals in order to account for the differences in cognitive,
emotional, and motivational experiences that members of individualist or collectivist
cultures exhibit. More specifically, people holding an independent view of the self

tend to comply with the cultural norm of individualism and express the self as distinct

from others. On the contrary, interdependent individuals adhere the cultural norm ot
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collectivism by maintaining connection and interdependence with others. Independent
individuals are analytic in terms of cognitive style; they tend to focus on objects and
people and are less sensitive to the context (Nisbett, Peng, Choi, & Norenzayan,
2001), whereas interdependent individuals hold a more holistic cognitive style where
they are more attuned to contextual information (Kitayama, Dutty, Kawamura, &

Larsen, 2003; Nisbett, et al., 2001). Finally, the different self-construals explain the
ditferences in emotion feeling and expression between members of different cultural
backgrounds. Ego-focused emotions such as anger frustration or pride are a
characteristic of the independent self, as these emotions have an individual’s
attributes as the pomt of reference (Markus & Kitayama, 1991b). On the other hand,
other-tocused emotions such as sympathy and shame are characteristics of the

interdependent self as these emotions tend to be the result of taking others’

perspectives.

From the above description of the psychological difterences between
individualist and collectivist cultures, one could arrive at the conclusion that the need
of autonomy shares characteristics identified with individualist cultures. Even 1f the
dictionary definitions of autonomy and independence are very similar (Carver &
Scheier, 2000), these two psychological constructs are theoretically and empirically
treated differently in SDT. Cross-cultural research on autonomy (Chirkov & Ryan,
2001: Chirkov, Ryan, Kim, & Kaplan, 2003) suggests that any cultural practice can be
engaged in autonomously manner and can predict human well-being irrespective of
having an individualist or collectivist orientation. Furthermore, it seems that the

internalisation of the cultural norm can manifest in different social determinants of

autonomy satisfaction and intrinsic motivation (lyengar & Lepper, 1999, 2002).
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Indeed, research by Chirkov, Ryan, Kim, and Kaplan (2003) provides

evidence for the effect of the internalisation of cultural norms on Intrinsic motivation

and psychological well being. Results suggested that the internalisation of cultural
norms predicted intrinsic motivation and well-being irrespective of participants’
individualist or collectivist orientation. This suggests that autonomy and
mdividualism are different constructs. Individualism means acting alone or
independently but not necessarily autonomously from an SDT point of view.
Autonomy retlects acting in accordance with a sense of personal causation
independent of external contingencies but it does not necessarily mean acting alone. If
a person has internalised a collectivist cultural norm they may autonomously choose
to become volitionally dependent on significant others. In such cases, apparently

controlling contingencies provided by agents in the environment may be experienced

as autonomous because the individual has freely chosen to be under the auspices ot

the agent.

[yengar and Lepper (1999) examined the role of personal choice and choice
made by a significant other on intrinsic motivation among children from ditferent
cultural backgrounds. In this study choice was manipulated by providing different
types of choice between different versions of a word puzzle. There were three choice
conditions: personal choice for the child, choice made by the experimenter, or choice
made by a significant other or caregiver, who, 1n this instance, was the child’s mother.
The free choice paradigm was used to measure intrinsic motivation. Participants were
children from an Anglo-American background, thought to have an individualist
cultural orientation, and children from a Chinese-American background, thought to
have a collectivist cultural orientation. Results indicated that children with an

individualist cultural orientation experienced higher levels ot intrinsic motivation
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when they exercised personal choice. Children from a collectivist cultural background

experienced higher levels of intrinsic motivation when a significant other exercised

choice.

collectivist cultural background, choice by a significant other is the correct social
determinant for intrinsic motivation since autonomy was supported by an
environmental factor that was consistent with their cultural background. Children
were likely to have internalised the needs of the significant other due to their cultural

background and were more likely to feel more intrinsically motivated when they
made the choice for the individual. This is because they had volitionally and
autonomously chosen to be dependent upon the significant other and their judgements
were viewed to be consistent with psychological needs for autonomy. The autonomy-
supportive social determmant for intrinsic motivation congruent with orientation of
children with an individualist cultural background was personal choice. It seems that
in both groups the internalisation of the cultural norm has an effect on which 1s the

optimal social determinant on respect of choice for autonomy and intrmsic

motivation.

1.4 Theoretical overview and plan of thesis

The research on the effects of individualist and collectivist cultural norms on
intrinsic motivation specifies the role that different social structures (i.e., culture) can
have on the way that intrinsic motivation is experienced. In SD1, individuals are
viewed as active in their environment and in a constant organismic relationship with
their social structures (Deci & Ryan, 1985a). The integration and internalisation of

social norms can determine the optimal environmental factors for psychological need
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satisfaction and intrinsic motivation. It is therefore predicted that the internalisation of
cultural norms can affect people’s interpretation of environmental factors that support
or thwart psychological needs and intrinsic motivation (Ryan, 1995). The interplay
between environmental contingencies (e.g., group norms), interpersonal orientations
(e.g., cultural norms), the interpretation of need-satisfying events (e.g., choice), and
self-determined forms of motivation is the cornerstone of this thesis.

The results from the cross-cultural studies on autonomy and intrinsic
motivation (Chirkov, et al., 2003; Iyengar & Lepper, 1999) provide evidence for the
cross-cultural vahdity of autonomy as psychological need. However, these studies
investigate autonomy and mtrinsic motivation only at the cultural level. Recent
research developments can provide means for the mvestigation of individualism and

collectivism as situational norms. McAuliffe and colleagues (2003) have developed

an experimental method where the manipulation of individualist and collectivist

group In the group level 1s possible.

The aim of this thesis is to examine the effect of individualist and collectivist
eroup environments and situational contingencies that support autonomy on levels ot
intrinsic motivation. Specifically, the research reported in this thesis will examine
whether individualist and collectivist orientations at the situational and individual
difference levels rather than the cultural level will influence the effect of choice on

intrinsic motivation and the effect of autonomous motivation on behaviour. Consistent

with cross-cultural studies on SDT, the group norms of individualism and
collectivism and the situational contingency of choice will be the focus of the
experimental studies in this thesis. This 1s to achieve direct methodological and

theoretical comparison with the cross-cultural studies of Chirkov et al (2003) and

[yengar and Lepper (1999). In addition, individualism and collectivism will be
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Chapter 2 will establish the necessary methodology for the empirical

mvestigation of effect of the sources of choice on intrinsic motivation under

conditions of individualist and collectivist group norms. This will be achieved

through the development of a group norm manipulation from the perspective of Social
[dentity Theory. Social identity theory (Tajfel, 1974, 1978: Tajtel & Turner, 1979) is
the dominant theory examining the social psychological mechanisms that underpin
individuals’ actions as a result of their membership of groups, real or implied. More
specifically, research i the area (McAuliffe et al, 2003) provides initial indications
that individualism and collectivism can function as a group norm affecting the
behavioural judgements of group members. However, the validity of the effect was
not cross-culturally validated and was not examined in people from a collectivist
cultural background. The studies described in Chapter 2 further develop McAuliffe et
al.’s methodology to situationally-manipulate individualist and collectivist norms and
validate it in members from individualist and collectivist cultural backgrounds. This
will help ascertain whether the manipulation will be effective independent cultural-
level norms.

Chapter 3 utilises the methodology developed in Chapter 2 with the choice
manipulation methodology (Iyengar & Lepper, 1999; Zuckerman, et al., 1978) and
investigates the effect of group norms and choice conditions on intrmnsic motivation.
Two experimental studies will investigate the effect of situationally-manipulated
individualist and collectivist group norms and perceived source of choice on intrinsic

motivation. Methods developed in Chapter 2 will be used in the manipulation of

dividualist and collectivist group norms. It is expected that people presented with an
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makes a choice for them. The aim is to replicate and extend the findings of [yengar

and Lepper (1999) in a situational context.

The aim of the study presented in Chapter 4 is to replicate the findings from
the studies presented in Chapter 3 and to extend the findings by providing an
additional condition. The study will include a condition in which a significant other
provides choice for the individual. This will demonstrate whether it is the significant
other or the choice per se driving the increased intrinsic motivation in individuals
presented with a collectivist group norm. In other words, personal choice given by an

experimenter to an individual in a collectivist condition is will have less meaning than

personal choice offered by a significant other.

In order to further investigate for the socio-cognitive factors that can be
responsible for autonomous motivation in cultural and group situations, individualism
and collectivism will be conceptualised as individual difference constructs and their
role as predictors and moderators of the relationship between autonomous motivation
and intentional behaviour investigated in Chapter 5. The aim of this study 1s to
examine the role of individual differences in culturally-defined aspects of the self,
based on individualist and collectivist orientations, in moderating etfects of
autonomous motivation on intentions and behaviour.

Summary

The overall aims of this thesis is to investigate the situational eftects of

individualism and collectivism as group norms and perceived source ot choice on

intrinsic motivation and to examine the effect of individual differences n



individualism and collectivism on the relationship between autonomous motivation
and ntentional behaviour. Individualism and collectivism will therefore be expressed
as a group norm and as an individual difference variable rather than a variable

determined by membership of a specific cultural group as in previous research. In

order to address this aim the following studies were conducted:

Studies 1 and 2. Two studies will be developed to cross-culturally validate a
method to manipulate individualist and collectivist group norms. Building on the
methodology of McAuliffe et al (2003), the study will examine the introduction of an
individualist and collectivist group norms on perception of group members’
behaviours, group tolerance, and group members relatedness. It 1s hypothesised that
although people will tend to prefer collectivist behaviour in most normative situations
as such behaviour is considered virtuous, that preference will be attenuated when the
group norms favour individualism. These effects are expected to be consistent n
participants from individualist (British) and collectivist (Chinese) cultural
backgrounds.

Studies 3 and 4. The method for the manipulation of group norms will be
adopted to examine the effect of different choice conditions on mtrinsic motivation. It
is hypothesised that people operating in an individualist-oriented group norm will
exhibit higher levels of intrinsic motivation 1n a problem-solving task when they
exercise personal choice. In contrast, people operating in a collectivist group norm
will demonstrate higher levels of intrinsic motivation when a significant other makes
the choice of task for them, in accordance with the cross-cultural research (Iyengar &

Lepper, 1999, Chirkov et al, 2003).

Study 5. Extending the findings of Studies 3 and 4, this investigation aims to

farther establish whether the choice or provider of the choice is responsible for
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Increased intrinsic motivation among people operating in a collectivist group norm. If
as predicted, people in a collectivist group norm report higher levels of intrinsic

motivation when a significant other makes a choice of task for them, rather than
personal choice or experimenter choice, then it suggests that it is the perception that

the sigmificant other supports psychological needs and the autonomous interests of the
group when making the choice. The person in the collectivist group norm has become
volitionally dependent on the significant other. However, there is a possibility that the
increased ntrinsic motivation may be out of obligation to the significant other rather
than true mtrinsic motivation. In this study, an additional condition will be added in
which the significant other will provide choice for participants in a collectivist norm.
[t 1s hypothesised that this condition should also result in significantly higher intrinsic
motivation than personal and experimenter choice. This will rule out the possibility
that the increased time spent on the task 1s out of obligation and demonstrate that the
effect the norm on intrinsic motivation is due to construal of the significant other as
supporting psychological needs rather than a sense ot contformaty.

Finally, the effects of individualism vs. collectivism as selt-constructs are
examined in an integrated model of behavioural prediction and autonomous
motivation. It is hypothesised that such individual differences will have independent
effects on intentions and behaviour and moderate the autonomy-behaviour
relationship. This will provide evidence to suggest that individual differences 1n
collectivist and individualist norms change the effect of autonomous motivation on
behaviour. An alternative hypothesis is that autonomous motivation 1S a consistent
predictor of intentional behaviour regardless of individual differences m cultural

orientation, congruent with findings by Chirkov et al. (2003) and other selt-

determination theorist who demonstrate that self-determined motivation 1s universal
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across cultures. To date, no study has examined these effects from the perspective of
individual differences in cultural orientations, studies have solely focused on cultural

differences defined by national groups (Blanchard, Kupperman, Sparling, Nehl

Rhodes, Courneya, & Baker, 2009; Bagozzi, Lee, & Van Loo, 2001).



CHAPTER 2

Establishing the methodology: Individualism and

collectivism as group norms (Studies 1 and 2)

2.1 Introduction

The primary aim of the present studies is to develop a valid and reliable
method to manipulate individualist and collectivist group norms. This is important
because the experimental manipulation of these norms is an essential method to be
used 1n subsequent studies (see Chapters 3 and 4) to investigate the effects of
individualist and collectivist group norms on intrinsic motivation. This will be
achieved by developing and empirically testing a reliable method to manipulate
individualist and collectivist group norms at a situational level. Chapter 1 provided an
account on how individualism and collectivism as cultural norms can influence the
role of choice as a determinant of intrinsic motivation. However, one of the main aims
of this thesis 1s to investigate individualism and collectivism as group norms at a

situational rather than a dispositional and cultural level and how these can attect

intrinsic motivation levels among ostensible group members.

In order to investigate individualism and collectivism at the situational level,

these cultural dimensions were treated as group norms operating in group Situations.
By employing methods from the group processes literature, two laboratory-based
experiments investigated the degree to which mdividualism or collectivism can
function as group norms. The evaluation was conducted using an experimental group
processes method derived from previous studies (Jetten, McAulitfe, Hornsey, &

Hogg, 2006; Jetten, Postmes, & McAuliffe, 2001; McAuliffe, Jetten, Hogg, &
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Hornsey, 2001) and interpreted using a social identity theory framework (Tajfel &

Turner, 1979).

2.1.1 Group norms and the theories of social identity/self-categorization

Social identity theory (Tajfel, 1974, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) is a social
psychological theory that aims to account for group processes and, in particular, how

mdividuals act as a result of their membership of groups, real or implied. The theory

advocates that people’s self-concept is inextricably related to their group membership
and helps form a psychological representation of their self as a group member, known
as a social identity. This relation of self-concept and social identity results in the
adaptation of specific cognitive and group strategies to maintain group harmony and
integration both at the level of the self and the collective (Postmes & Jetten, 2006). In
order for the above to be achieved, two major processes take place: social
categorisation and self-enhancement. Social categorisation refers to the cognitive
process related to the social projection and determination of in-group boundaries.
Self-enhancement matches the consequences of categorisation with the dominant
group norm (Hogg, et al., 2006).

Self-categorization theory examines the categorization process at a more
individual level, i.e. the cognitive processes that lead a person to adopt the attitudes
and characteristics of a group and behave in accordance with those characteristics.
Prototypes are used as the reference points of the framework shaping up the group
characteristics. Thus, when an individual becomes part of a group, the theory suggests
that members become depersonalised at a cognitive and behavioural level with the

dominant prototype acting as a set of rules. Through this processes an individual’s

self becomes congruent with those of the in-group members and results m a
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subsequent change in the level of identity from personal to social (Hogg & Turner,

1987).

Central to the theory 1s people’s tendency to conform to expected norms 1n
group situations. According to Turner (1991) group norms are social group
regularities that describe and define group membership. The selt-categorization and
depersonalization processes determine how people conform to the group norm
because they adjust therr attitudes and behaviour to be congruent with the pervading

group norm (Abrams, Thomas, & Hogg, 1990; Hogg, Abrams, Otten, & Hinkle, 2004:
Turner, 1985; Turmer & Oakes, 1989)

This mechanism of norm assimilation can be briefly described as the
categorisation of social and non-social stimuli which produce a perception
accentuation eftect where group members assign similarities or differences among
stimul1 1n line with the group norm. This accentuation process can have attitudinal,
behavioural, and emotional dimensions associated with categorisation. Perception
accentuation is considered to be a direct consequence of categorisation, which, n
social identity theory, is considered a basic and important human cognitive function
that helps people to conform to group beliefs and attitudes (Turner, Hogg, Oakes,
Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). An empirical illustration of the self-categorisation
process and a key methodological feature in the social identity tradition 1s the minimal
eroup paradigm (Tajfel, 1970). In Tajfel’s experiments, children were randomly
assigned to groups by merely providing them with a group label. This had the
consequence of group members categorising themselves as stereotypical members ot

the in-group resulting in discrimination toward out-group members and favouritism

toward in-group members.
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2.1.2 Individualism and collectivism as group norms

There are links between explanations of group tunctioning provided by social

identity theory and self-categorisation theory with the psychological attributes of
individualism and collectivism. It can be argued that the discourse of social 1dentity

theory 1s strongly steeped in collectivist language. This is because collectivism is a
universal cultural construct and shares the qualities of conformity with the norm and
endorsement of group goals for common success and well-being. In contrast,
individualism as a cultural psychological construct associated with independence
from the group and individual uniqueness (Hofstede, 2001).

Indeed, Marques and colleagues (Marques, Abrams, Paez, & Martinez-
Taboada, 1998) found that members of groups evaluated fellow In-group members
displaying non-normative behaviour more negatively than out-group members. It is
clear that the group formation and integration process favours group members that
show characteristics that are normative, and this is congruent with collectivist
tendencies and behaviours. Therefore, there is the tendency for group members to
show collectivist behavioural characteristics in order to maintain a group’s social
1identity and harmony. Individualist behaviours, on the other hand, are viewed
negatively by group members because they are likely to be non-normative and
therefore not optimal for group functioning. Group members displaying individualist
behaviour are not considered as acting in the interest of the group and contforming to
group norms by fellow group members.

Within many societal groups and cooperative organisations, individualism
among group members can be perceived as a deviation from the norm. But there 1s a
contradiction in arguing that individualism is a threat to group unity and harmony

since it is a prevalent cultural characteristic for a large cluster of nations (Hofstede,
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2001). A theoretical answer to the above debate can be provided by Durkheim (1984)
who argued that when a society becomes more complex through the higher division of
labour (hence, more individualistic), there will be greater sense of community because
everybody will be dependent on somebody else in order to perform a goal and a

specitic task. Therefore, even if individualistic societies or groups have a looser

detinition of 1n-groups, the presence of individualist group norms for members of
groups 1n such societies will not be problematic for social stability, since the sense of
community will be boosted by the need of forming short term relations for the

achievement of a goal. This suggests that people in groups can display behaviours that

are more individualist in nature provided the general social networks accept such

behaviours as typical or normative.

2.1.3 Individualism as a group norm

Research suggests that the cultural orientations of individualism and

collectivism could be studied in terms of the normative behaviours expected within
cultural groups and this was moderated by the degree of identification with the group.
Jetten and colleagues (Jetten, Postmes, & McAuliffe, 2002) tested whether variations
in group norms that promoted individualism engender individualist attitudes and
behaviour among group members. By conducting two within-culture studies, they
established that people in cultures endorsing individualist norms and reporting a
strong identification with the group tended to endorse individualism to a higher
degree than those who scored low on the identification measurements. In a second
study in which individualism and collectivism group norms were manipulated, the
same pattern of results were obtained; high group 1dentifiers were likely to selt-

stereotype in a manner consistent with the group norm. Thus, even if the group norm

was individualist, high-identifying group members self-stereotyped themselves as
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individualist in the same manner that high-1dentifying members of a group that
endorsed a collectivist group norm self-stereotyped themselves as collectivist.

Following the same line of research, McAuliffe et al. (2003) extended the
findings of Jetten et al. (2002) by examining the effect of norms prescribing
individualism or collectivism on group members’ evaluations. In two studies they
manipulated the group norm to be either individualist or collectivist within a single
national group. It was revealed that the general tendency for people in groups to
display a preference for collectivist behaviour was attenuated in the presence of an
mdividualist group norm. This was confirmed when group members operating in
either an individualist or collectivist group norm were asked to evaluate group
members displaying normative and non-normative behaviour. In addition, the studies
showed that among high group identifiers the positive evaluation of members

displaying collectivist behaviour was reversed when the norm was individualist in

nature.

Summarising the above studies, it is evident that individualism can be treated
at the situational level rather than as a cultural orientation. Of key importance are the
findings of McAuliffe et al.’s (2003) study in which both individualism and
collectivism were experimentally manipulated as situational-level group norms with
different behavioural effects for group members. The present studies seek to extend
the methods used by McAuliffe et al. in the experimental manipulation ot
individualism and collectivism at the situational group level. This will be achieved by
advancing the norm manipulation methodology a further step by building on the
limitations of the previous studies. Specifically, these studies aim to account for the
effects of cultural orientations among people from nations that endorse either

individualist or collectivist orientations as well as group members’ preference for the
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behaviour of other group members. In the McAuliffe et al. (2003) study the
participants were members of a predominately individualist culture as all participants
were students of an Australian university. Thus, the issue to be raised is whether the
effect 1s universal and occurs among members of a collectivist culture.

The etfect of individualist and collectivist cultural orientations on the
attenuation of the preference for collectivist group behaviour on the introduction of an
individualist group norm at a situational level will be examined in two cross-cultural
comparison studies. This will be achieved by experimentally-manipulating group
norms and introducing cultural background as an independent variable by including
participants from individualist and collectivist backgrounds. Most important, the
cross-cultural verification of the individualist-collectivist group norm manipulation
over the group members’ group processes functions (i.e., group member behavioural
evaluation) will provide the necessary empirical validation in order to examine
whether such a manipulation can have effects upon group members’ intrinsic
motivation in subsequent studies. This is particularly important as it will provide
evidence as to whether the effect of individualist and collectivist group norms at the
situational level on behavioural evaluations is universal and will answer the question
whether such situational manipulations supersede or interact with generalised,

dispositional, cultural orientations of individualism and collectivism.

2.2 Study 1

2.2.1 Aims of study

The primary aim of the present study 1s to develop a valid and reliable means

to manipulate individualist and collectivist group norms. This is important because

the manipulation of these group norms 1s an essential method to be used in subsequent
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studies to test the effects of individualist and collectivist group norms on intrinsic

motivation (Chapters 3 and 4). Importantly, a successful manipulation of group norms
it will demonstrate that individualist and collectivist group norms can be manipulated

at a situational level rather than as a generalised orientation determined by

membership of a cultural or ethnic group such as Chinese (collectivist) or Western
European (individualist). In addition, this study also aims to extend McAuliffe et al.’s
(2003) design by investigating cross-cultural differences in evaluations of normative
and non-normative behaviour in British (individualist cultural background) and
Chinese (collectivist cultural background) students that receive a situational group
norm manipulation as outlined by McAuliffe et al. The cultural group choice was

based on the Hofstede’s (2001) ratings in which Britain and China are classified as

exemplars of individualist and collectivist orientations respectively. This 1s also
important for subsequent studies because the situational manipulation of individualist
and collectivist group norms needs to be independent of global cultural orientation. It
will provide a logical extension of Iyengar and Lepper’s (1999) study because it will
assist in testing the effects of situational contexts that endorse a collectivist and
individualist orientation on intrinsic motivation under different conditions of choice
rather than the effect of generalised cultural orientations defined by cultural
membership.

The method for the manipulation of group norms was based on the research
pioneered by McAuliffe et al. (2003), but modaified to achieve a more efficient means
of manipulating group norms. The method involved participants watching two short
videos of a group to which they had been assigned using a role play scenario. One

group demonstrated collectivist behaviour and the other individualist behaviour.

Manipulation of normative and non-normative group behaviour was assessed by
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behavioural statements ostensibly made by a hypothetical member of the group to
which participants had been assigned. Participants rated the hypothetical group
member on a set of psychometric scales. The cultural orientation of the group of

British and Chinese participants was verified using a shortened version of Triandis’s

(Tnandis, Mccusker, & Hui, 1990) individualism and collectivism scales.

Summarising, previous research has indicated that individualism as a group
norm can etfect group member’s behavioural evaluations of other group members
indicating normative behaviour (McAuliffe et al., 2003). Thus, in a group setting
endorsing an individualist group norm individualist behavioural demonstrations are
tolerated and endorsed. However, the above research was conducting without
accounting for the effect that cultural membership can have. Indeed, the scope of this
study 1s to examine the empirical possibility of individualism functioning as group
norm for members of a collectivist cultural background.

[t 1s hypothesised that there will be a preference for collectivist behaviour
among all participants, as shown by a main effect for behaviour. This will
demonstrate that the situational manipulation of group norms is effective and can be
used in subsequent studies to manipulate group norms and test therr etfects on the
intrinsic motivation of group members. It is also expected that McAulitfe et al.’s
results will be replicated for group members from a collectivist background i that the
preference for collectivist behaviour will be attenuated when the group norm 1S
individualist. This is important for subsequent studies in this thesis because it will
show whether the situational manipulations are independent of the global cultural
orientations of the group members and provide support for the notion that people from

national groups that tend to endorse either collectivist or individualist cultural norms

respond in a consistent manner to situational group norms. In other words, it speaks to
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the universality of the situational manipulation of group norms irrespective of cultural

orientation. In order to examine whether participants’ responses on behavioural

judgements are the result of assimilating the dominant group norm, measurements of
group 1dentification and group tolerance are included. More specifically, it is
hypothesised that high group identifiers will evaluate behaviour consistent with the
dommant group norm relative to low group 1dentifiers. According to the social
identity perspective, norms represent shared common definitions among group
members of acceptable and unacceptable behaviour (Turner, 1991). This shared

nature of group norm perceptions means that group members that conform to the

dominant norm do so in the belief that other group members will also contorm to the

norm. So it 1s expected that participants’ tolerance of other group members will be n

alignment with the dominant group norm.

Finally, the effect of the group norm manipulations on the perceived
relatedness of the group members will be tested. According to social identity theory
eroup members tend to establish personal relationships and rapport with in-group
members that tend to conform to the dominant group norm. Thus, it was expected that

eroup members will exhibit higher levels of relatedness with group members that

behave normatively.

2.2.2 Method

Participants

Eighty Chinese (males = 36; females = 44: M age = 22.16, SD = 2.07) and
eighty-one British (males = 37; females = 44; M age =21.44, 5D = 3.49)
undergraduate students volunteered to participate in the study. Participants were

recruited via advertisements posted on notice boards and email lists throughout the

University. The advertisements asked for volunteers to participate in an
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“organisational role-play study” and stated that Chinese and British nationals were
eligible. Participants were initially presented with a screening questionnaire which
contained questions on nationality, normal country of residence, duration of living in
the normal country of residence. duration of study at the University, and first
language. Chinese volunteers were eligible for the study 1f they reported being
nationals of the People’s Republic of China and considered that country their normal
place of residence, had lived in China for most of their life, had spent less than three
years studying in the UK, and considered Chinese their first language. British
volunteers were eligible if they were British nationals, considered the British Isles as
their normal place of residence, had lived there for the majority of their life, and were

native English speakers. Participants from each nationality were randomly assigned to

the experimental conditions.
Design and procedure

The study adopted a 2 (Norm: collectivist versus individualist) x 2 (Behaviour:
collectivist versus individualist) x 2 (Nationality: Chinese versus British) fully-
between-participants design and was based on the method developed by McAuliffe et
al. (2003). Participants were told that they were participating in an “organizational
role-play study”. In accordance with social identity theory paradigms adopted by
Tajfel and Turner (1979), participants were informed that they would be assigned to
one of two companies: Tech Industries or Renovatech. In reality, all participants were
assigned to Tech Industries. Next, they were asked to watch a short video mtroducing
them to the work philosophy of Tech Industries. They were also told that employees

of Tech Industries were occasionally required to provide peer evaluations of their co-

workers.

Group norm manipulation
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Group norms were manipulated by presenting participants with one of two
short videos lasting two minutes'. Prior to watching the video, participants were told:
“Please watch this video of employees of Tech Industries. the company to which you

have been assigned, designing a new logo for the company. The way they work and
mteract 1 this video reflects the general work philosophy of the company. As a
member ot Tech Industries you will, from time to time, be asked to evaluate other
company employees’.

The videos lasted 2.5 minutes. Both videos were filmed in the same studio
which resembled a cooperation meeting room. The same three actors (2 male and |
temale) were used and acted as employees of Tech Industries. The actors were
ostensibly working on a new logo for the company. One video aimed to evoke an
individualist group norm and depicted the actors interacting at a mmimum level and
with a mmimal amount of verbal and non-verbal communication. A second video
aimed to produce a collectivist group norm and presented the actors interacting both
verbally and non-verbally throughout. Both videos were muted. Following the video
presentations, participants were asked to write down behaviours that they would
expect to observe in company employees in accordance with the company’s work

philosophy. Participants were then presented with a single item asking them to rate

| The validity of the videos used to produce the group norm manipulation was supported by a pilot study

(N = 10). Five Chinese and British participants were asked to rate the general group dynamic operating among the

actors in the videos on two items with 9-point scales. One scale asked whether the group dynamic was

individualist and the other whether the pervading group norm was collectivist, Participants’ ratings on the

individualism and collectivism scales were polarised toward the group norm depicted in the video, such that

participants rated the video depicting an individualist group norm as significantly higher in individualism than

collectivism, and participants rated the collectivist group norm video significantly higher in collectivism than

individualism.
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the general group dynamic in the video on a nine-point scale as individualist (1)or

collectivist (9) (see Appendix 1). This scale was used as a manipulation check for

group norm (McAuliffe, et al., 2003).

Group member behaviour manipulation

The group member behaviour manipulation was identical to that used by

McAulifte et al. (2003). After watching a video depicting either a collectivist or

individualist group norm, participants were presented with a profile of a hypothetical
employee of Tech Industries along with three statements that the employee ostensibly
made during a selection interview. Participants in the individualist group member
behaviour condition were presented with statements reflecting individualist
behaviours (1.e., “l concentrate on achieving my personal goals”; “I think it is
important to give priority to personal interests as much as possible”; “When making a
decision, I tend to trust my own judgement”) (see Appendix 1). Participants in the
collectivist group member behaviour condition were presented with statements
reflecting collectivist actions (i.e. “I concentrate on achieving my group’s goals™; I
think it 1s important to give priority to group interests as much as possible™; “When
making a decision, I take the advice of others into consideration”) (see Appendix 1).
After reading these statements, group member behaviour manipulation was checked

by a single item asking participants to rate the hypothetical employee’s behaviour on

a nine-point scale as individualist (1) or collectivist (9) (see Appendix 1).

Dependent measures

Group member evaluation. Four items were used to measure group member
evaluation with responses made on nine-point scales ranging from “strongly agree”
(1) to “strongly disagree” (9) (McAulifte, et al., 2003). The items were: “I have a

positive attitude toward this Tech Industries employee™; “This Tech Industries
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employee’s behaviour is acceptable”; “This employee is a good member of Tech
Industries”; “This Tech Industries employee seems likeable.” The reliability of this

questionnaire was satisfactory (Cronbach’s o = .91) (see Appendix 2).

Group tolerance. Participants’ perception of whether other employees of the
company would positively evaluate the behaviour of the group member was rated on
four nine-point scales ranging from “not at all” (1) to “very much” (9). Participants
were asked the extent to which other employees would “tolerate”, “stand for”,
“endorse”, and “punish” the hypothetical employee’s behaviour. The final item was
reverse scored and internal reliability for this scale was satisfactory (a = .86) (see
Appendix 3).

Relatedness. Participants’ perceived sense of relatedness to the group member
was measured using the eight-item relatedness scale from the Interpersonal
Relatedness Questionnaire (IRQ, Dect & Ryan, 2005). Participants were asked rate

their degree of relatedness to the group member (e.g., “I felt like I could really trust

this person”; “I’d like the chance to interact with this person more often”; “I feel that
this person and I could become friends if we interacted a lot”). Responses were made

on nine-point scales ranging from “not at all true” (1) to “very true” (9). This scale

exhibited adequate internal reliability (o = .88) (see Appendix 4).

Group identification. A situational measure ot group identification was

administered to evaluate the extent to which the participants identified with the n-

group because of the minimal nature of the group norm manipulation. Participants

were asked the extent to which they identified with Tech Industries on three items:
“Being an employee of Tech Industries 1s important to me”’; “I identify with bemg an
employee of Tech Industries’; “I feel a sense of belonging with the group of Tech

. : S o
Industries employees”. Responses were made on nine-point scales ranging
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“strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (9). The internal consistency of this scale
was satisfactory (a = .90) (see Appendix 5).
Cultural orientation
A briet measure of the overall cultural orientation of the participants was
admimuistered atter the study once participants had completed an unrelated filler task.
Trandis et al.’s (1990) abbreviated individualism and collectivism scales contains
four items measuring individualism (e.g., “I would rather make an important decision
by myselt than discuss it with my friends™, “One should be as independent of others
as much as possible”) and collectivism (e.g., “I feel it is all right to depend on family
and friends for many important things”, “I can count on my relatives for help 1f I find
myself 1n any kind of trouble™). Responses were made on seven-point scales ranging
from “not at all” (1) to “very much” (7). Both the individualism (a = .81) and

collectivism (a = .87) scales exhibited acceptable internal reliability (see Appendix 6).

2.2.3 Results

Manipulation checks

A series of 2 (Norm: collectivist versus individualist) x 2 (Behaviour:
collectivist versus individualist) x 2 (Nationality: Chinese versus British) tully-
between participants ANOV As were conducted on the manipulation check items tor
eroup norm and group member behaviour and on the individualist and collectivist

components from Triandis’ et al (1990) abbreviated individualism and collectivism

scale. Results of the ANOVA for the group norm manipulation check revealed a

significant main effect for group norm only, F(1, 153) = 848.38, p <.01, i, = 85. As

expected, participants receiving the collectivist group norm manipulation rated the

group as more collectivist (M = 7.51, SD = 0.91) compared to those given the

individualist group norm manipulation (M = 2.77. SD = 0.91). This demonstrates that
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the experimental method developed to manipulate group member behaviour was
successtul and resulted in participants rating the group norm scenarios as individualist
or collectivist according to expectations. This supports the use of this method to
manipulate individualist and collectivist group norms in subsequent studies.

Turning to the group member behaviour manipulation check, the ANOVA
revealed a significant main effect for group member behaviour (F(1, 153) = 1052.38,
p < .01, ;7p’3 = .87) with no other significant effects. This suggests that the
manipulation was successful; the individualist group member behaviour was
perceived more individualist (M= 2.51, SD = 1.09) than the collectivist behaviour (M
=7.50, SD = 0.95).

The ANOV A with the individualist component from the Triandis scale as the
dependent variable yielded a significant main effect for nationality, F(1, 151) = 51.50,
p < .0l r/p'? = .25. British participants rated the individualist component higher (M =
4.84, SD = 1.01) compared to Chinese participants (M= 3.53, SD = 1.25). There was
also significant main effect of nationality in the ANOVA for the collectivist

component, F(1, 146) = 135.61, p < .01, 77p2= 48, suggesting that the Chinese
participants rated the collectivist component significantly higher (M =5.07, SD =
1.25) than the British participants (M = 3.24, SD = 0.66). An examination of

participants’ scores on the individualist and collectivist scales revealed that 75.00% of
the Chinese participants scored higher on the collectivism scale while 87.84% of the

. : : : L 2
British participants rated individualism higher, a difference that was significant (y” =

61.38,df =1, p <.01).

Group member evaluation

In order to test the main hypothesis that participants from both collectivist and

individualist cultural backgrounds would attenuate their preterence for collectivist
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behaviour when an individualist group norm is introduced, a 2 (Norm: collectivist
versus individualist) x 2 (Behaviour: collectivist versus individualist) x 2 (Nationality:
Chinese versus British) ANOV A was conducted on group member evaluation scores.

Not surprisingly there was a significant main effect of group norm, F(1, 153) = 4.56,

p < .05, n,7 = .03, suggesting that there was an overall tendency for participants to
favour collectivist (M =4.93, SD = 1.78) rather than individualist (M =3.98, SD =
1.55) behaviour. There was also a significant main etffect for nationality, (1, 153) =
32.50, p <.01.m," =.18, with Chinese (M = 5.00, SD = 1.97) participants rating
collectivist behaviour more positively than British (M = 3.94, SD = 1.26) participants.
However, these differences were qualified by the presence of a significant three-way

interaction for group norm, behaviour, and nationality, F(1, 153) = 33.64, p <.01, Ny

=.18.

In order to further explore the three-way interaction, 2 (Norm: collectivist

versus individualist) x 2 (Behaviour: collectivist versus individuahist) ANOVAs were
conducted for each nationality (see Figure 2.1). For Chinese participants, there was a
significant main effect for behaviour £ (1, 76) = 74.52, p < 01, 77p2 = .50, indicating

that group members showing collectivist behaviour were more positively evaluated

(M= 6.09, SD = 1.68) than members showing individualist behaviour (M = 3.91, 5D
= 1.62). Importantly, there was also a significant two-way interaction, £(1, 76) =
91.11, p <.01, 77,” = .55. Simple main ettects analyses revealed that under a
collectivist group norm, group members demonstrating collectivist behaviour were
more positively evaluated (M = 7.20, SD = 0.83) than the members displaying
individualist behaviour (M = 2.62, SD = 0.81), F(l, 76) = 165.21, p < .01, 77p‘2 =.50.

However. there was no difference 1n the rating of the behaviour within the

individualist group norm condition. Group members exhibiting collectivist behaviour
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were rated significantly higher when participants were presented with an collectivist
group norm (M = 7.20, SD = 0.83) compared with an individualist group norm (M =
497, SD = 1.57), F(1,76) = 39.17, p < .01, n, = .19. Analogously, group members

demonstrating individualist behaviour were rated significantly higher under an

individualist group norm (M = 5.20, SD = 1.11) relative to participants under a
collectivist group norm, (M = 2.62, SD = 0.81), F(1, 76) = 52.43, p < .01, 7710‘3 =.24.
For the British participants there was a significant main effect for group norm,

F(1,77)=5.11, p <.05, i3,” = .62. British participants therefore tended to evaluate
group members behaviour higher when given an individualist group norm (M = 4.24,
SD = 1.51) than when the norm was collectivist (M= 3.62, SD = 0.86). There was

neither a significant main effect for group member behaviour nor a significant

interaction.
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and behaviour in Study 1.
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Group tolerance
Results of a 2 (Norm: collectivist versus individualist) x 2 (Behaviour:
collectivist versus individualist) x 2 (Nationality: Chinese versus British) ANOVA

with group tolerance as the dependent variable revealed significant main effects for
group norm, F(1, 153)=7.16, p <.01, iyp‘z = .05 and group member behaviour, F(1,

153)=15.13, p <.01, zyp‘z = .09, and a significant two-way interaction between group

norm and behaviour F(1, 153)=267.35, p < .01, rypz = .64. There was also a

significant two-way interaction between nationality and group norm, F(1, 153) = 4.82,

p <.05, 77p‘2 = .03, and a significant three-way interaction, F(1, 153)=4.30, p < .05,
77p2 = 03. Examining the interactions within each nationality (see Figure 2.2), 2

(Norm: collectivist versus individualist) x 2 (Behaviour: collectivist versus

4 -
/



individualist) ANOV As on group tolerance revealed significant interaction effects for

both the Chinese, (F(1, 76) = 169.36, p < .01, np‘2 =.09) and British (F(1, 77) =

102.15, p < .01, np‘? = .577) samples. Although there were also significant main effects

for behaviour 1n both samples (Chinese: F(1, 76) =4.79, p < .05, np" =.06; British

(F(1, 77) = 10.98, p < .01, ryp'? = .12), the eftects were generally small in comparison.
Examining the simple effects illustrated that the pattern of the interaction was the
same 1n each national sample. Within each group norm, participants expressed
significantly greater tolerance for the behaviour consistent with the norm.

Figure 2.2 Group Tolerance as a function of nationality, group norm, and

behaviour in Study 1.
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A 2 (Norm: collectivist versus individualist) x 2 (Behaviour: collectivist versus

individualist) x 2 (Nationality: Chinese versus British) ANOVA for relatedness

revealed significant main effects for behaviour (F(1, 153) = 179.39.p< .01, mp =
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.54) and nationality (F(1, 153) = 8.88, p <.01, 77,)2 = .06), significant two-way
interactions for group norm x nationality (F(1, 153) = 17.74, p < .01, 77p2 =.10) and

behaviour x nationality (F(1, 153) = 13.05, p < .01, 7711,2 =.08), and a significant three-
way 1nteraction (F(1, 153) = 10.25, p < .01, 77p2 =.06).

Examining the interactions within nationality (see F 1igure 2.3), a 2 (Norm:
collectivist versus individualist) x 2 (Behaviour: collectivist versus individualist)
ANOVA for the Chinese participants revealed a main effects on relatedness for

behaviour only (F(1, 76) =97.67, p < .01, 77p2 =.50). Group members expressing

collectivist behaviour reported higher levels of relatedness (M = 6.39, SD = 1.13) than
for those participants expressing individualist behaviour (M= 3.93. SD = 1. 16)
regardless of the group norm. By contrast, the 2 (Norm: collectivist versus
individualist) x 2 (Behaviour: collectivist versus individualist) ANOV A for the

British participants revealed significant main effects for norm (F(1, 77) =23.59, p <
01, 77p2 = .24) and behaviour (F(1, 77) = 90.61, p < .01, 77,)2 =.54), and a significant
mteraction (F(1, 77) = 10.43, p < .01, np'j =.12). Simple effects analyses revealed that

participants rated their relatedness higher for group members expressing collectivist

behaviour relative to individualist behaviour in both the individualist (F£(1, 77) = 8.89,
p < .01, 77p2 = .14) and collectivist group norm (F(1, 76) = 79.94, p < .01, n,” = .39)
conditions. Participants rated their relatedness higher for group members expressing
collectivist behaviour in the collectivist group norm condition (M = 6.03, SD = 0.55)
relative to the individualist group norm (M = 4.14, SD = 0.86), F(1, 77) = 33.10, p <
01, n,” = .21, but there was no difference in the levels of relatedness for group

members expressing individualist behaviour across the group norm conditions.
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Figure 2.3 Relatedness as a function of nationality, group norm, and behaviour

In Study 1.
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Finally, the effect of group identification was examined as a moderator of the
eftects 1n the present study in accordance with McAuliffe et al. (2003). Therefore, the
sample was segregated according to their scores on the group identification scale
using a median split®. Thereafter, a 2 (Norm: collectivist versus individualist) x 2
(Behaviour: collectivist versus individualist) x 2 (Nationality: Chinese versus British)
x 2 (Group identification: high versus low) fully-between participants ANOVA was
conducted. The analysis revealed no four-way interaction. However, there was a

significant three-way interaction between norm, behaviour, and identification, £(1,

145) = 24.65, p < .01, 1, = .15. This effect was decomposed into two-way

2 A hierarchical linear regression for identification, nationality and group norm on
group behaviour was as well performed producing an identical pattern of results.
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Interactions between group norm and behaviour for each level of group 1dentification

across the entire sample (Figure 2.4).

Figure 2.4 Group member behaviour as a function of nationality and group

norm for high and low group identifiers in Study 1.
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A 2 (Norm: collectivist versus individualist) x 2 (Behaviour: collectivist

versus individualist) ANOVA for low identifiers revealed main etfects for group

norm (F(1, 71) =4.93, p <.05, np2 = .07) and behaviour (F(1, 71) = 28.29, p < .01,

771]92 =.29) but no interaction (Figure 2.4). Group member evaluations were

significantly higher in the individualist group norm (M =4.95, SD = 1.46) compared
with the collectivist group norm (M =4.39, SD = 1.97), but collectivist behaviour
tended to be more positively evaluated (M = 5.65, SD = 1.44) relative to individualist

behaviour (M = 4.02, SD = 1.55). For high identifiers, there were no main eftects but

a significant interaction, F(1, 82) = 43.80, p < .01, n,” = .35. Simple main effect
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analyses revealed that collectivist behaviour (M=5.31, 8D =2.10) was evaluated

more positively than individualist behaviour (M= 3.10, SD = 0.89) 1f the group norm
prescribed collectivism (F(1, 82) = 29.97, p <.01, 77p2 =.39) while individualist
behaviour (M = 5.68, SD = 1.27) was evaluated more positively than collectivist (M =

3.66, 5D = 1.05) when the group norm was individualist in nature (£(1, 82) =16.63, p
<.0l, lyp“? =.26). Further, individualist behaviour was evaluated more positively when
the group norm prescribed individualism (M = 5.68, SD = [.27) than when the group
norm prescribed collectivism (M = 3.10, SD = 0.89), F(1, 82) =26.96, p < .01, 77p3 —

63. Collectivist behaviour was preferred when the group norm prescribed

collectivism (M = 5.32, SD = 2.10) compared to when the norm was individualist (M

=3.66, SD = 1.04), F(1, 82) = 16.85, p < .01, n,” = .26.

2.2.4 Discussion

This study examined whether situational group norms of individualism and
collectivism could be manipulated in a laboratory setting and the effects of the group
norms on evaluations of the behaviour of members showing normative and non-
normative behaviour. The pilot study and mamn study in conjunction with similar
studies (McAuliffe et al, 2003) provide empirical justification for such a conclusion.
More specifically, the manipulation videos that were created in the pilot study
developed the necessary methodology for such a manipulation in future studies since
both videos were perceived by participants as evoking the appropriate norms.
However, the evidence suggests that manipulation group norms in people with a
predominantly collectivist culture (Chinese) and among people 1n an individualist
culture (British) results in different patterns of evaluations when hypothetical group
members display normative and non-normative behaviour. Specifically, it seems that

participants from a collectivist culture tend to evaluate individualist behaviour more
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positively when the group norm endorses individualism but this pattern of effects

does not happen among people from an individualist culture who generally tend to
evaluate mdividuahist behaviour more positively regardless of group norm, a finding

that 1s 1n contrast to those of McAuliffe et al. However, the inclusion of group

identification seemed to resolve the inconsistencies with the same pattern of results as
those found for McAulitfe et al. such that high 1dentifiers rated normative behaviour

more positively in each group norm regardless of nationality while collectivist

behaviour was viewed more positively among low i1dentifiers regardless of norm and

nationality.

Group member evaluation and identification

Overall there were cultural differences in the perception of behaviour between
the British and Chinese group members. More specifically, a three-way interaction
suggested the presence of a culturally different pattern of in-group responses. In line
with the prediction for the Chinese sample, there was an overall preterence for
collectivist behaviour, which was attenuated when an individualist group norm was
introduced. The same results were not found for the participants from an individualist
cultural background. British group members tended to evaluate behaviour more
positively if the group norm was individualist, irrespective as to whether the
behaviour displayed by the group member was individualist or collectivist.

However, when group identification was taken into account there were no

differences between cultures. For high group identifiers there was no overall
preference for collectivist behaviour per s, but the in-group preference for behaviour

was consistent with the manipulated norm. So when the group norm was individualist,

norm was collectivist participants preferred group members showing collectivist
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behaviour rrespective of cultural background. This finding demonstrates that the
observed cultural differences were not present among high group identifiers.

Group tolerance and relatedness

In agreement with social identity theory, findings indicated that people tended
to perceive the group to be more tolerant of group members displaying behaviours
according to the group norm. This pattern of results was similar between the two
cultures. Both Chinese and British participants indicated greater perceived tolerance
for collectivist behaviour when the norm was collectivist, but a reversal was observed
when the group norm was individualist. <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>