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| dentities and Self-Verification in the Small G oup

Abstr act

This research exanmi nes the rel ati onshi p between the meani ngs
contained in one's identity and the neanings attributed to one's
behavi or by both oneself and others in small group interaction.
The goal is to provide an enpirical test of expectations derived
fromidentity theory and the structural synbolic interaction

per spective concerning the |ink between persons' identities,
their behaviors, their own interpretation of their behaviors and
others' interpretations of their behaviors. O interest are three
I ssues: whether others attribute the same neanings to one's role
performance as does the self, whether the neanings attributed
both by the self and others verify (correspond to) the neani ngs
contained in one's identity, and the consequences when these
nmeani ngs fail to correspond. The results show evidence that a
shared neaning structure anong actors in a small group does
develop that allows all nmenbers simlarly interpret each other's
behavior, and that this shared interpretation tends to verify the
identities of group nmenbers. In addition, it was found that when
there are discrepanci es between the meani ngs of a group nenber's
rol e performance and the meanings of his or her identity, the
group nmenber is less satisfied with his or her role performance
in the group. The inplications of these results for identity

t heory are discussed.



| dentities and Self-Verification in the Small Goup’

| nt roducti on

Both notivation and reflexivity are central components of the
identity nodel as outlined in identity theory (Burke 1991). In
applying identity theory to individuals in a group context, these
two conponents becone even nore significant, because it is
t hrough them that a nunber of inportant processes take place. In
t he group context we have to account not only for the Iink
between a person's identity and his or her behavior, but we have
al so to account for the mmintenance of that link in the presence
of other demands on the person's behavior; other demands in the
formof others' behavior and expectations, as well as the
situational demands of the group vis-a-vis the acconplishnment of
its goals. Reflexivity and notivation are keys to this account.

ldentity theory views reflexivity in terns of a control system
(Powers 1973) which takes account, not only of feedback about the
self fromthe social environnent, but of self-views already
i ncorporated into the identity standard. Froma control system
perspective, reflexivity is the self's way of taking account of
both internal self-standards and external self-relevant feedback
fromone's current role performance to influence that ongoing
rol e performance in ways that make new self-rel evant feedback
consistent with the internal self-standards (Burke 1980). The
striving for consistency between one's self-rel evant feedback and
one's internal self-standards (also referred to as self-
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verification, c.f., Swann 1983) is the notivational conponent of
the identity nodel (Burke 1991). Thus, persons can observe their
own role performance as well as others' reactions to it, and
conti nuously use both of those perceptions to nodify their role
performance so that it supports and is consistent with their

I dentity standard.

This is the way that identity theory explains the relationship
between identities and perfornmances. However, the majority of the
research actually examning this relationship has been fromthe
perspective of one person (the actor) and the behavioral choices
they make (Burke and Tully 1977; Burke and Reitzes 1981; Swann
1987; Burke and Hoelter 1988; and Burke and Reitzes 1991). Wile,
strictly speaking, the identity nodel only tal ks about the
actor's identity, perceptions (feedback), and behavior, and is
thus fairly psychological in its orientation, we nust expand our
nodel to consider sets of interacting persons or groups in order
to deal with sociologically interesting issues.

By incorporating additional ideas fromthe synbolic
I nteraction framework, this expansion of the nodel becones
possible. In the SI framework, it is assunmed that people share
meani ngs and communi cate with significant (shared) synbols, thus
t he neani ngs of one's behavior to oneself should be "the sanme" as
t he neani ngs of that behavior to other interactants in the
situation. It is of interest, therefore, to exam ne the process
by which people maintain role performances that both verify or
support their own identities as well as contribute to the overal

group processes of achieving the group's goal. Do others perceive



t he neani ngs of one's behavior in a simlar fashion to oneself,
and do those perceptions of others play a role in the feedback
process? For self-verification to occur in group settings, the
answer to both of these question nust be yes.

The line of research that has nost relevance to this issue is
the work on refl ected apprai sals done by Fel son and others (e.g.,
Fel son 1980; 1985; Fel son and Reed 1986; Ichiyama 1993). Wile
much of the work of Fel son, using survey techniques, tends to
show that there is not nuch rel ati onship between ot hers'
appraisals of one's identity and one's own identity, in the
context of small group interaction studied directly, Ichiyam has
shown a much better correspondence. A nunber of other studies
have exam ned ot hers' assessnents of the neaning of one's role
performance and how that corresponds to the neaning of one's
identity (Al exander and Wl ey 1981; Al exander and Rudd 1984;

Hei se and Thonmas 1989; Smth-Lovin and Hei se 1988). However, few
studi es have anal yzed the relationship between identities and
role performances in situations where nmultiple actors nmay disturb
the identity/behavior relationship of any one person. The work of
Al exander above, for exanple, was primarily confined to

| aboratory studies of an actor's ability to convey identifying
meani ngs t hrough behavi or ai med toward an audi ence, while the
wor k of Heise and his associ ates has been confined primarily to
paper - and- penci|l studies of responses to witten vignettes and
stimulus sentences to describe the influence of various (witten)
behavi ors on perceptions of nmeanings attributed to actors'

I dentities. To further our understanding of the relationship



between identity and role performance, this research considers
the roles of reflexivity and notivation in extending identity
theory to exam ne the way in which both one's own as well as

ot hers' assessnents of one's role perfornmance correspond to one's

Identity given nmultiple actors in the situation.

Theoretical Background
| dentity Feedback Mbde
The concepts of notivation and reflexivity are not newto the
synmbolic interaction tradition. They have al ways been consi dered
to be critical for understanding the individual in a social
context. Although the process has been conceptualized in
different ways, identities are thought to notivate role
performances. In each of these conceptions, however, neaning is a
critical conponent. Foote (1951) argues that identities serve as
a source of notivation by not only calling up particular activity
(relevant to a particular role identity), but by giving that
activity nmeani ng and purpose as belonging to the self. Synbolic
I nteractionists indicate that identities notivate role
per f or mances because they classify (give neaning to) social
objects including the self, others and itens of performances
(Stryker 1980; Burke 1980; Burke and Reitzes 1981). ldentities
notivate role performances that sustain and verify the neanings
contained in the identity, enabling people to predict and control
the nature of social reality (which in turn is necessary for
survival) (Swann, Giffin, Prednore and Gai nes 1987). In sum

identities notivate role perfornmances because those role



performances are neani ngful. They are neani ngful to the actor by
providing self-verification, and they are neaningful to others by
providi ng ways for themto identify and categorize the actor. It
shoul d al so be pointed out that the self-verification notive is
particularly strong because the failure of self-verification

| eads to dissatisfaction, disconfort and distress (Burke 1991).
Hence, the notivation is in part to avoid the dissatisfaction and
di stress.

The idea that people are notivated to sustain their self-views
and that they do so by thinking and behaving in ways that
reinforce their self-conceptions |eads to the second inportant
aspect of the self, its reflexivity (Burke 1980; Swann 1987).
Reflexivity is often described as the ability of individuals to
see thenselves as objects, thus allowing themto "self-
consci ousl y" take thensel ves into account in fornulating action
alternatives. It is reflexivity that allows the self-concept to
first develop and then to sustain itself through self-
verification. The feedback process of the identity nodel
(descri bed below) is based on the reflexive nature of the self
and explains the relationship between identities and role
performances. W describe the identity nodel and then return to
the concepts of notivation and reflexivity to understand identity
I n a group context.

Wthin identity theory, an identity is viewed as a control
system (Powers 1973) conposed of four parts (see Figure 1). Input
fromthe environnent consisting of self-relevant neanings is

brought to the conparator along with self-defining nmeanings from



the identity standard. Perception of the self-rel evant aspects of
the situation is the reflexive aspect of the self. The conparator
relates the two sets of neanings. To the extent that they differ,
there is error which is felt as a formof disconfort ranging from
relatively mld |levels of dissatisfaction to nore severe |evels
of distress. Qutput, or neaningful behavior varies as a result of
the magnitude of the error. This behavior in turn nodifies the
situation and creates new i nput perceptions. The system operates
on the principle of negative feedback to mnimze the error
bet ween the input perceptions (self-relevant neanings) and the
sel f-defining neanings fromthe identity standard. In this sense,
the i nput perceptions are the controlled quantity and the "goal "
of the systemis to verify and support the self-defining nmeanings
of the identity standard. ldentities do this by inducing behavior
t hat changes social situations so that the input perceptions
conformto the self-defining neanings.® This is the notivational
aspect of the self.
(Figure 1 About Here)

It should be enphasized that the negative feedback cycl e of
the normal operation of identities is a continuous processes. The
f eedback that takes place during social interaction is part of a
continuous loop fromthe input of the actor's perception of
I dentity rel evant neanings, to the output of the actor's
meani ngful role performance in the situation, and back again to
the input. Dependi ng upon several factors such as the salience of
the identity, the degree of conmtnent to the identity, or the

| nportance of the identity, interruption or failure of this



process to maintain congruence between the perceptions of self-
rel evant neanings in the situation and the self-nmeanings in the
identity standard will result in outcones ranging from

di ssatisfaction with the role to psychol ogi cal distress (Burke
1991).

G oup Processes, ldentities And Sati sfaction

When we nove from studying the rel ationship between identities
and behavior in isolation to studying that relationship in a
group context, a nunber of additional considerations arise. In a
group situation it becones nore of a problemto contro
perceptions of self-relevant neanings by altering performances
until there is sone degree of correspondence between those self-
rel evant neani ngs and the neanings in the identity standard. One
reason for this difficulty is that in the group the sources of
some of the self-rel evant nmeani ngs being nonitored by the actor
are the actions of others, each of whomhas his or her own goals
(in part to sustain their own identities). In a group, every
person nust apprai se everyone else. This puts inportant sources
of self-relevant neani ngs outside the direct control of the actor
and creates nore ways in which actors may fail to keep self-

rel evant neanings in alignnent with their identity standard thus
produci ng | evel s of dissatisfaction, disconfort or distress.

Anot her reason for the difficulty of keeping self-rel evant

f eedback consistent with one's identity in the group context is
that each person nust, to sone extent, subordinate the self to
the goals of the group. The coordinated activity of the group

menbers necessary to achieve the group goals puts additiona



constraints on the actors who are trying to maintain
correspondence between their inputs and identity standards.

Wthin the synbolic interactionist franework, it is understood
t hat people share and communi cate with significant synbols, thus
there can be a shared understandi ng of the neani ngs of behavi or
I n the group. These shared neanings help to define or identify
all of the nenbers of the group each to another as well as to
t hensel ves. Because each can know the other as he or she knows
his or her own identity, coordinated interaction which
si mul t aneously acconplishes the goals of the group and sustains
the identities of the individuals is possible. Achieving this
coordi nation may well require negotiation and conprom se (MCal
and Sinmons 1978). Hence, we cannot expect a perfect
correspondence. Sustaining and verifying one's identity in a
group context requires not only behavior on the part of the actor
that confirnms his or her identity, it requires also that behavior
be interpreted and accepted by others, and that the behavi or of
those others confirmthe identity of the actor. Thus, while the
I dentity system operates on the basis of one person's activity
and perceptions, social interaction requires share nmeani ngs (Mead
1934) .

As we have seen, however, conprom se in the self-verification
process | eads to distress and dissatisfaction. In considering
this issue with respect to the two sources of feedback in the
self-verification process, MCall and Simmons (1978: 88-89)
suggest that in nost cases what is inportant to the individual is

not so much others' expectations concerning their role



performance as their own expectations. They point out that often
other's evaluation is built into one's own sel f-expectations.
Thus, in terns of the identity feedback process, when there is a
gap between the nmeanings of one's identity and the neanings
contai ned in feedback about one's performance, actors nmay respond
by becom ng distressed and thus dissatisfied with their
performances or with the situation itself.

This idea is further reflected by Stryker and Statham (1984:
349- 350) who suggest that satisfaction depends on the extent to
which role performance and self-inage are integrated into the
I nteraction process. In other words, the nore successfully actors
are able to get others to assess their role performance as being
representative of the actor's own self-inmage, the nore likely the
actor wll be satisfied. Therefore, this research hypot hesi zes
t hat correspondence between the actor's identity and ot hers’
assessnents should give the actor a feeling of satisfaction with
role performance, as well as with the situation itself.
Conversely, dissatisfaction should arise formthe |ack of
correspondence.

I nvestigating the relationship between identities and role
performances in the group setting, then, leads to the foll ow ng
hypot heses: (1) Because social interaction requires shared
meani ngs, there should be a positive relationship between an
actor's perceptions of his/her role performance and ot hers’
perceptions of that role performance; (2) Because actors attenpt
to keep perceptions of the neaning of their role perfornmances

consistent with their identities, there should be a positive



rel ati onship between the neanings of their behavior and their
Identities; (3) Because coordinated interaction in group is based
on the use of significant synbols, there should be a positive

rel ati onship between the nmeanings of an actor's identity and the
meani ngs of his/her role perfornmance as perceived by others in
the group; (4) Because the failure of actors to keep their
perceptions of the neanings of their role performances consi stent
with their identities |eads to disconfort and distress, there
shoul d be a negative relationship between performance-identity

di screpanci es and satisfaction with the performance.

Procedure

Cont ext

This research will utilize a small group setting to test these
hypot heses. While the task | eadership role evolves in responses
to the solution of certain group problens, Bales and his
cowor kers have shown that the person who plays that energent
rol e, though not elected in the context studied, neverthel ess
tends to persist in that position over a series of sessions
(Slater 1955). Thus, role performances seemto be expressive of
particul ar characteristics of persons that occupy a given
position (leading to their persistence in the role), as well as
the position itself, and those perfornmances represent the way
persons cone to terns with expectations (both their own and
others). Wiile these individual dispositions to such | eadership
rol e performances have not been fully studied, a |eadership role

i dentity would be a good candi date for such an individual
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characteristic, though until now it has never been investigated.
I n hypot hesizing | eadership role identity as an inportant
determ nant of |eadership role behavior we are not suggesting it
Is the only determ nant.

Studying the task | eadership role (identity and performnmance)
in the small task-oriented discussion group context that Bales
popul ari zed provides an excellent context for testing our
hypot heses. W are provided with: (1) a way of studying face to
face interaction; (2) a way to exam ne the relationship between
specific identities and the performances of activities associ ated
with those identities; and (3) a nethod for exam ning others’
assessnents of each actor's performance in an interactive
situation. On the negative side, the task | eadership role in
smal| | aboratory groups is probably not a very inportant role and
this may act to reduce the effects we wish to test.
Sanpl e
The sanpl e anal yzed for this research consists of 48 four-person
| aboratory groups conposed of two nmales and two females. To form
t he groups, undergraduate students froma | arge M dwestern
university were randonly sanpled fromthe student body as a
whol e, and invited to participate in a study of comunication in
smal | groups. The students arrived at a general neeting (of 50-60
students at a tinme) at which the study was explained in general
ternms as a study of conmunication in groups and the factors that
I nfl uence communi cati on. The students were told that they would

be paid $10.00 for filling out a background questionnaire at the

11



general neeting and participating in a discussion group at sone
poi nt over the next two weeks.

After this, they filled out a schedule of tines they would be
avai |l able, and then filled out the background questionnaire that
t ook about 20 mnutes to conplete. During this tinme, the
I nvestigator constructed groups randomy fromthe persons who
were avail able at the specific tines, with the added constraint
that there be two males and two females in each group. After the
gquestionnaire was conpl eted, group assignnment tines were given to
each person along with a reminder slip. Al subjects were called
the day prior to their scheduled neeting to rem nd them of that
neet i ng.

The group di scussion sessions were held over the next two
weeks follow ng the general neeting. Each group of two mal es and
two femal es participated in four different discussions using
group pol arization or choice dilemma protocols? (two that usually
showed a shift to risk and two that usually showed a shift to
conservatisnm). The choice dilemma problens were used to provide
the groups with a task in which they had to reach a consensus.
The four discussions were held during the one session that the
group net. Each session | asted about an hour and a half, wth
each discussion lasting fromten to twenty m nutes.

Each of the discussions followed the sane format. Prior to the
di scussion, the individual menbers read the choice dilema?® and
wrote down their personal recommendation. Following this, the
menbers were instructed to discuss the problemand cone to a

group consensus for making a group recommendati on. After each
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di scussion was conpl eted, subjects filled out a questionnaire
eval uating the discussion and rating each other on a series of
I tens neasuring the degree to which they perforned various
activities during the discussion.
Measur es
Task | eadership role identity is neasured from partici pants’
responses to five self-descriptive statenents concerning task-
oriented activities contained in the background questionnaire
filled out at the general neeting one to two weeks prior to the
di scussi ons sessions. The content of the itens, shown in Table 1,
I's consistent with descriptions of the characteristics of task-
oriented individuals described in the literature (Bales 1950;
Sl ater 1955; Burke 1967; 1968; 1971). Response categories
consi sted of five-point Likert scales ranging fromeither
strongly agree to strongly di sagree on sone statenents, or from
usually to never on others. The responses were scored fromone to
five with low task-orientation receiving a one and hi gh task-
orientation receiving a five. As shown in Table 1, these itens
factored into a single factor with an onega reliability (Heise
and Bohrnstedt 1970) of .79. Responses on these ratings were
sumred for each person, yielding a task | eadership role identity
score ranging fromfive to 25.
(Tabl e 1 About Here)

The vari abl e perceived task | eadership performnce was created
in asimlar fashion fromitens placed on the post-di scussion
gquestionnaire that were designed to neasure task | eadership

performance. After each discussion (four tinmes in all), the
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partici pants were asked to rank each other and thensel ves on four
task | eadership performance itens (shown in Table 1). These have
been used in prior research (Burke 1971). These itens forned a
single factor with an onega reliability of .95. The rankings were
reversed, so that a high nunber corresponded to a high ranking,
and summed across itens.

Two different nmeasures were derived fromthe perfornmance
itens. First, was the set of self-rankings. Each person received
the average of their own rankings of thensel ves across the four
questions. The second set was the rankings of others (not
I ncluding the self). Each person was assigned the average of the
12 rankings applied to himor her by the others in the group
(three other nmenbers nultiplied by four questions). In case of a
tied rankings, the nmean rank of tied participants were used.

Two neasures of satisfaction/dissatisfaction were used. Each
was based on an 11 category Likert type post-discussion
questionnaire itemthat dealt directly with satisfaction. The
first of these is a general satisfaction itempertaining to the
di scussion as a whole (To what extent do you feel satisfied with
this last discussion?), while the second is nore specifically
directed to satisfaction with the respondent's role in the
di scussion (To what extent were you satisfied with the role you
played in this last discussion?). The el even categories were
anchored at the ends (very little and very nmuch) and in the
m ddl e (noderate). The average correl ation between the two itens

over the four discussions was . 68.
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Two neasures of discrepancy between identity and role
performance were used. Each was based on the magni tude of the
absol ute difference between one of the two perceived task
| eadership rol e performance (as neasured above) and the role
performance expected given the task | eadership role identity of
the respondent. The expected role perfornmance was neasured as the
predicted role perfornmance based on OLS regression of perceived
rol e performance on task | eader identity? O her discrepancy, is
the magnitude of the absolute difference between the identity-
expected rol e performance and actual role performnce as
perceived by others in the group. Self-discrepancy, is the
absol ute difference between the identity-expected role
performance and actual role perfornmance as perceived by the

actor.?®

Resul ts
Presented in Table 2 is basic informati on about each of the
nmeasures used in the study including neans, standard devi ati ons,
and correl ations for each of the four discussions. As can be seen
in Table 2, a respondent's own perceptions of his or her task
| eadership role performance is highly correlated with other's
perceptions of the respondent's performance (.6 to .7) indicating
a high degree of shared understanding of the neanings of the role
behavi or bei ng perceived in accordance with our first hypothesis.
Each actor perceives his or her own role performance in very

simlarly to the way that others in the group perceive it. It is
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al so clear, however, that agreenent is not perfect, and there is
room f or m sunder st andi ngs.
(Tabl e 2 About Here)

To test our second hypot heses about the |ink between an
actor's identity and the actor's own assessnent of his or her
rol e performance, rol e performance assessnment neasures were
regressed on the identity neasures in each of the discussions
using seem ngly unrel ated regressi ons (Hanushek and Jackson
1977). Table 3 presents the standardi zed regression coefficients
for the relationship between perceived task | eadership
performance and task | eadership identity in each discussion. The
effect of the actor's task | eadership identity on his or her own
task | eadership role performance assessnent is strongly
supportive of the second hypothesis. The standardi zed regression
coefficients show a significant correspondence between the
actor's task |l eadership identity as neasured prior to the
di scussions and his or her own assessed task | eadership
performance in each of the four discussions. These results
confirmthe expectation that group nenbers will maintain
consi stency between their role perfornmances and their identities
(as neasured prior to the discussions) even in the presence of
others trying to do the sanme thing. Wiile it is clear that this
Is going on, it is also clear that the coefficients are not so
high as to preclude other determ nants of task |eadership
behavi or and as a consequence there is a variabl e anount of

di screpancy between the actual (perceived) role performance and
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the role performance expected on the basis of the participant's
I dentity.
(Tabl e 3 About Here)

Al so presented in Table 3 are results relevant to a test of
hypot hesis three. These are the results of an analysis simlar to
that used for testing hypothesis two. In this case, however,
rat her than using an actor's own perceptions of his or her task
| eader shi p behavior, we use other group nenbers' perceptions of
the actor's task | eadership performance. In this case we see a
very simlar pattern of results, thus confirm ng hypothesis
three. The results show the expected consi stency between the
nmeani ngs of the actor's task |eadership identity and the neanings
of the actor's role performance as perceived by others in the
group. Thus, group nenbers not only share neanings of the role
performances, but because an actor's performances are tied to
that actor's identity, others are also able to correctly infer
(wth sone margin of error) the task | eadership identities of
each other fromthe role performances of those others.

The fourth hypot hesis exam nes satisfaction as an outcone of
consi stency between identities and the actor's own assessed role
performance associated with those identities (i.e., the self-
rel evant neani ngs associated with one's performance). As noted
above, identity theory proposes that when there is a discrepancy
bet ween sel f-rel evant perceptions and one's identity standard,
this incongruence |leads to sone distress and nmay thus affect
satisfaction. There were two neasures of satisfaction: one

pertaining to satisfaction with the overall discussion and the
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other to satisfaction with one's role. These two satisfaction
nmeasures were each regressed on the identity/perception
di screpancy magni tude scores. The results of the anal yses of the
effects of the discrepancy nmagnitudes on satisfaction with one's
role in the discussion are given in Table 4
(Tabl e 4 About Here).

Tabl e 4 shows that the hypothesized effects of discrepancy
bet ween one's task | eadership identity and one's own task
| eadership rol e performance assessnents were present in each of
the four discussions. In each discussion, the greater the
magni tude of the discrepancy the | ess satisfaction evidenced by
the respondent. Conversely, the | ess discrepancy (i.e., nore
consi stency between actor's identities and assessnents of their
own role performance) the nore actors were satisfied with the
role they played in helping the group to reach a consensus on a
solution to the problemfacing the group. ® It shoul d be pointed
out that this not only neans that persons who see thensel ves as
| eaders are nore satisfied if they are playing a | eadership role.
It al so neans that persons who do not see thenselves as | eaders
are nore satisfied if they are not playing a | eadership role in
the group. As predicted by identity theory, what matters i s not
the | evel of |eadership, but the congruency between identity
nmeani ngs and performance neani ngs. .

Al so presented in Table 4 are the results of an anal ysis where
the di screpancy is neasured between the neanings of the actor's
| eadership identity and the nmeanings of the actor's performance

as perceived by others in the group. Again we get simlar
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results, though, as expected, they are not as strong as when the
perceptions are the actor's own, and appear to be derivative of
both self and others assessing the sane rol e performance. For
exanple, in an analysis not reported here, adding "other"
di screpancy to the regression equation exam ning the effects of
"own" discrepancy on satisfaction does not result in a
significant increase in explanatory power. These results are al so
consistent wwth McCall and Simons' (1978) suggestion that the
expectations of others are already built into one's own
expectations for performnce.

Tabl e 5 shows that the discrepancy nagnitudes had little or no
significant effect on nenbers' overall satisfaction with the
di scussi on, whether that discrepancy was neasured between the
actor's identity and his or her performance as perceived by
others in the group or as perceived by the actor. The
explanation for this lack of effect may be that since we are
exam ning the relation between a role identity and perceptions of
the neaning of the role performance, the disruptive inpact of
I ncongruity does not generalize beyond the specific role. This
does not preclude the possibility, however, that such incongruity
in a nore inportant role (than that of a | eader in an
experinmental group) may have effects which go beyond the
I mrediate role. It may al so be the case that with only a single
Itemto neasure general satisfaction, a potential relationship is
bei ng masked by unreliability. Perhaps, with a nore reliable
assessnent of general satisfaction with the discussion, a

rel ationship di screpancy and satisfaction would be found.
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(Tabl es 5 About Here)

Di scussi on

ldentity theory suggests that people are notivated to contro
their behavior, not to bring that behavior into line with sone
standard, but to use their reflexive ability to make perceptions
of identity relevant neanings in the situation, including their
own behavi or, congruent or consistent with their identity
standard (Burke 1991). This is the first study that | ooks at
actual perceptions of behavior after the behavior has occurred
and conpares the neani ngs of that behavior with the neani ngs of
the identity as neasured prior to the occurrence of the behavior.
W see a strong tendency for behavior neanings to natch identity
nmeani ngs. This is also the first study to exam ne the
rel ati onship between identities and rol e perfornmance neani ngs in
situations involving multiple persons who nmay disturb the
I denti ty-nmeani ng/ behavi or-neaning relationship with their own
demands. Again, in spite of the presence of three other persons,
all of whose activity nust be coordinated to achi eve the group
goal of achieving a consensus on the discussion problem each
person is able to maintain a noderate relationship between their
percei ved | eadership performances and their | eadership identity.

While the identity nodel only considers the actor's identity,
perceptions, and neani ngful behavior, within the synbolic
I nteractionist franework it is assunmed that people share neanings
in a conmmon culture. This assunption suggests that the neanings

of one's behavior to oneself should be "the sanme" as the neani ngs
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of that behavior to another interactant in the situation -- or
el se there could be no comruni cation or coordinated activity to
wor k toward common goals. This paper shows that the behavior of
each individual in a group is perceived simlarly (in terns of
nmeani ng) both by the actors thensel ves and by others in the
group. As a result, when actors naintain congruency between the
meani ngs of their identity standards and the neani ngs of their
behavi ors, others in the group are thereby allowed to correctly
infer the actors' identities. As a result, all interactants in
the group are granted sone degree of consensus and predictability
I n the group context.

Looked at another way, the input is the controlled quantity
of the identity feedback process nodel. The input cones fromthe
social situation and it consists of both the actor's perceptions
of the situation and the actor's interpretations of others’
perceptions of the situation. These perceptions of the actor and
others are shared, because both the actor and the others share a
synbolic systemfor interpreting the situation, and we have seen
(Table 2) that each actor and the others in the group interpret
the actor's behavior simlarly. Ohers' assessnents are inportant
parts of the social interaction process because those assessnents
af fect the behavior of the others, which in turn is perceived by
the actor and interpreted with respect to the neanings it conveys
about the actor's role performances. If others did not share an
under st andi ng of the neani ngs of behavior with the actor, they
woul d not be able to interpret the nmeani ngs of the behavi or

engaged in by the actor in a way that the actor interprets them
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and they woul d not be able to act in a way which confirns those
meani ngs. Nor would the actor be able to interpret the behavior
of others appropriately as confirmng or disconfirmng the
nmeani ngs of their own behavi or.

The second question that was raised in the paper concerned
what happens when people are not able to behave in a manner that
fully confirnms their identity. lIdentity theory suggests that
di sconfort should increase and satisfaction with the role
performance shoul d decrease, thus producing notivation to
mai ntai n congruency (Burke 1991). Though di sconfort was not
nmeasured, this expectation was confirnmed with respect to
satisfaction, though in a very specific manner. The failure of a
| eadership role performance to natch the neaning of one's | eader
identity did not affect general satisfaction with the discussion,
but it did reduce satisfaction with one's role performance in the
group. This was true whether the | eadership role perfornmance was
assessed by oneself or by others in the group. One potenti al
i nplication of this is that people segregate their responses in
this situation and nmaintain role-specific reactions to the
di screpancy. Wether this segregation of responses would remain
true for roles that were nore inportant than being a | eader in a
| aboratory group, or for roles that are held for |ong periods of
time remains to be seen. As nentioned above, sone evidence
suggests crossover effects do occur when roles are inportant and
long term for exanple between work and famly roles (e.qg.

Bi el by and Bi el by 1989).
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One question about these results that we have not di scussed
I's, who are the people who experience a discrepancy between their
I dentity nmeani ngs and their role performnce neani ngs? Do peopl e
who experience a discrepancy in the first discussion continue to
experience that discrepancy in the second, third and fourth
di scussions? To exam ne this question, we | ooked at the
correl ati ons anong the di screpancy scores over the four
di scussions to see if it was the case that persons who coul d not
mat ch the neanings of their identities and perfornmances in one
di scussion were al so the people who failed to match in other
di scussions. If this were the case, it would suggest that sone
persons are better able to keep congruence between their role
performances and identities than others. It would then be
i nportant to explore the reasons for such ability. Does it rest
I n particular characteristics of individuals; that sonme are nore
conpetent in maintaining congruency? Does it rest in particular
positions that have nore power; that with power cones the ability
to keep your role performance congruent with your identity?

The results of a correlation analysis (not reported here) show
al nrost no rel ati onshi ps anong the di screpancy scores across the
four discussions (averaging .08 to .10). People who have high
di screpancies in one discussion have neither high (indicating
persi stence) nor |ow (indicating conpensation) discrepancies in
subsequent di scussi ons. Now such an outcone is al so consi stent
with the idea that the discrepancy score is just a random
vari abl e. However, two factors argue against that possibility.

First, we have noted that persons with | arge discrepancy scores
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are not satisfied with their role perfornmance, so the neasure of
di screpancy appears to assess sonething that has consequences.
Second, we | ooked at the correlation matrix for task |eadership
performance scores across the four discussions (both those based
on sel f-perceptions and those based on other's perceptions -- not
reported here), and noted that these are noderately strong (. 30-
.35 for self-perceptions and .53-.58 for other's perceptions),
i ndi cating a general persistence in the task |eadership role.’
And, fromthe results reported already, we know that task

| eadership role performance is generally congruent with the

| eadership identity of the person.

Qur conclusion, therefore, is that people actively try to
reduce the discrepancy between the neanings of their identities
and the nmeanings of their perfornmances, and they do this in the
face of pressures to alter their performances to "fit in" with
the other nenbers of the group and achi eve the group goal. That
there are not persistent winners and | osers in the process
suggests that the process does not depend on personal
characteristics, nor do there seemto be any power differences
that cone into play anong these essentially equal status student
vol unteers. This | eaves sone flux in the degree of which people
are able to nake their performances fit their identities, but it
| eaves persistence in the general |evels of task | eadership
performance whi ch depend upon differences in task | eadership
I dentities anong the participants. Persons with a | eader identity
do perform nore | eadership behaviors across all the di scussions,

but the actual anobunt of that behavior randomy varies around
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that higher level. Simlarly, persons with a | ower | eader
identity perform fewer |eadership behaviors across the sessions,
with the actual anmount randomly varying around that |ower |evel.
Clearly, the relationship between identity and role
performance becones nore conplicated as we nove from studying
that relationship for individuals in relative isolation (as nuch
prior work has done), to studying it in a group or interactive
context. This paper is a first enpirical attenpt, in the context
of identity theory, to nove our understanding of identity and
I nteraction to this nore conplicated level. In doing so, we have
seen that people are generally still able to nake the neani ng of
their performances congruent with their identity neanings, even
In conpetition with others for interactive resources. And, we
have seen that to the extent that they cannot keep congruence
bet ween the neani ngs of their role performance and the neani ngs
of their identities, they becone dissatisfied with their role.
Finally, as the synbolic interaction perspective has |ong held,
there is a sharing of nmeanings such that people interpret each
other's activity in nmuch the same way which allows themto infer
each other's identities and to thereby becone predictable to each

other and build stable interaction structures.
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Foot not es
This research was partially supported by grants fromthe
Di vi sion of Social Sciences, National Science Foundation (NSF
BNS 76-08381), and fromthe National Institutes of Health (IVH
46828) .
ldentity theory recognizes that persistent failure to achieve
congruity by nodifying the situation may result in first
attenpting to |l eave the situation (Swann 1990). Failure in
that may ultimately lead to change in the identity standard
defining who one is (Burke 1991).
The choice dilemmas represent fictitious life circunstances in
whi ch a person nust nake a choice between a risky alternative
(e.g., an attractive job in a high risk conpany that may fail,
or a delicate but risky operation to relieve a condition
preventing pregnancy) with potentially high benefits, or a
conservative alternative (e.g., an "CK" job with a very stable
conpany, or no operation, but no threat to life). Subjects are
to indicate the highest level of risk they would tol erate and
still recomrend the risky alternative (odds of failure being
1, 3, 5 7, or 9 out of 10). The "shift to risk" (or
conservatisn) occurs when the average of the individua
preferences prior to group discussion are |ess (nore) risky
then the group decision). An exanple protocol is contained in
Brown (1965: 657).
The four choice dilenmma problens were presented in a

random zed bal anced order to renove possible effects of order
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of presentation.

Fromthe regression formula » = a + bx, where x is the task

| eadership identity, p is the predicted task |eadership
performance, and a and b are COLS based estimates of the

i ntercept and sl ope respectively, it can be seen that using
the predicted scores anpbunts to a rescaling of the identity
measure into units of the neasure of perceived role
performance. Thus, when a difference is calculated (the

di screpancy) we are dealing with the sanme units of measure. As
can be seen fromthis procedure, discrepancy is equivalent to
t he absolute value of the residual (error) fromthe regression
of perceived role performance on | eadership identity.

The use of a conposite (difference) score here is dictated by
the theoretical construct that is being neasured, a

di screpancy. Waile it is true that a difference score is |ess
reliable than either of the two parts which make it up (when
the two parts are positively correlated), this only nmeans that
the neasure of our theoretical construct may not have as high
areliability as we mght like. It does not nean that we
shoul d avoid the use of the neasure, or that the neasure has
no reliability. This lower reliability can work agai nst us,
because it neans greater difficulty in testing hypotheses
since the power of the tests would be less. On the other hand,
If results with the neasure are significant, they are
significant in spite of the sonmewhat |ower reliability.

Exam nation of the average satisfaction scores by |evel of

di screpancy shows that those actors with the |east discrepancy
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were highly satisfied, with scores around 9 on the 11 point
satisfaction scale. Those actors with the greatest discrepancy
had satisfaction scores near 6, the mddle of the satisfaction
scal e.

To understand how the di screpancy score is not correl ated over
time (across sessions) while the task | eadership performance
(perceptions) are correlated over tine, and the identity score
is constant over time, it nmust be recalled that the

di screpancy score is a residual. The constant identity score

has been subtracted fromthe perceived perfornmance score.
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Table 1. Items, Factor Loadings" and Reliabilities for Task
Leadership ldentity
and Task Leadershi p Performance.

A. Task Leadership ldentity Loadi ngs

(1) When | work on a conmttee | like to take charge of things
.71

(2) | amable to keep at a job |onger than nost people.55

(3) I try to influence strongly other people's actions. 62

(4) | ama hard worker .70

(5 I try to be a dom nant person when | amw th people.72

Reliability (Q) .79

B. Task Leadership Performance Loadi ngs

(1) Providing fuel for the discussion by introducing ideas and
opi ni ons

for the rest of the group of discussions . 96
(2) @uiding the discussion and kept it noving effectively..90
(3) Attenpting to influence the group's opinion .83
(4) Standing out as a | eader of the discussion . 96
Reliability (Q) .95

"lterated principle factor analysis.
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Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations Among Measures

Discussion 1 Correlations
Mean  SD @D @ B @4 G (©
(1) other ratings 10.3 34
(2) self-ratings 9.2 3.2 0.71
(3) other discrepancy 2.8 18 0.00 0.03
(4) self-discrepancy 24 18 0.06 016 0.68
(5) discussion satisfaction 8.3 21 -0.02 005 -0.02 0.06
(6) role satisfaction 8.3 1.9 -0.29 -029 -0.26 -0.23 0.59
(7) task leadership identity 13.6 2.7 024 036 -005 010 -0.03 -0.19
Discussion 2 Correlations
Mean  SD D @ B @4 6 (©
(1) other ratings 10.2 3.0
(2) self-ratings 9.3 34 0.66
(3) other discrepancy 25 16 -0.02 0.03
(4) self-discrepancy 2.8 18 007 019 065
(5) discussion satisfaction 8.6 2.4 -0.04 -0.12 -0.06 -0.14
(6) role satisfaction 84 2.1 -0.14 -037 -015 -0.38 0.70
(7) task leadership identity 13.6 2.7 021 014 004 000 010 0.05
Discussion 3 Correlations
Mean  SD @D @ B @4 ©G ©
() other ratings 10.3 3.0
(2) self-ratings 9.2 34 0.60
(3) other discrepancy 24 16 0.03 -0.05
(4) self-discrepancy 2.7 18 0.05 019 057
(5) discussion satisfaction 8.6 2.2 -0.02 -009 0.00 -0.06
(6) role satisfaction 8.3 2.3 -0.18 -038 -015 -0.36 064
(7) task leadership identity 13.6 2.7 024 029 003 003 -010 -0.13
Discussion 4 Correlations
Mean  SD D @ B @4 G (©
(1) other ratings 10.2 3.0
(2) self-ratings 9.3 3.7 0.62
(3) other discrepancy 25 16 -0.02 0.03
(4) self-discrepancy 3.0 19 003 019 o061
(5) discussion satisfaction 85 2.2 -0.08 -0.12 -0.08 -0.12
(6) role satisfaction 84 2.2 -0.22 -034 -022 -034 0.76
(7) task leadership identity 13.6 2.7 014 025 003 004 002 -0.04
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Tabl e 3. Standardi zed Regression Coefficients from Seem ngly
Unrel at ed Regressions of Perceptions of Task Leadership Role
Perf ormance on Task Leadership ldentity

Task Perf or mance

Rat i ngs
By By
Di scussi on Sel f O hers

1 0. 357** 0. 240**
2 0. 139*~ 0. 206**
3 0. 290** 0. 243**
4 0. 253~ 0. 136*

** p < .01

* p < .05
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Tabl e 4. Standardi zed Regression Coefficients from Seem ngly
Unrel ated Regressions of Satisfaction with Role on D screpancy
bet ween Perceived Ratings and ldentity Expectations

Di screpancy wth Ratings

as
Per cei ved
By By
D scussi on Sel f O hers
1 -0.326** -0.332**
2 -0.408** -0.215**
3 -0.375** -0.196**
4 -0.380** -0.251**
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Table 5. Standardi zed Regression Coefficients from Seem ngly
Unrel ated Regressions of Satisfaction with D scussion on
Di screpancy between Perceived Ratings and ldentity Expectations

Di screpancy with

Rat i ngs

as Perceived

By By
D scussi on Sel f O hers
1 -0.012 -0.084
2 -0. 147~ -0. 107
3 -0. 086 -0.035
4 -0. 132~ -0. 107
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Figure 1. Model of the Identity Process

(Adapted from Burke 1991)
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