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Abstract
Recognize and Accept Me:
Consequences of the Drive for Social Identity Validation
By
Eunice U. Choi
Claremont Graduate University: 2022
According to uncertainty-identity theory (Hogg, 2021a) one of the benefits of group
identification is uncertainty-reduction. To reap this benefit fully, it is posited that people also are
motivated to have their identities validated, especially if the identity is one that is important to a
person’s sense of self. However, people receive various feedback about their identities, and
feedback about one’s identity does not come solely from one’s ingroup. While past research has
demonstrated that feedback and source of feedback are important factors in social identity
validation processes (see Choi & Hogg, 2020b), the current research proposes that uncertainty
also may be a key factor in these processes; specifically, those with greater self-uncertainty will
have a greater desire for identity validation for identities that are central to their sense of self.
Furthermore, such desires can have consequences for how individuals evaluate and interact with
their ingroup as well as their outgroup. Three studies were conducted to examine this. Study 1 (N
= 139) showed that those with greater self-uncertainty and those whose identity is more central
to their sense of self have a greater desire for identity validation. Study 2 (N = 142) showed that
there is less ingroup bias when individuals evaluate feedback sources after imagining receiving
identity validation from an outgroup source, and self-uncertainty moderates the effect of the
feedback source’s group when evaluating the ingroup and outgroup as a whole. Study 3 (N =

142) showed that those who receive ingroup invalidation have a greater desire for identity
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validation from the outgroup compared to those who receive ingroup validation. Implications for

intra- and intergroup dynamics and future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction: The Drive for Social Identity Validation
On June 8, 2017, the NPR podcast CODE SWITCH covered a topic they called the
“racial imposter syndrome” (Donnella, 2017). One of their followers had asked if there were
others like her who felt like racial imposters. When the question was asked to the audience, 127
email responses came in. In one of the responses, a biracial woman whose mother is a
Panamanian immigrant and whose father is White described how when one of her cousins
mentioned that she was not “really Spanish” because of her dad’s race, it “gutted [her]” because
she identifies as Latina. Another light-skinned biracial woman who is half-Black stated how she
struggled especially with telling Black Americans of her racial background, because “they have
more of a claim to ‘Blackness’ than [she] ever will and therefore have the power to tell [her she]
doesn’t belong, [she’s not Black enough].” Because of this, she does not know which identities
she can claim. Although it is evident that these individuals, especially the latter, feel some level
of self-uncertainty about their identities, not everyone feels such self-uncertainty. In an interview
about the show #blackAF, Rashida Jones briefly discussed being biracial. As a celebrity with
parents who also are celebrities, her ethnically ambiguous looks and racial background have been
discussed numerous times (e.g., Blay, 2020; Lin, 2015; Weller, 2005). While acknowledging the
“weird thing” about being biracial where biracial individuals may not be fully accepted by any
group, she mentioned that she has “never questioned [her] connection with [her Black side of the
family]” (Netflix, 2020).
Like these examples, people receive feedback, both real and imagined, about their
identities. Social identity validation refers to receiving recognition and acceptance as a member

of one’s ingroup. Research has shown that such feedback regarding people’s identities can
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impact not only how individuals feel about their identities, but also how they evaluate those who
give them such feedback (Choi & Hogg, 2020b). However, as seen in the examples presented,
people may respond differently, depending on their level of self-uncertainty. How does
uncertainty affect social identity validation processes, and what are the consequences of
receiving feedback about one’s identities?

According to uncertainty-identity theory (Hogg, 2021a), one of the benefits of group
identification is uncertainty-reduction and thus, people are motivated to identify with groups. To
achieve such benefits of group identification, especially for identities that are important to
people’s sense of self, people would want such identities validated. The drive for group
identification has been shown to lead to extreme intra- and intergroup behaviors (Hogg, 2021b).
Similarly, it is likely that the drive for social identity validation has not only consequences that
affect how individuals feel about themselves, but also consequences for how individuals feel
about and interact with ingroup and outgroup members.

It is proposed that people have a drive for social identity validation, and that the need to
have this drive met has consequences for intra- and intergroup processes, especially under
conditions of uncertainty. More specifically, under conditions of high uncertainty, typical
favorable ingroup evaluations should not be as evident when individuals receive identity
validation from an outgroup member.

Social Identities and Group ldentification
Social Identity Theory

There are many ways in which people understand and define themselves. According to

social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner et al., 1987; also see Abrams & Hogg,

2010; Hogg, 2018b; Hogg et al., 2017), one of the ways in which people derive their sense of self
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is through social identities and group memberships (e.g., political affiliation, gender, race). When
an individual identifies with a group, a depersonalization process occurs, where one redefines
oneself in terms of the group membership. This redefining of the self results in individuals no
longer thinking, acting, or feeling based on the personal self, but rather, based on the group’s
prototype, which refers to characteristics, behaviors, and attitudes that seemingly defines the
group, and differentiates the group from other groups. Each member is evaluated based on how
prototypical they are compared to others in their group (Hogg, 2018b). Because this
categorization process is applied to everyone, it helps people make better sense of their world.
They not only know how they are supposed to think, act and feel, but have an expectation for
how others will think, act, and feel based on the prototype of the groups that each person seems
to belong to. Thus, such categorization is a natural cognitive process that is extremely useful,

which then also motivates individuals to identify with groups.

Motivations for Group Identification
Although there are many reasons why people are motivated to join groups, the current
review focuses on those that underpin social identity processes and phenomena, in particular

self-enhancement and uncertainty reduction.

Self-Enhancement

Most social identity research has focused on self-enhancement as the motivation for
identifying with groups. Self-enhancement refers to the motivation of people to enhance their
sense of self/self-esteem (Sedikides & Strube, 1995, 1997). Because individuals derive a
significant part of their sense of self from their groups, a high status or successful group allows
one to have a positive self-concept. Examples of this can be seen in basking in reflected glory

(BIRG), where individuals publicize their associations with successful individuals or groups
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(Cialdini et al., 1976). In Cialdini and colleagues’ (1976) classic study on BIRG, they found that
individuals were more likely to wear university-identifying apparel and use the term “we” to
describe the “association” with their school’s successful football team. Creating such
associations makes one feel as if the success of the group is their success as well, thus enhancing
their self-esteem.

The defining of the self through the group and the drive for self-enhancement can lead to
various intragroup and intergroup behaviors as outlined in social identity theory (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986; see also Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Hogg & Abrams, 1988). Such behaviors are used
to maintain and enhance one’s positive sense of self. This positive sense of self is best achieved
when one’s ingroup is not only of high status, but also positively distinct from relevant
outgroups. Depending on the factors of permeability of group boundaries and stability of group
status, an individual will engage in different strategies for maintaining a positive sense of self
(ENlemers, 1993; Jackson et al., 1996; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).

In the case of permeable boundaries, when a group’s positive status is threatened,
individuals might leave or disassociate from the group. When group boundaries are
impermeable, other ways in which individuals try to maintain a positive sense of self is through
social creativity or social competition. Social creativity typically occurs in low status groups
when the status of the group is relatively stable. An individual or group of individuals in such
groups might still find ways to maintain a positive sense of self. An example of this is when
individuals change the originally negative value associated with the characteristics of the group
to a positive one.

Finally, social competition typically occurs when the status of the group is unstable. A

group will seek out direct competition with another group on a dimension that is considered
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valuable by all groups. Much of the research in social identity theory has examined this
particular strategy in making sure that one’s group is positively distinct from outgroups. In
minimal group experiments, not surprisingly, there was a clear bias in favor of the ingroup,
where participants maximized ingroup profit (see Brewer, 1979; Mullen et al., 1992). However,
more interestingly, participants not only maximized ingroup profit, but they also maximized the
differential profit between the ingroup and outgroup, even if it meant their overall profit was not
as great. These experiments highlighted the importance of the ingroup’s relative position as a
motivator for behavior, specifically to enhance one’s positive sense of self.

Social identity theory and the research surrounding the theory show how the motivation
for self-enhancement is achieved through groups, in particular striving for positive intergroup
distinctiveness. However, the focus of this has mostly been on explaining the motivations behind

intergroup behavior, rather than group identification.

Uncertainty Reduction

More recently, uncertainty-identity theory (Hogg, 2000, 2007, 2012, 2015, 2021a) has
argued that another motivation for group identification is subjective uncertainty reduction.
Uncertainty is especially motivating if it relates to some aspect of the self. Not only do people
find uncertainty displeasing and uncomfortable (Brown et al., 2021; Jonas et al., 2014), but more
specifically, self-related uncertainty is maladaptive because the self is a functional guide that
allows people to make sense of their world (see Swann & Bosson, 2010). Therefore, self-
uncertainty motivates behaviors that will reduce the uncertainty.

A main prediction of uncertainty identity theory is that self-uncertainty will lead
individuals to identify more strongly with a self-inclusive group, or to find a group with which to

identify. According to uncertainty-identity theory, group identification is especially effective at
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reducing uncertainty because as discussed earlier in self-categorization theory, the group
prescribes how people should act, think, and feel (Turner et al., 1987); the self is now viewed
through the lens of group membership. Research has supported this by showing that people
identify more strongly with groups under conditions of uncertainty (Grieve & Hogg, 1999;
Mullin & Hogg, 1999) and also, identifying more strongly with groups can reduce self-
uncertainty (Hogg & Grieve, 1999; see also Choi & Hogg, 2020a for recent meta-analysis).
Groups with high entitativity are particularly effective at reducing self-uncertainty. This
is because entitative groups can provide a clear and distinctive social identity through clear
intergroup boundaries and internal structure. Research has supported this by showing that under
conditions of uncertainty, people identify more strongly with entitative groups (e.g., Hogg et al.,
2007) and also disassociate from groups that lack entitativity (e.g., Wagoner & Hogg, 2016).
Uncertainty identity theory has thus been used to explain various extreme behaviors such as
radicalization and populism (e.g., Hogg, 2014, 2021b). Because radical groups are highly
entitative, they are especially effective at reducing self-uncertainty for those who do not have a
clear sense of who they are. Uncertainty reduction, in particular, self-uncertainty reduction, is

thus a powerful motivation for group identification.

Motivation for Identity Validation
As noted, people are motivated to reduce self-uncertainty, and one effective method of
self-uncertainty reduction is group identification (Choi & Hogg, 2020a; Hogg, 2000, 2007, 2012,
2015, 2021a). However, people’s identities can be validated or invalidated by various sources. If
a central identity is not validated by one’s ingroup, group identification through self-
categorization would not be effective at reducing self-uncertainty, and self-uncertainty may be

perpetuated or even be accentuated. Thus, given that the identity is central to a person’s sense of
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self, and the person cannot or does not want to disassociate from or leave the group, it is
proposed that people are also motivated to validate their social identities, especially under

conditions of high uncertainty.

Identity Validation vs. Self-Evaluation Motivations

It might seem that the motivation for social identity validation is a rephrasing of other
self-evaluation motives, in particular, self-enhancement or self-verification; however, as noted
by Choi and Hogg (2020b), the motivation for identity validation is separate from these self-

evaluation motives.

Identity Validation vs. Self Enhancement

Social identity validation is concerned with confirmation of one’s sense of self,
specifically in regard to group membership. One receives identity validation when one is
recognized and accepted as a member of one’s group.

Self-enhancement is concerned with maintaining and increasing one’s positive sense of
self (Sedikides & Strube, 1995, 1997). This means protecting oneself from negative feedback
that could threaten one’s positive sense of self. When threatened, an individual will engage in
behaviors that will either compensate or distract from such feedback (Sherman & Cohen, 2006).
This applies to people’s identities as well, as discussed in social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner,
1986).

In regard to identity validation, there are no other possible processes that can compensate
for or distract from one’s need for identity validation; one needs identity validating feedback.
The need is to be accepted, not necessarily to maintain a positive sense of self. Therefore,

identity validation and self-enhancement are distinct motives.
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Identity Validation vs. Self-Verification

Self-verification is when one seeks consistency between one’s current self-conceptions
and new self-relevant information (Sedikides et al., 2021; Sedikides & Strube, 1995, 1997). Such
consistency is functional in that it guides behavior and allows people to make sense of their
world (Swann, 1983, 2011). Because of this, people will then seek out information that is
consistent with one’s view of oneself, even if that view is negative.

Self-verification focuses largely on the personal self (e.g., Swann, 2011; Swann et al.,
2003; Swann et al., 1992) though more recent research does address collective self-verification
(e.g., Chen et al., 2004; Gomez et al., 2009). Social identity validation, on the other hand,
focuses exclusively on social identity.

Self-verification assumes that there is an already established sense of self that people
desire to be verified; however, this assumption is not necessary in identity validation processes.
Self-uncertainty, including identity uncertainty, motivates validation through group identification
(see Choi & Hogg, 2020b). Even if a person is unsure of their status, they would desire to be
recognized and accepted as a member of one’s group. Thus, identity validation and self-

verification are distinct motives.

Implications of Social Identity Validation
People can engage in extreme behaviors to have their identities validated, and this is
likely the case when individuals feel more self-uncertain. Research has indirectly supported this
by showing that peripheral members of a group are more likely to have stronger intentions to
engage in extreme behaviors against the outgroup in order to be accepted by their ingroup
(Goldman & Hogg, 2016). Other research has shown that marginal or peripheral members of a

group, and those who are less prototypical of their group, feel more uncertain about themselves
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(Hohman et al., 2017; Wagoner et al., 2017). While this may suggest that those who desire
identity validation may behave more antagonistically toward the outgroup, this may not be the
case. People can receive feedback about their ingroup identities not just from their ingroup, but
from outgroup members as well. Given that individuals are motivated to have their ingroup
identities validated, the source of identity validation and invalidation can have various intra- and

intergroup implications.

Sources of Identity Validation/Invalidation

Although there is little research that examines identity validation processes directly,
research from the social identity theory of leadership has indicated that individuals look to
prototypical members or leaders of their ingroup to understand what it means to be a member of
their group (Hogg, 2001, 2018a; Hogg & Van Knippenberg, 2003; Hogg et al., 2012). This
happens because groups not only distinguish themselves from other groups, but they also are
internally differentiated by prototypicality; each member is evaluated against the prototype of the
group, and those who are considered highly prototypical are seen as more true and central
members of their group. Because of their status, such members are seen as reliable sources of
information. Given this, it follows that individuals would seek validation from ingroup
prototypical sources. However, the evidence for this is somewhat lacking (discussed below).

Social identity research has examined various intergroup processes, but very little
research has directly examined how individuals might look beyond the ingroup for identity
validation. Social identity research has clearly shown that people have a clear preference for their
ingroup even in minimal group situations (Brewer, 1979; Mullen et al., 1992), and outgroup
members are typically considered unreliable and treated with suspicion (Mackie et al., 1990).

However, if a person cannot receive identity validation from their ingroup, or may even receive
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invalidation from their ingroup, they might look for identity validation wherever they can, even
from an outgroup member. This possibility, however, has yet to be examined.

The conditions under which identity validation from an outgroup fulfills a person’s need
for identity validation is especially important to consider given the implications for intra- and
intergroup processes. If an individual receives outgroup identity validation, they might (even if
temporarily) feel validated as a member of their ingroup. If the individual were to relay that
feedback to the ingroup, this could affect how the individual will be perceived by their ingroup;
the individual might be considered deviant and lacking loyalty (Marques, Abrams, Paez, &
Hogg, 2001; Marques & Paez, 1994). Furthermore, if an individual continuously receives
validation from the outgroup (and more so if they receive continuous invalidation from the
ingroup), this could lead to more positive attitudes toward and evaluations of the outgroup. This
is consistent with intergroup contact theory, which suggests that positive contact between
individuals of different groups can better intergroup relations (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp,
2006). Research on intergroup contact theory has shown that even imagining positive intergroup
contact can lead to such improvements (Crisp & Husnu, 2011; Stathi & Crisp, 2008; Stathi et al.,
2011; Turner et al., 2007; Turner & West, 2012). Consistent with such research, Choi and Hogg
(2020b; discussed further below) also found that this might occur, with participants evaluating an

outgroup source as well as the outgroup more positively when receiving identity validation.

Uncertainty as a Moderator

Uncertainty is likely a key factor and possibly a moderator for social identity validation
processes. As noted earlier, marginal members and those who are less prototypical tend to
experience greater self-uncertainty (Hohman et al., 2017; Wagoner et al., 2017), and peripheral

members are more likely to engage in extreme intergroup behaviors to be accepted by their

10
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ingroup (Goldman & Hogg, 2016). Given this, people with more self-uncertainty are more likely
than people with less self-uncertainty to desire social identity validation and to respond more
favorably to those who give them identity validation, even if the source of identity validation is

an outgroup member.

Empirical Research

Choi and Hogg (2020b) examined the effects of participants’ identity centrality, feedback
(validation vs. invalidation), feedback source (ingroup vs. outgroup), and feedback source’s
group prototypicality (low vs. high) on participants’ feelings of validation, the evaluation of the
feedback source, and feedback source’s group. Participants rated their identity centrality and
were presented with a prompt where they had to imagine receiving invalidating or validating
feedback from an ingroup or outgroup source who was either prototypical or not prototypical of
their group. Participants then rated how validated they felt as a member of their ingroup and
evaluated the feedback source as well as the feedback source’s group.

As one would expect, and consistent with the hypothesis, participants felt more validated
when they were validated than when they were invalidated. Further analysis indicated that
participants felt more validated by ingroup sources than outgroup sources, and that when they
were invalidated, they felt less invalidated by an outgroup source than an ingroup source,
indicating not only a preference for ingroup validation, but that invalidation from the ingroup is
much more impactful. These results were consistent with past social identity theory and research
that show a preference and bias for one’s ingroup.

Choi and Hogg’s (2020b) research also revealed the impact of validating feedback on
how the feedback source as well as the feedback source’s group is evaluated. Results showed

that participants evaluated the source more positively when they were validated than invalidated.

11



UNCERTAINTY IN IDENTITY VALIDATION PROCESSES

This effect generalized to the feedback source’s group, especially among participants who
indicated that the relevant identity was more central to their self-concept. Again, while there was
a clear ingroup bias with participants evaluating an ingroup source more favorably than an
outgroup source, there seems to be some evidence that individuals from the outgroup, and even
the outgroup as a whole, can be perceived more positively by validating a person’s ingroup
identity.

Prototypicality did not influence how much participants felt validated as a member of
their ingroup, or on their evaluation of the source who gave them feedback. When evaluating the
feedback source’s group (ingroup vs. outgroup), there was a four-way interaction between the
four predictor variables. However, when examining these interactions, the effect of
prototypicality was still unclear. Participants rated the ingroup more favorably than the outgroup
regardless of feedback when they received feedback from highly prototypical members. When
validated by less prototypical members, participants evaluated the ingroup more favorably, but
when invalidated by less prototypical members, there was no difference in evaluation between
the ingroup and outgroup. These results again indicate a clear bias for the ingroup but the role of
prototypicality remains unclear. It was noted that the prototypicality manipulation was weak
given the many variables that were manipulated, and likely got lost in the information presented.
It may also be possible that in the drive for social identity validation, prototypicality of the

source is not as important as other factors.

Current Research
Social identity validation and invalidation are common phenomena; like those who
responded to the CODE SWITCH podcast on racial imposter syndrome (i.e., Donnella, 2017)

and Rashida Jones, people receive both real and imagined feedback about their identities.
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However, given the relative paucity of research directly examining identity validation processes,
there is a need and many opportunities for future research. It is proposed that social identity
validation is another motivation in social identity processes that has consequences for how
individuals evaluate and interact with their ingroup and outgroup, and that self-uncertainty is a
key factor and moderator of such processes. The main overarching hypothesis is that people are
motivated to have identities that are central to their sense of self validated, especially when they
experience greater self-uncertainty. This drive can have consequences of less ingroup bias when
receiving validation as an ingroup member from the outgroup, as well as a greater desire to
interact with the outgroup when one does not receive validation from one’s ingroup.

To empirically examine this, three experimental studies were conducted. Study 1
examined the main hypothesis that those whose identity is central to their sense of self have a
greater desire to have their identity validated, especially if they are in a state of high self-
uncertainty. Studies 2 and 3 then addressed what happens when one receives feedback about
one’s identities and examined the potential intra- and intergroup consequences of receiving
identity validating or invalidating feedback under varying levels of uncertainty. Study 2
compared the effects of identity feedback and feedback sources on evaluation of the ingroup and
outgroup under varying levels of self-uncertainty, while Study 3 examined how ingroup
feedback affects people’s desire for feedback and validation from the outgroup under varying
levels of self-uncertainty. Data for all studies were collected via online survey. In latter studies,
participants were given a hypothetical situation in which they received feedback about their

identities. All studies were conducted in the context of Korean national identity.
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CHAPTER TWO

Study 1

Given that self-uncertainty is a key motivation for group identification, and identification
effectively reduces self-uncertainty (Hogg, 2000, 2007, 2012, 2015, 2021a), it was proposed that
people experiencing elevated self-uncertainty would have a greater desire for identity validation
if the identity was central to their sense of self (Choi & Hogg, 2020b). To test this hypothesis
empirically, Study 1 measured identity centrality then primed self-uncertainty (high vs. low) and
examined whether participants indicated a greater desire for identity validation under conditions
of higher uncertainty. Furthermore, to address, at least within the ingroup, whether
prototypicality has an effect in social identity validation processes, participants were asked about
their preference to be validated by a prototypical group member and a non-prototypical group
member. The study also explored whether self-uncertainty and identity centrality may have
effects on such preferences.

The hypotheses were as follows:

H1. There will be a main effect of self-uncertainty; participants primed with high self-

uncertainty will indicate a greater desire for identity validation compared to those primed

with low self-uncertainty.

H2. The above effect would be moderated by identity centrality; the effect will be

stronger for those with high identity centrality than those with low identity centrality.

H3. There will be a main effect of prototypicality; participants will indicate a greater

desire for identity validation from prototypical ingroup members than non-prototypical

ingroup members.
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Method

Participants and Design

Participants were recruited from universities in Korea. A total of 139 participants
(67.63% female; Mage = 26.49, SD = 10.58) completed the study via Qualtrics. All participants
were ethnically Korean. A power analysis using G*Power (Faul et al., 2009) indicated that in
order to detect a small to medium effect for a regression (2 = .10; 80% chance) as significant at
the 5% level, a sample of 114 participants would be needed. Upon completion, participants were
given a ¥5000 e-gift card to Starbucks as compensation for their participation.

The research was presented as a study of Korean identity. The study had two predictors:
(1) participants’ identity centrality was measured, and (2) self-uncertainty was primed (high vs.
low). There were three criterion variables: (1) an overall desire for identity validation, (2) desire
for validation from a prototypical ingroup member, and (3) desire for validation from a non-

prototypical ingroup member.

Procedure

Participants were told that the study was investigating how people feel about their Korean
identity. All instructions and measures were presented in Korean (see Appendix A for Study 1
measures and materials). Upon consent, participants were randomly assigned to one of the two
self-uncertainty conditions. They first completed a measure of Korean identity centrality.
Participants then completed a task to prime high or low self-uncertainty, followed by a
manipulation check. Afterwards, participants completed a measure of desire for identity
validation. Additionally, they were asked how much they desired validation from a prototypical
group member and a non-prototypical group member; the two measures were counterbalanced.

They were also asked, if they had to choose, which group member they would prefer to be
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validated by. Finally, demographics were obtained (e.g. gender, age, ethnicity), and participants

were debriefed.

Measures
Original English measures and materials were translated into Korean by a fluent speaker
of Korean and English, and then back-translated to English by another fluent speaker of Korean

and English to ensure proper translation.

Identity Centrality

A 4-item measure adapted from social identity research was used to measure identity
centrality (Hains et al., 1997; Hogg & Hains, 1996; Hogg et al., 1998; Hogg et al., 2007).
Participants were asked about: (1) how important being a Korean is to them, (2) how central
being a Korean is to their sense of who they are, (3) how often they are aware of being a Korean,

and (4) how much they feel they identify as a Korean; 1 Not Very Much, 9 Very Much, o = .86.

Self-Uncertainty Prime

A self-uncertainty prime modified from past uncertainty-identity theory research was
used to prime low (or high) uncertainty (e.g., Hogg et al., 2007; Wagoner & Hogg, 2016).
Participants were asked the following: “We would like you to reflect and elaborate on some

aspects of your life that are related to your sense of who you are. How (UN)CERTAIN do you

feel about who you are? Take a few moments to think about how you may feel (UN)CERTAIN

about your place in society, at work, among your friends, or within your family. You may be
(UN)SURE about what you should think and feel and do, about your life goals and ambitions,
and about your future. Now choose one of these areas of your life that make you feel most

(UN)CERTAIN about yourself and who you are, and tell us a little about it in the box below.”
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Self-Uncertainty Manipulation Check

To examine whether the prime was successful, and to reinforce the prime, participants
were asked a single-item question®: “With respect to the self-reflection task you have just
completed, how uncertain do you feel right now about who you are?”’; 1 Not Very Uncertain, 9

Very Uncertain.

Desire for Identity Validation

A 3-item measure was developed to measure participants’ desire for identity validation.
Participants were asked: (1) how much they want their identity as a Korean to be validated, (2)
how much they want to be recognized as a true Korean, and (3) how much they want to be

accepted as a true Korean; 1 Not Very Much, 9 Very Much, a = .95.

Prototypicality

To assess the effects of prototypicality (high vs. low), participants were asked about their
desire for identity validation once more (see above) by a TYPICAL (o =.98) and
NONTYPICAL Korean (o =.97); 1 Not Very Much, 9 Very Much.

Participants were also asked a single-item question about who they would prefer to be

validated by (prototypical vs. non-prototypical).

Demographics and Debriefing
Participants’ age, sex, and racial/ethnic background were measured before they were

debriefed about the true nature of the study, including experimental primes.

! Given that numerous studies have shown the self-uncertainty prime to be successful based on single-item or multi-
item scales (e.g. Grant & Hogg, 2012; Hohman et al., 2017; Rast et al., 2012), a single-item question was used for
this study.
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Results

Given the good internal consistency of the measures, each scale was averaged into a

single score. Each predictor was regressed onto the demographic variables to see if any of the

demographic variables covaried with any of the predictors. There were no significant covariates.

For reliability statistics, means, SDs, and intercorrelations of the key variables, see Table 1.

Table 1. Reliabilities, means, SDs, and intercorrelation of all key variables for Study 1

Variable o M SD 2 3 4 5 6
1. Identity centrality (4 items) 85 6.52 1.73 -01 -10 .58** .55*%* 48**
2. Self-uncertainty (prime) - 0.58 .50 - 24%* 04 01 -01
3. Self-uncertainty manipulation 384 211 ) 14 11 11
check
4, I_Z)eswe for identity validation 95 506 2 97 - J9** 73F*
(3 items)
5. DeS|re_ for valldatlon_ from 98 471 236 i g
prototypical source (3 items)
6. Desire for validation from non- 97 441 231 i

prototypical source (3 items)

Note: Means take values between 1 and 9, with 9 indicating more of the feature described. Self-
uncertainty (prime) was a binary variable with value of 0 (low self-uncertainty) and 1 (high self-

uncertainty).
*p<.05 **p<.01

Manipulation Check

To examine whether the self-uncertainty prime was successful, an independent samples t-

test was conducted with uncertainty as the independent variable and the self-uncertainty

manipulation measure as the dependent variable. Those in the low uncertainty condition (n = 59)

reported feeling significantly less uncertain (M = 3.25, SD = 2.19) than those in the high
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uncertainty condition (n =79; M = 4.29, SD = 1.96), t(136) = -2.89, p = .004, 95% CI [-1.73, -

0.32], d = 2.06.

Desire for Identity Validation

To test the hypotheses, based on Aiken and West (1991), predictor variables were mean
centered and used to compute interaction terms. A two-step hierarchical multiple regression was
conducted with desire for identity validation as the criterion. The predictors of identity centrality
and self-uncertainty were entered at Step 1, and the two-way interaction between identity
centrality and uncertainty were entered at Step 2.

Results revealed that while the regression was significant at both Step 1 and Step 2, Step
2 (R? =.33; F (3, 134) = 22.17, p < .001) did not explain a significant amount of variance beyond
Step 1 (R? =.33; F (2, 135) = 33.48, p < .001), AR? = .00, p = .840. At Step 1, only identity
centrality was a significant predictor of desire for identity validation, p = .58, SE =.09, t = 8.17,
p < .001; those whose identity was more central to their sense of self reported a greater desire for
identity validation. Self-uncertainty was not a significant predictor, p = .03, SE =.32,t=0.43, p
=.669.

Since the self-uncertainty prime was limited in capturing variability due to being
manipulated, to still examine the plausibility of the hypotheses, the self-uncertainty manipulation
check was entered as a predictor in place of the self-uncertainty prime in the two-step
hierarchical multiple regression. The regression was significant at both Step 1 and Step 2;
however, Step 2 (R? = .37; F (3, 134) = 26.39, p < .001) did not explain significant variance
beyond Step 1 (R? =.37; F (2, 135) = 39.32, p <.001), AR? = .00, p = .404. At Step 1, identity
centrality was a significant predictor, f = .59, SE = .09, t = 8.63, p <.001; those whose identity

was more central to their sense of self reported a greater desire for identity validation.
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Additionally, self-uncertainty was a significant predictor, p =.19, SE = .07, t = 2.83, p = .005;

those who felt more self-related uncertainty reported a greater desire for identity validation.

Desire for Identity Validation from Prototypical Ingroup Members

Like the analyses that examined overall desire for identity validation as the criterion, the
self-uncertainty prime predictor did not yield significant results when examining desire for
identity validation from prototypical members as the criterion; only identity centrality was a
significant predictor. Those whose identity was more central to their sense of self indicated a
greater desire for identity validation from prototypical ingroup members. Thus, the self-
uncertainty prime measure was used to examine the plausibility of hypotheses.

Results from a two-step hierarchical multiple regression indicated that the regression was
significant at both Step 1 and Step 2; however, Step 2 (R? = .33; F (3, 133) = 21.74, p < .001) did
not explain a significant amount of variance beyond Step 1 (R? = .33; F (2, 134) = 32.45, p
<.001), AR? = .00, p = .465. At Step 1, self-uncertainty significantly predicted desire for identity
validation from a prototypical member, p = .17, SE = .08, t = 2.43, p =.017, such that those who
reported more self-uncertainty reported a greater desire for identity validation from a
prototypical ingroup member. Identity centrality was also a significant predictor, f = .56, SE
=.10,t=7.90, p <.001, such that those whose identity was more central to their sense of self

reported a greater desire for identity validation from a prototypical ingroup member.

Desire for Identity Validation from Non-prototypical Ingroup Members

Like the previous analyses, the self-uncertainty prime predictor did not yield significant
results when examining desire for identity validation from a non-prototypical ingroup member as
the criterion; like previous analyses, only identity centrality was a significant predictor, with

those whose identity was more central to their sense of self reporting a greater desire for identity
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validation from a non-prototypical ingroup member. Thus, the self-uncertainty prime measure
was once again used to examine the plausibility of hypotheses.

The two-step hierarchical regression revealed that though significant, Step 2 (R? = .27; F
(3, 132) = 15.95, p < .001) did not explain a significant amount of variance beyond Step 1 (R?
=.26; F (2, 134) = 32.45, p < .001), AR? = .00, p = .465. At Step 1, self-uncertainty was a
significant predictor, p = .16, SE = .08, t = 2.14, p = .034, such that those with greater self-related
uncertainty reported a greater desire for identity validation from a non-prototypical ingroup
member. Identity centrality was also a significant predictor, p = .50, SE =.10, t = 6.59, p <.001,
such that those whose identity was more central to their sense of self reported a greater desire for

identity validation from a non-prototypical ingroup member.

Prototypical vs. Non-prototypical

A two-step hierarchical logistic regression was conducted to examine the effects of
participants’ self-uncertainty and identity centrality on participants’ preference to be validated by
a prototypical or non-prototypical ingroup member. The two predictors were entered in at Step 1,
and the two-way interaction was entered in Step 2. The criterion was the single-item choice
between identity validation from a non-prototypical vs. prototypical ingroup member. However,
results revealed that neither model 1 (X?(2) = 5.66, p = .059) nor model 2 (X?(3) = 6.06, p

=.109) were significant.

Discussion
Building off uncertainty-identity theory (Hogg, 2000, 2007, 2012, 2015, 2021a), it was
proposed that people with more self-uncertainty would have a greater desire for identity
validation, especially if the identity was central to their self-concept. The purpose of Study 1 was

to test his proposition.
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The results of Study 1 partially supported the hypotheses. While the self-uncertainty
prime was technically successful, there seemed to be a relatively small difference in means
between those in the low (M = 3.25, SD = 2.19) and high (M = 4.29, SD = 1.96) conditions.
Thus, the continuous self-uncertainty manipulation check measure was used as the predictor.
When doing so, consistent with H1, those with greater self-uncertainty indicated a greater desire
to have their ingroup identity validated. While there was no significant two-way interaction
between self-uncertainty and identity centrality (H2), there was a significant effect of identity
centrality, such that those whose identity was more central to their sense of self had a greater
desire for identity validation. This was consistent with Choi and Hogg’s (2020b) findings that
identity centrality is a key factor in social identity validation processes.

An exploration of ingroup prototypicality found that participants did not seem to have a
preference between prototypical and non-prototypical sources of validation. Given the absence of
a significant effect also in Choi & Hogg’s (2020b) study, prototypicality may not be a significant

factor in social identity validation processes.
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CHAPTER THREE

Study 2

It was proposed that social identity validation is another motivation in social identity
processes that have consequences for how people interact with and evaluate their ingroup and
outgroup, and that self-uncertainty is a key factor in the processes. Thus, the overall goal of
Study 2 was to examine how participants respond when receiving feedback about their identities;
in particular, how they evaluate the ingroup or outgroup after receiving identity feedback under
varying levels of self-uncertainty. The research by Choi and Hogg (2020b) provided a baseline
for how participants respond to identity validating and invalidating feedback from various
sources. As one would expect, and consistent with the hypothesis, participants felt more
validated when they were validated than when they were invalidated. Further analysis indicated
that participants felt more validated by ingroup sources than outgroup sources, and when they
were invalidated, they felt less invalidated by an outgroup source than an ingroup source,
indicating not only a preference for ingroup validation, but that invalidation from the ingroup is
much more impactful. These results were consistent with past social identity theory and research
that show a preference and bias for one’s ingroup.

Choi and Hogg’s (2020b) research also revealed the impact of validating feedback on
how the feedback source as well as the feedback source’s group is evaluated. Results showed
that participants evaluated the source more positively when they were validated than invalidated.
This effect generalized to the feedback source’s group, especially among participants who
indicated that the relevant identity was more central to their self-concept. Again, while there was

a clear ingroup bias with participants evaluating an ingroup source more favorably than an
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outgroup source, the evidence suggested that individuals from the outgroup, and even the
outgroup as a whole, can be perceived more positively by validating a person’s ingroup identity.

Study 1 showed that those with greater self-uncertainty have a greater desire for identity
validation. Given this, Study 2 aimed to examine the implications for intra- and intergroup
relations by examining what happens when people receive feedback about their identities.
Specifically, Study 2 examined how self-uncertainty moderates the effects of source and
feedback on evaluations of the source and the source’s group for those whose identity is central
to their sense of self.

Given the minimal differences between the low and high self-uncertainty conditions
when priming self-uncertainty in Study 1, Study 2 measured, rather than manipulated, self-
uncertainty.

Based on previous research, the hypotheses are as follows:

H1. There will be a main effect of feedback source; ingroup sources and the ingroup will

be evaluated more positively than outgroup sources and the outgroup.

H2. The above effect will be moderated by feedback; participants who receive validating

feedback from an ingroup source will evaluate the source and the source’s group most

positively.

H3. The above effect will be further moderated by uncertainty; under conditions of high

self-uncertainty, the effect will be smaller than under conditions of low self-uncertainty.

Method
Participants and Design
Since those whose identity is more central to their sense of self have a greater desire for

identity validation, high identity centrality was a boundary condition and inclusion criteria for
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the study. The study had three predictors: (1) self-uncertainty was measured, (2) feedback was
manipulated (validation vs. invalidation), and (3) feedback source (ingroup vs. outgroup) was
manipulated. Evaluations of the source and evaluations of the source’s group were the criterion
variables.

Like Study 1, Study 2 was conducted in the context of Korean national identity, with a
Japanese person and the Japanese as the outgroup. The Japanese were chosen as the outgroup for
historical reasons (e.g., Japanese colonization); polls in Korea have shown that people tend to
have negative attitudes toward Japan (Kim et al., 2014). Participants were recruited at
universities in Korea. Data collection occurred via Qualtrics, with participants who identify as
Korean. An a priori power analysis using G*Power for a regression (2 = .15, 80% chance,
significant at the 5% level, seven predictors) noted that a sample size of 103 would be needed to
detect a medium effect size. One hundred sixty-eight participants (77.38% female; Mage = 25.84,
SD = 8.57) completed the study and received a %5000 e-gift card to Starbucks as compensation

for their participation.

Procedure

Participants were told that the study was investigating people’s experiences as a Korean.
All instructions and measures were presented in Korean (see Appendix B for Study 2 measures
and materials). Upon consent, participants were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions.
They first completed a measure of Korean identity centrality to ensure the boundary condition
was met, followed by a measure of self-uncertainty. Then participants were told to imagine
receiving certain feedback (validating vs. invalidating) from a particular source (ingroup vs.
outgroup). Participants then complete a manipulation check and measures to evaluate the source

and the source’s group. Demographics were obtained, and finally, participants were debriefed.
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Measures
Original English measures and materials were translated into Korean by a fluent speaker
of Korean and English, and then back-translated to English by another fluent speaker of Korean

and English to ensure proper translation.

Identity Centrality
A 4-item measure adapted from social identity research was used to measure identity
centrality (Hains et al., 1997; Hogg & Hains, 1996; Hogg et al., 1998; Hogg et al., 2007; a.

=.83). The measure was identical to the identity centrality measure in Study 1.

Self-Uncertainty

A 6-item measure was developed based on previous measures and manipulations of self-
uncertainty. Participants were asked how uncertain they felt about (1) who they are as an
individual, (2) who they are as a member of society, (3) who they are in their relationships, (4)
their future, (5) their personality, and (6) their identity in society; 1 Not Very Uncertain, 9 Very

Uncertain, o = .91.

Manipulation Check
As a manipulation check, participants completed a single-item measure that asked how
much they felt that the Korean (Japanese) person (in)validated their identity as a Korean; 1

Invalidated, 9 Validated.

Evaluation of the Source and Source’s Group
Evaluation of the source was measured using Choi and Hogg’s (2020b) measure of social
identity validation. The measure consisted of 2 items that assessed likability of the source, 4

items that assessed warmth, and 4 items that assessed competence (o =.96). The same items
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were modified to assess evaluations of the source’s group (o =.97). All items were measured on

a 9-point Likert scale; 1 Not Very Much, 9 Very Much.

Demographics and Debriefing

Participants’ age, sex, and ethnic background were measured before they were debriefed

about the true nature of the study, including experimental primes.

Results
Given the good internal consistency of the measures, each scale was averaged into a
single score. For reliability statistics, means, SDs, and intercorrelation of the key variables, see

Table 2.

Table 2. Reliabilities, means, SDs, and intercorrelation of all key variables for Study 2

Variable o M SD 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

ilté:gs)m'tycemra"ty“ 83 727 119 -43* 05 -05 13 .20¢ 14 .15

2. Self-uncertainty (6 91 346 167 - 01 01 -06 -26%% -20%x _o7x
items)

3. Feedback - A48 .50 - .03  .66** 37** 32** .06
4. Feedback source - 49 .50 - 12 31** 41*%* -.08
5. Manipulation check - 5.67 2.64 - 58**  43** .08
6. Eyaluatlon of source 96 511 171 i P
(10 items)

7. Evaluation of source’s 97 511 177 ) - 06

group (10 items)
8. Age - 2611 9.10 -

Note: Means take values between 1 and 9, with 9 indicating more of the feature described. Feedback,
feedback source were binary variables with values of 0 (invalidation; outgroup) and 1 (validation;

ingroup).
*p<.05 **p<.01
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Since the interpretation of results depends on the boundary condition of high identity
centrality, participants who had an average score below five (n = 26) on the overall identity
centrality measure were removed from the analyses. Three predictors: one continuous (self-
uncertainty), and two categorical (feedback, feedback source) were analyzed using hierarchical
multiple regression. The two criterion variables were evaluation of the feedback source and
evaluation of the feedback source’s group. Regression of the predictors onto the demographic
variables of age and gender found that age significantly covaried with self-uncertainty, such that
those who were older felt significantly less self-related uncertainty, p =-.27, SE = .45, t = -3.30,

p =.001. Thus, age was included as a covariate in all analyses.

Manipulation Check

To examine whether the manipulation was successful, an independent samples t-test was
conducted with identity feedback as the independent variable and the manipulation check as the
dependent variable. The manipulation was successful; those who imagined receiving identity
validation feedback (n = 68) felt that they were more validated (M = 7.47, SD = 1.39) than those
who imagined receiving invalidating feedback (n = 74; M = 4.01, SD = 2.42), t(140) =-10.33, p

<.001, 95% CI [-4.12, -2.80], d = 1.99.

Evaluation of the Feedback Source

A four-step hierarchical multiple regression was conducted with the covariate entered at
Step 1, the three predictors at Step 2, the three two-way interactions at Step 3, and the three-way
interaction at Step 4. At Step 3, the two-way interactions (R? = .37; F (7, 131) = 10.85, p < .001)
explained a significant amount of variance beyond Step 2 with the three predictors (R? = .31; F

(4, 134) = 14.76, p < .001), AR? = .06, p = .007. However, Step 4 with the three-way interaction
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(R? =.37; F (8, 130) = 9.43, p <.001) did not explain a significant amount of variance beyond
Step 3, AR? = .00, p = .905.

At Step 3, the significant predictors were self-uncertainty (f =-.30, SE =.08,t=-4.16, p
<.001), feedback (B =.37, SE = .24, t=5.27, p <.001), feedback source (f =.29, SE=.08,t =
4.21, p <.001), and the two-way interaction between feedback and feedback source (p = -.21, SE
=.48,t=-2.95, p =.004). Those who felt more self-related uncertainty evaluated the person who
gave them identity feedback less positively. Participants evaluated the person who gave them
identity feedback more positively when they were validated than invalidated, and they also
evaluated ingroup sources more positively than outgroup sources.

To analyze the two-way interaction between feedback and feedback source, simple slopes
analyses were conducted. Among those that received feedback from an outgroup source, those
that received validation evaluated the source much more positively than those who received
invalidation, p = .58, t = 5.85, p <.001; however, evaluation of the ingroup source did not
significantly differ between participants who received ingroup validation or invalidation, = .17,
t=1.69, p =.094 (see Figure 1 Panel A). Evaluation of the ingroup and outgroup source did not
differ between those who received validation,  =.09, t = 0.91, p = .363; however, when
receiving invalidation, participants evaluated an ingroup source significantly more positively

than an outgroup source, 3 = .50, t =5.08, p <.001 (see Figure 1 Panel B).
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Figure 1. Evaluation of the feedback source as a function of feedback and feedback source’s
group

Panel A: The effect of feedback on evaluation of the feedback source moderated by feedback
source’s group
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Evaluation of the Feedback Source’s Group

A four-step hierarchical multiple regression was conducted with evaluation of the
feedback source’s group as the criterion. At Step 3, the two-way interactions (R? = .35; F (7,
131) = 10.26, p < .001) explained a significant amount of variance beyond Step 2 with the three

predictors (R? = .31; F (4, 134) = 15.02, p < .001), AR? = .05, p = .032. However, Step 4 with the
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three-way interaction (R? = .36; F (8, 130) = 9.29, p < .001) did not explain a significant amount
of variance beyond Step 3, AR? = .01, p = .162.

At Step 3, the significant predictors were self-uncertainty (f =-.12, SE = .08, t =-3.40, p
<.001), feedback, (B =.31, SE =.25,t=4.38, p <.001), feedback source (p =.38, SE = .25,t =
5.43, p <.001), and the two-way interaction between self-uncertainty and feedback source, ( =
-.16, SE = .15, t =-2.32, p = .022). Similar to when evaluating the feedback source, participants
who reported more self-uncertainty evaluated the source’s group more negatively. Participants
evaluated the source’s group more positively when receiving validating feedback and evaluated
the ingroup more positively than the outgroup.

Simple slope analyses revealed that the ingroup is evaluated more negatively among
those that have more self-uncertainty than those who have less self-uncertainty, p =-.41,t=-
4.08, p <.001; however, evaluations of the outgroup did not differ between those with more or
less self-uncertainty, p =-.08, t = -0.81, p = .417 (see Figure 2 Panel A). Among those with less
self-uncertainty, the ingroup was evaluated significantly more positively than the outgroup, 3
=.54,1=5.43, p <.001. While this was also the case for those with high uncertainty, the effect

was not as strong, p =.22,t=2.17, p =.032 (see Figure 2 Panel B).
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Figure 2. Evaluation of the feedback source’s group as a function of self-uncertainty and
feedback source

Panel A: The effect of self-uncertainty on evaluation of the feedback source’s group moderated
by feedback source
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Discussion
Choi and Hogg’s (2020) research provided a baseline for how people responded to those
that gave them identity feedback, and Study 1 showed that self-uncertainty may be a key factor

in identity validation processes. Given this, the goal of Study 2 was to examine how self-
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uncertainty may moderate the effects of the feedback and feedback source on evaluations of the
source and the source’s group.

When evaluating just the feedback source, consistent with H1, there was an effect of
feedback, such that participants evaluated the source more positively when they were validated
than invalidated. Furthermore, consistent with H2, this effect was moderated by the feedback
source. There were no differences in evaluation of an ingroup source, regardless of feedback
(validation vs. in validation); however, the outgroup source was evaluated much more positively
when participants received validation compared to invalidation. Though the ingroup source was
evaluated more positively than the outgroup source when participants received invalidation, there
was no difference in evaluation between the ingroup and outgroup source when participants
received validation. This suggests that consistent with social identity research and Choi and
Hogg’s (2020) findings, there is still ingroup bias, however, individuals from the outgroup can
be evaluated just as positively as ingroup members if they validate a person’s ingroup identity.
Inconsistent with H3, self-uncertainty did not moderate these effects, however, there was a
significant effect of self-uncertainty, such that those with greater self-uncertainty evaluated their
feedback source more negatively.

When evaluating the feedback source’s group, consistent with H1, there was a significant
effect of feedback, such that participants evaluated the source’s group more positively when they
imagined receiving validating feedback (vs. invalidating feedback). The feedback source did not
moderate this effect (H2); however, there was a significant effect of the feedback source, such
that the ingroup was evaluated more positively than the outgroup. H3 was partially supported,;
self-uncertainty moderated the effect of feedback source: the ingroup was evaluated significantly

more negatively when participants felt more self-uncertain, but there were no differences in
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evaluations of the outgroup under varying levels of self-uncertainty. This difference in effects of
feedback source across varying levels of self-uncertainty may be because individuals belong to
and derive their sense of self from their ingroups. While outgroups provide contrast, individuals
do not define themselves in terms of their outgroups. Thus, one’s feelings of self-uncertainty
may impact evaluations of one’s ingroup, but not have an effect on evaluations of the outgroup.
The ingroup was evaluated much more positively than the outgroup when participants
had less self-uncertainty. While this was also the case among participants who felt more self-
uncertain, the effect was not as strong. These results suggest that there is ingroup bias when
evaluating ingroups and outgroups overall; however, there is less drastic ingroup bias when one

feels more self-uncertain.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Study 3

To examine the potential intra- and intergroup consequences of self-uncertainty in social
identity validation processes, similar to Study 2, the purpose of Study 3 was to examine how
people respond to feedback about their identities. While Study 2 examined how identity feedback
from ingroup and outgroup sources among those with varying levels of self-uncertainty affected
evaluations of the feedback sources and the ingroup and outgroup, the focus of Study 3 was to
examine the conditions in which people are more likely to desire validation from the outgroup.
Study 2 found that participants who received validation showed less ingroup bias, suggesting that
outgroups may be effective in satisfying people’s desire for identity validation; Choi and Hogg
(2020Db) found that people feel most validated when validated by the ingroup, and most
invalidated when invalidated by the ingroup. Thus, under conditions of no feedback from the
ingroup, and especially ingroup invalidation, people may have a greater desire to receive
validation from elsewhere, even the outgroup, especially if the identity is central to their sense of
self. Study 1 suggested that those with more self-uncertainty have a greater desire for identity
validation for identities central to their sense of self. If participants experience more self-
uncertainty, they will have a greater desire for identity validation, making them more likely to
desire and seek outgroup validation. The hypotheses were as follows:

H1. There will be an effect of feedback: those who receive ingroup invalidation will have

a greater desire to seek feedback from the outgroup than 1) those who receive ingroup

validation and 2) those that do not receive ingroup feedback.

H2. The above effect will be moderated by uncertainty; those with higher self-uncertainty

will have even greater desire to seek feedback from the outgroup.

35



UNCERTAINTY IN IDENTITY VALIDATION PROCESSES
Method

Participants and Design

As in Study 2, high identity centrality was set as a boundary condition. There were two
predictor variables: (1) self-uncertainty was measured and (2) ingroup feedback was manipulated
(invalidation vs. no feedback vs. validation). Overall desire for social identity validation and
desire to receive outgroup social identity validation were the criterion variables.

The study was also in the context of Korean national identity with the Japanese as the
outgroup. Participants were recruited from universities in Korea and data were collected via
Qualtrics. One hundred sixty-two participants completed the study (82.72% female; Mage =
28.14, SD = 10.57). An a priori power analysis using G*Power (f> = .10, 80% chance, significant
at the 5% level, five predictors) noted that a sample size of 134 would be needed to detect a
small to medium effect size. Participants were given a #5000 e-gift card to Starbucks as

compensation for their participation.

Procedure

Participants were told that the study is investigating Korean identity and social
interactions. All instructions and measures were presented in Korean (see Appendix C for Study
3 measures and materials). Upon consent, participants were randomly assigned to one of the
three ingroup feedback conditions. They first completed a measure of Korean identity centrality
to ensure the boundary condition was met. Participants then completed a measure of self-
uncertainty. Then, participants were asked to imagine a particular scenario in which they
received feedback from their ingroup regarding their Korean identity (validated vs. invalidated
vs. no feedback). Finally, participants completed measures overall desire for identity validation,

desire for outgroup identity validation, and demographics before being debriefed.
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Measures
Original English measures and materials were translated into Korean by a fluent speaker
of Korean and English, and then back-translated to English by another fluent speaker of Korean

and English to ensure proper translation.

Identity Centrality
A 4-item measure adapted from social identity research was used to measure identity
centrality (Hains et al., 1997; Hogg & Hains, 1996; Hogg et al., 1998; Hogg et al., 2007; a

=.85). The measure was identical to the identity centrality measure in Studies 1 and 2.

Self-Uncertainty
A 6-item measure was developed based on previous measures and manipulations of self-

uncertainty. This measure was identical to the self-uncertainty measure in Study 2, o = .89.

Desire for Identity Validation
A 3-item measure identical to Study 1 was used to measure participants’ overall desire

for identity validation, a = .93.

Desire for Outgroup Validation

A 3-item measure adapted from Study 1 was used to measure participants’ desire for
identity validation from an outgroup member. Participants were asked to imagine talking with a
Japanese person from the earlier scenario, and (1) how much they would like the Japanese person
to convey to them that the Japanese person considers them a true Korean, (2) how important it is
to them that the Japanese person conveys to them that the Japanese person considers them a true
Korean, and (3) how much they want the Japanese person to convey to them that the Japanese

person considers them a true Korean; 1 Not Very Much, 9 Very Much, a. = .92.
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Demographics and Debriefing
Participants’ age, sex, and ethnic background were measured before they were debriefed

about the true nature of the study, including experimental primes.

Results
Based on the good internal consistency of each measure, the items were averaged into a
single score. For reliability statistics, means, SDs, and intercorrelation of the key variables, see

Table 3.

Table 3. Reliabilities, means, SDs, and intercorrelation of all key variables for Study 3

Variable a M SD 2 3 4 5
1. Identity centrality (4 items) 85 7.36 121 -39** .04 A7** | 33**
2. Self-uncertainty (6 items) 89 341 1.69 - 06 -21* -22*
3. Feedback - 0.00 0.83 - -11 -.23**

4, I_Z)eswe for identity validation 93 652 181 i 67
(3 items)
5. Desire for outgroup validation

(3 items) 92 646 214 ]

Note: Means take values between 1 and 9, with 9 indicating more of the feature described.
Feedback was a categorical variable coded as -1 (invalidation), 0 (no feedback), and 1
(validation).

*p<.05 **p<.0l

Since the interpretation of results depends on the boundary condition of high identity
centrality, participants who had an average score below five (n = 19) on the overall identity
centrality measure were removed from the analyses. Regressions and chi-square analyses showed

that there were no significant covariates.
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Manipulation Pilot

To ensure the manipulation was successful, a separate study was conducted. Like the
main study, participants were told that the study was investigating Korean identity in social
situations. A convenience sample was recruited online. Twenty-three participants (85.00%
female; Mage = 36.00, SD = 5.06) who were all ethnically Korean completed the survey.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the 3 ingroup feedback conditions. After reading
the ingroup feedback scenario, participants were asked a single-item question of how much they
felt their ingroup invalidated (1) or validated (9) their Korean identity. A one-way analysis of
variance was conducted with the ingroup feedback as the independent variable and the feelings
of validation as the dependent variable. There was a main effect of feedback, F(2, 20) = 22.55, p
<.001. A post hoc Tukey HSD test revealed that those who imagined receiving validation (n = 8;
M = 8.25, SD = 1.17) felt significantly more validated than those who imagined receiving
invalidation (n = 6; M = 2.67, SD = 1.63), p < .001, and those who imagined receiving no
feedback (n =9; M = 4.67, SD = 1.87), p < .001. There was a marginal but nonsignificant
difference in feelings of validation between those that imagined receiving invalidation and no

feedback, p = .067.

Overall Desire for Identity Validation

To examine the effects of self-uncertainty and ingroup feedback and the interaction
between these two variables on overall desire for identity validation, a two-step hierarchical
regression was conducted. Two dummy variables were created for invalidation and no feedback,
with validation as the reference level. Two-way interactions were created by multiplying self-
uncertainty scores with the dummy variables. Self-uncertainty and the two dummy variables

were entered at Step 1, and the two-way interactions were entered at Step 2. Results revealed that
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only Step 1 was significant, F(3, 139) = 3.24, p = .024. At Step 1, the only significant predictor
was self-uncertainty, B = -.21, SE = .09, t = -2.57, p = .011. Inconsistent with hypotheses, those

with less self-uncertainty indicated a greater desire for overall identity validation.

Desire for Outgroup Validation

To examine the effects of self-uncertainty and ingroup feedback, and the interaction of
these variables, on desire for outgroup validation, a two-step hierarchical regression was
conducted. The same dummy variables and interactions were used. Similar to desire for overall
identity validation, only Step 1 was significant, F(3, 139) = 4.74, p = .004. At Step 1, self-
uncertainty was significant (p = -.20, SE = .10, t = -2.51, p = .013); inconsistent with H2, those
with less self-uncertainty indicated a greater desire for outgroup validation. Consistent with H1,
invalidation was significant (§ = .25, SE = .42, t = 2.64, p = .009), indicating that compared to
those who imagined receiving validation from their ingroup, those who imagined receiving
invalidation indicated a greater desire for outgroup validation. There was no significant
difference in desire for outgroup validation between those who imagined receiving ingroup

validation and no feedback (B =.09, SE = .43,t=0.96, p = .341).

Discussion
To explore the conditions in which individuals are likely to desire identity validation
from the outgroup, Study 3 examined the effects of self-uncertainty and ingroup feedback on
desire for identity validation. For overall general desire for identity validation, inconsistent with
H1, there was no effect of ingroup feedback. However, there was a significant effect of self-
uncertainty; greater self-uncertainty predicted less desire for identity validation.
For desire for identity validation from the outgroup, consistent with H1, there was an

effect of ingroup feedback, such that participants indicated a greater desire for outgroup
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validation when they imagined receiving invalidation from their ingroup compared to validation;
however, no other differences were found. Self-uncertainty did not moderate this effect (H2), but
similar to overall desire for identity validation, greater self-uncertainty predicted less desire for
identity validation.

While seemingly questionable at first glance, the negative relationship between self-
uncertainty and desire for identity validation may be explained by design — to ensure the
boundary condition of high identity centrality was met, identity centrality was measured at the
beginning of the survey, right before self-uncertainty was measured. Study 1 found a significant
positive relationship between identity centrality and desire for identity validation. It may be
possible that participants’ identity centrality was primed as they completed the identity centrality
measure. The priming of identity centrality could have then led to lower self-uncertainty and a
greater desire for identity validation. The significant correlations between identity centrality and

the key variables (see Table 3) support this explanation.
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CHAPTER FIVE

General Discussion

Social identity validation (and invalidation) is commonly observed phenomena where
people receive feedback about their identities. However, given the relative paucity of research
directly examining identity validation processes, there is a need and many opportunities for
future research. It was proposed that social identity validation is another motivation in social
identity processes that can play an important role not only for individuals’ sense of identity, but
also for intra- and intergroup processes. Given the implications for how individuals interact with
their ingroup and outgroups, it is important to consider the factors that impact social identity
validation processes. Based on uncertainty-identity theory (Hogg, 2000, 2007, 2012, 2015,
2021a), it was argued that self-uncertainty is a key factor in social identity validation processes
and how individuals respond to identity feedback. The research in this dissertation examined
these propositions.

Study 1 supported the main proposition that those with greater self-uncertainty have a
greater desire for identity validation. Furthermore, there was an additive effect of identity
centrality, such that those whose identity is central to their sense of self reported a greater desire
for identity validation. By establishing self-uncertainty as a key variable in social identity
validation processes, Studies 2 and 3 examined the role of self-uncertainty in how individuals
respond to the ingroup and outgroup when receiving feedback about their identities. While social
identity research has shown that people have a clear ingroup bias and typically consider the
outgroup and outgroup members unreliable or suspicious, (Mackie et al., 1990), it was argued
that when people desire identity validation, those who validate an individual’s ingroup identity,

even outgroup members, can be evaluated more favorably. Study 2 supported this; though there
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seemed to be ingroup bias, when the feedback source gave identity validation feedback, there
were no differences in evaluations between the ingroup and outgroup source. This finding not
only suggests that outgroup social identity validation may be effective in satisfying a person’s
desire for identity validation, but also suggests that, in turn, outgroup social identity validation
can impact individuals’ attitudes toward the outgroup. This is consistent with intergroup contact
theory (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) and research that has found that promoting
positive affect reduces prejudice (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008; Tausch & Hewstone, 2010). Because
people are motivated to have their identities validated, receiving identity validation even from
outgroup members can create positive affect, which in turn can lead to more positive evaluations.

While it was argued that self-uncertainty would further moderate the effects of identity
feedback and feedback source since those with more self-uncertainty have a greater desire for
identity validation, self-uncertainty was not a moderator when it came to evaluations of the
feedback source. Still, there was a main effect of self-uncertainty; those with more self-
uncertainty evaluated feedback source less favorably. One possible explanation for the less
positive evaluations could be that the evaluations are a reflection of more self-uncertainty;
individuals with more self-uncertainty may also be more uncertain regarding their evaluation of
the feedback source, thus reporting lower scores. However, this explanation would require
further investigation.

When examining evaluations of the feedback source’s group, uncertainty did moderate
the effects the feedback source’s group. Once again, there was a bias for one’s ingroup with the
ingroup being evaluated more positively than the outgroup; however, among those with more
self-uncertainty, this effect was not as strong. Furthermore, while there were no differences in

evaluation of the outgroup between those with more or less self-uncertainty, those with more
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self-uncertainty evaluated the ingroup much less favorably than those with less self-uncertainty.
This could suggest that those with greater self-uncertainty may be more open to identity
validation from sources other than their ingroup, especially under conditions in which they do
not receive validation or receive invalidation from their ingroup.

Study 3 examined the conditions in which people may desire identity validation from an
outgroup source. While the effect of self-uncertainty was in the opposite of the hypothesized
direction, it was likely due to identity centrality being primed. Assuming that what was examined
was the effect of identity centrality, those with greater identity centrality had a greater overall
desire for identity validation, as well as a greater desire for identity validation from an outgroup
source. There were no differences in overall desire for identity validation between the ingroup
feedback conditions (invalidation vs. no feedback vs. validation); however, those who were
invalidated by their ingroup were more likely to desire validation from an outgroup source than
those who received validation from the ingroup. These results could suggest that if an identity is
central a person’s sense of self, and they are invalidated by their ingroup, they may even be more
willing to interact with outgroup members.

Given that those who receive outgroup validation show less ingroup bias (Study 2), if an
individual continuously receives validation as an ingroup member, this could lead to more
positive attitudes toward and evaluations of the outgroup. This would be consistent with
intergroup contact theory, which suggest that positive contact between those from different
groups can lead to better relations between groups (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).
However, something to consider in these dynamics is ingroup feedback. As seen in Study 3,
those who received invalidation from their ingroup were more likely to desire outgroup

validation. While Study 2 showed that there were no differences in ingroup members’
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evaluations between those that received ingroup validation or ingroup invalidation, this may
change with continual ingroup invalidation. If an individual is continually invalidated by their
ingroup but validated by an outgroup, in such cases, ingroup loyalty may degrade while bettering

attitudes toward the outgroup.

Limitations and Future Research

One of the limitations of the current research are the methodological issues noted with the
self-uncertainty prime in Study 1, and the order of the measures in Study 3. To reiterate, the self-
uncertainty prime, though technically successful, yielded very small differences in feelings of
self-uncertainty between those in the low and high self-uncertainty conditions. The manipulation
of the variable was limited in capturing variability, and did not yield any significant effects,
while the measured self-uncertainty manipulation check did. In Study 3, it seems that by having
participants complete the identity centrality right before completing the self-uncertainty measure,
participants were primed with identity centrality, thus leading to less self-uncertainty and a
greater desire for identity validation. This should be investigated and noted in future research
that use similar measures

Another limitation of current work is that the data were collected via survey. The
experimental realism may have been limited since participants had to imagine receiving feedback
in Studies 2 and 3 instead of actually receiving feedback. Despite this, there were still significant
effects of feedback. Additionally, the current work was done in the context of national and ethnic
groups. While Choi and Hogg’s (2020b) research using university identification yielded similar
results, since the research on intergroup contact has found that the positive effects of contact can
vary depending on the nature of the groups (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), it is possible that these

results will not generalize to other contexts.
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Given the lack of research examining social identity processes, there is much potential for
future research. While the current research measures focused on attitudes toward people and
groups and desire for validation, future research could consider whether such attitudes and
desires would carry over to more behavioral measures or intentions. While an individual may
have a greater desire for validation from an outgroup member or outgroup, seeking outgroup
interaction and validation may have consequences for how the individual is perceived and treated
by their ingroup. The situation and contexts in which an individual is more likely to seek
outgroup validation is another area that can be further explored.

The type of feedback that one receives from both ingroup and outgroup sources has been
shown to have an effect; however, one other key factor is likely the frequency of the feedback.
Continual lack of validation from the ingroup may make validation from the outgroup much
more impactful, having more significant consequences for how an individual perceives and feels
about their ingroup and outgroup.

Another avenue of research to consider is to examine the role of self-uncertainty and
social identity validation motivations in extremism. People have been shown to engage in
extreme behaviors in order to be accepted by their ingroup (e.g., Goldman & Hogg, 2016). While
the current research has shown that the desire for identity validation does not always lead to
more antagonistic attitudes or behaviors toward the outgroup, the conditions that lead to such

varied outcomes should be examined in future research.

Implications
The current research found that self-uncertainty plays an important role in social identity
validation processes; feelings of self-uncertainty can not only predict how much an individual

desires identity validation, but also has implications for how the individual perceives and feels
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about their ingroup and outgroup. Individuals who receive identity validation from outgroup
members not only feel more positively toward those outgroup members, but the outgroup as a
whole as well. While the effect of more positive attitudes toward the outgroup might seem quite
small when one focuses on a single individual in a group, the effect could become quite
significant if multiple ingroup members have their identities validated by the same outgroup.
This then would not only have interpersonal consequences, but potentially consequences for

intra- and intergroup dynamics.
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Appendices
Study 1 Materials

Consent Form

@ Claremont
Graduate AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE IN KOREAN IDENTITY STUDY
University (IRB #4064)

F=d AAAGl A7 Fo] FAA

You are invited to volunteer for a research project. Volunteering will not benefit you directly, but
you will be helping us understand how Koreans feel about their Korean identity. If you
volunteer, you will be asked about your experiences and feelings as a Korean. This will take
about 10 minutes of your time. Volunteering for this study involves no more risk than what a
typical person experiences on a regular day. Your involvement is entirely up to you. You may
withdraw at any time for any reason. Please continue reading for more information about the
study.

B ATzl 9518 Zughth B ABzAd st Felgtown 4549
slglo] Foj XA AR, dael o] Fel FAAC] vl @A w7 =A el
AT A}E EE5E do] Eoo] B AYUT o] ARE Az} FAIA0 LN =]
A3t APete A0 W ALY APk HE 28 A o 10 BT B
Aol Felgown Aol Aol At vanet o ge e A 4
AU Fel o R Ao Aol 2l gLtk of® o] FRE AAEA
Folg Fae 5 AdUth AREA O3 o AAT NES A e A
gloM Q.

STUDY LEADERSHIP: This research study is led by the principal investigator Eunice Choi
(doctoral student of psychology at Claremont Graduate University). She is supervised by Dr.
Michael Hogg (professor of psychology at Claremont Graduate University).

AT B Are] 4 A7 ge FelolwEG st e whalzh o] $3F 2l o] 2]
(Eunice ChoiolH, AA] -2 tjshle] Ael g na=o]2l wlo]& &1 (Michael Hogg)
vl o] A =2 a9yt

PURPOSE: The purpose of the study is to examine how Koreans feel about their Korean identity.
AT BA: @50l @<l FAY el oA =71=H EAFs Ao] &
A9 HA e

ELIGIBILITY: To be in this study, you must identify as a Korean and be 18 years of age or older.
oA AR 220 w18 Al ool n] Aalg del o A7ehs ek ol

ThsEn,
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PARTICIPATION: During the study, you will be asked to complete a questionnaire that will take
about 10 minutes to complete, asking about your identity as a Korean.
g 2 Aol FofstAld Fske] gl Aol gk AiEs s Ut

HEZAE o 108 A% 288U,

RiIsks OF PARTICIPATION: The risks that you run by taking part in this study are minimal. You
might feel some discomfort when answering some questions.

T8 A AE2AF Fol =Tl =714 5 s dsi= vedun AE 24

Ao 98 o 259 2d%S =4 = dsyth

BENEFITS OF PARTICIPATION: We do not expect the study to benefit you personally. This study
will benefit the researcher through possible publication of the results in a scientific journal.
Fo] & X ATZEH A7 AR O R AL HHL ofn) gle AP} B
Ao ATEL 38t Ao Y 7FeAo] Yo ATASAE oo | +

A4

COMPENSATION: The first 114 participants will be given an e-gift card worth 5000 won to
Starbucks for participating in this study.

AHE/EAE: B Aol sl Falol gk mado® MAE 114 el Al 5,000 €
2EPH 2 7= (e-Gift Card) 7} #l&-g U th.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION: Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may
stop or withdraw from the study at any time or refuse to answer any particular question for any
reason without it being held against you. Your decision whether or not to participate will have no
effect on your current or future connection with anyone at CGU.

A Fof: B Ao Fojs Ao w AU FateE AAERX A
TekelAY Ao §Hg AR $ ASUTH Fo R 07 HAste] AAL 7
Sl ZEd g A= 1 Tk dAE HE JFE nAA &S AP

ZA}

9o

o
il

O
N
ol

T

boh

CONFIDENTIALITY: Your data is confidential. Your individual privacy will be protected in all
papers, books, talks, posts, or stories resulting from this study. We may share the data we collect
with other researchers, but we will not reveal your identity with it. In order to protect the
confidentiality of your responses, we will keep the data in secured, password-protected files.

7194 At g nd R HAFEYUL B A3E B8 tEE e BE =i, A4,
&, AAE, B olokr]d A Aste] Al AHE BEd AYUT. =g HolHE
02 ALY F/7 5 AT AsEY AlYS FAHA gFyn Aste] @]
7IEAdS HE3] 8 A dolHE HEHEE HEE QFHs udo BaE
AP

FURTHER INFORMATION: If you have any questions or would like additional information about
this study, please contact the principal investigator, Eunice Choi (eunice.choi@cgu.edu, 909-
741-6134). You may also contact the supervisor, Dr. Michael Hogg (michael.hogg@cgu.edu,
909-607-0897). The CGU Institutional Review Board has certified this project as exempt. If you
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have any ethical concerns about this project or about your rights as a human subject in research,
you may contact the CGU IRB at (909) 607-9406 or at irb@cgu.edu. You may print and keep a
copy of this consent form.

F7F AR & Aol disl] o] dAY F7F AHE dstd AF A AT o] 4]
(Eunice Chonoll Al olW L& &3l w2ls "] 71Ur (eunice.choi@cgu.edu, + 1 909-
741-6134), nfo]lEF 1 vRAH o Al A&3stA 4= 215 Y Y (michael.hogg@cgu.edu,
+1 909-607-0897). ZH o EEY Y ]J’]r AELYUI = R A4 E AES &
AAAZ AFeFUT. & ATl A Az JF A dge] dig &34 37
Ao A FHAEEYEY 7| HE 99 g At Ayt
(irb@cgu.edu; +1 (909) 607-9406). A= E B = ?_bﬂ sho] Bel 4
AFH T

-

CONSENT: Clicking “Yes” to continue means that you understand the information on this form,
that someone has answered any and all questions you may have about this study, and you
voluntarily agree to participate in it.

Bl A%olo] ‘o' S FEh A & T AU olslRan, & Aol g
A5} 7h wE @ iol AT, At B AT Ao Folshs Ao
olal 5ol 5hel &2 ol vl g e,
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Identity Centrality
BAE TAA

Please read the following questions about your identity as a Korean, and indicate how you feel
by selecting a number from 1 (Not Very Much) to 9 (Very Much).

=

ol
rr

Flake] g A B3 v Awes AL, 1ollA 9744 A T Aol
TAE Ags T4 L.

o O o o ©o O O O O

How important is being a Korean to you?
A5k Aale] @elol et Al ol zalshe dubit F a3
(1 ¥ = T838tx &tk 9 vl-¢- T3kt

How central do you feel being a Korean is to your sense of who you are?
Aste] Aopldel Bl AAGe etk F 2t
(1 ¥ = T838tx] &tk 9 w9 T3kt

How often are you aware of being a Korean?
Ak Apalo] delolahs AL dvlt A5 4§17t
(182 928k et 9 g A3 o2 @)

How much do you feel you identify as a Korean?

Aehi= Apalo] @aelolelal mrl s JEsh duhg Acka =h U7
(18 =717 etk 9 ol § 717 =21
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Self-Uncertainty Prime

Instructions: Please read the following prompt and respond accordingly.

o W8S A3 SHEIAL.

High Uncertainty Condition

We would like you to reflect and elaborate on some aspects of your life that are related to your
sense of who you are. How UNCERTAIN do you feel about who you are? Take a few moments
to think about how you may feel UNCERTAIN about your place in society, at work, among
your friends, or within your family. You may be UNSURE about what you should think and feel
and do, about your life goals and ambitions, and about your future. Now choose one of these
areas of your life that make you feel most UNCERTAIN about yourself and who you are, and
tell us a little about it in the box below.

Aske] Aobld 3t B E Ao SWES AAS AEs) muR Gk A8 e
T ol ) Avhit BEAscha =AU A8, A, AT Abe] B b
el A Apale] 91707 BRI mAAE BRES 24 A7 HAL, o
W2sta 73 B ok shi=A, se] BESh ok, AHal el vl ehel s FAsA
2 % gtk oA A A e) 7bg BEAS) =AK = ] F RS
st ATel ) okejo] 4o FA) 4.

Low Uncertainty Condition

We would like you to reflect and elaborate on some aspects of your life that are related to your
sense of who you are. How CERTAIN do you feel about who you are? Take a few moments to
think about how you may feel CERTAIN about your place in society, at work, among your
friends, or within your family. You may be SURE about what you should think and feel and do,
about your life goals and ambitions, and about your future. Now choose one of these areas of
your life that make you feel most CERTAIN about yourself and who you are, and tell us a little
about it in the box below.

75te] Apopd st gelel 419 UGS A PR B Tk A5 Ao
FrlAol vha) Avhit AT AL3), 4, A7 Apo] Eiz 7} el A AHal el

A7 Gl =ARA = B R ES A B AZE] Bala. Fols AZsta

oA

(¢}
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7131 g of sh=A, arel H et o, mlol il FA D 4= A5t o] A
Al ZpAl el tis 7 Al o] AA = Arel Fgs sk Ad g sl A ol

2 0] F-4] 1.
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Self-Uncertainty Manipulation Check

With respect to the self-reflection task you have just completed, how uncertain do you feel right
now about who you are?

W Aol gk Az disl &5 Skl 143} of A FH S Wi 9 @A A A
Ashs 2pale] FAA o e dvh BeasA =AY 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Not Very Very
Uncertain Uncertain
EER S LR o)¢ Bsha st
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Desire for Identity Validation

Please read the following questions about your Korean identity and indicate how you feel by
selecting a number from 1 (Not Very Much) to 9 (Very Much).

A3k Ao dael AAAe] #e g AFES 93, 1042 A8k rhel A
93 AT 54 F AGE = 5AS Aea) 28

fl

o O o o ©o O O O O

How much do you want your identity as a Korean to be validated?
Ak Aae] @l GAA o] F5571E Pake JEr Auht By

How much do you want to be recognized as a true Korean?
F|sHe thE Aol 18k A S WA P aeloleta A7 7718 vheke Prr)
Anti} FY 7t

How much do you want to be accepted as a true Korean?

A5k ThE Abgrol 718 A S AT SReloleha Q1Y s WobEe] F718
shebs g wsk Aeht B4
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Desire for Identity Validation by Prototypicality

High Prototypicality Condition

Take a moment to think about people who you consider to be a typical Korean. Please read the
following questions and indicate how you feel by selecting a number from 1 (Not Very Much) to
9 (Very Much).

787 AFAQ d=mQoletar Bzhete= AbdEel tal FAl Azha] BAlS. v
s ¢ 1(H = dskA] etholA 9(ml-¢- Adeh7bA =2 Al g+ =
A g FA L.

o o o o o O O O O

How much do you want your identity as a Korean to be validated by someone you consider a
typical Korean person?

Aok Ask7k et AGA BRI 02 RE Ak AN BT GAH S Akt
FEua AHUY

How much do you want to be recognized as a true Korean by someone you consider a typical
Korean person?
Azt A5 AZEE AP A dwdle] AsE WA F Sw ol A7) FU1=

whebs A=} elvh gy

How much do you want to be accepted as a true Korean by someone you consider a typical
Korean person?

Aste Ask7 AZaks AP Al d=lo] Adts AR Faelolea st
wol5o] 7% whehs sk ek gy

Low Prototypicality Condition

Take a moment to think about people who you consider to be a nontypical Korean. Please read
the following questions and indicate how you feel by selecting a number from 1 (Not Very Much)
to 9 (Very Much).

64



UNCERTAINTY IN IDENTITY VALIDATION PROCESSES

A7 Bl AR A s};fol(s}a,lowlx] &2 F=olekal A2ske AbdEEol tial
A AzEe AL v AES o 18 E k] G=th oA 9(ul-9- g 71A]
LA F Aoke] =& BAlehE AE A9 FAL

o o o o o O O O O

How much do you want your identity as a Korean to be validated by someone you consider a
nontypical Korean person?

A3k A7 A2 A HQ Faelow R A3k Aale] B FALS
Avh} B33 PEU7R?

How much do you want to be recognized as a true Korean by someone you consider a nontypical
Korean person?

Aetis Aetr} Aztahe MARAQ B0 F5E DA T Dol A7
F71% vlebs AEst Qe 5Y710

How much do you want to be accepted as a true Korean by someone you consider a nontypical
Korean person?

Aste AAsk7t Azkehs MR A BEo] A5hE WA ol A4 e w
wolSo] F7]2 wlete Aws} A BU7t

Binary Outcome

If you had to choose, which person would you prefer to receive feedback about your Korean
identity from?

the F shibu e siof Bk Asks Al @Tel FAYS el TR
S| = i 257

o Typical Korean person 713 2 91 &t
o Nontypical Korean person H] % 3 2]
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Demographics

How old are you? (please write in a number):
AstE A o7 2 A7

s Al

Please indicate your gender (please select one):
o F e s AR FA L

__ Male g4
___ Female o143
___Other/Nonbinary 7] E}/&=H1}o] 1] 2]

Please indicate your race/ethnicity:
U < JdF/MESS AAs T4 8

___ Korean 31
___ Mixed ethnicity =&
If “Mixed” selected, please specify:

“ERTL AU A 2T 0 AT 1=

___ Other 7]E}
If “Other” selected, please specify:

=
T

Al

O .

Al

“DIE 2 AEe A4S 25 v A 7= 5
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Debriefing
=R

Thank you very much for your participation in this study.
Aol Fes FMA ties] AU

The purpose of this study was to see if whether people who have greater self-uncertainty have a
greater desire to have their identities validated. You were asked to think about how you felt
either certain or uncertain about yourself and future. Be aware that the thoughts and feelings that
you had and experienced throughout the study about yourself were purposefully influenced. The
researchers did not wish to influence any thoughts or feelings about yourself beyond the scope of
this study.
B AEZRARE Aol tigk Bk o] S5 Ao AAE S el AN gtz
S BT O AXEAE QT Aol Aol & HERA A 7 A5
Ayl e] miefoll tia] st ALY B RS AE ke 84S wekssuh
AT ALl gk Ay = 5] GRS MA RS o A 85l
Aol e 78] A7 LT, ATAEE A7t B AT BAe] A wlojyt
Qv BA A JFE vl A 17} s o= gl

r

ﬂ

Your answers will be kept completely confidential, and the survey contained no identifying
items.

Fetel B s e MU A Hr Ag kel 4 A JRE 2HE A
FE U

If you have any complaints, concerns, or questions about this research, please feel free to contact
Eunice U. Choi by emailing her at eunice.choi@cgu.edu. Again, thank you for your completion
of this study.

2 AT gigk ExF, 98 e dio] A= 4
(eunice.choi@cgu. edu) AA=A
W A=Y o

Hlo) Al o] L =

o [e)
RN T hu
Aetata . B AR RS SEd FAM A

If you would like to receive the e-gift card as compensation for your participation, please select
“yes” and click the next button below. It will direct you to a separate survey asking for your
contact information so that we can text you the e-gift card. Your personal information will not be
linked to your responses in the current survey. Make sure to complete this next survey right
away; you will not be able to access this survey link at a later time.

o] HA} e—gift card & WHOA|HHA, “of)"E AEIA| AL TS HES FHFA Q. e-
gift card & B & =S A8 JRE w= HEY dEzAtze ddE9Yth e
M Jue B ARz g5} ?ﬂ?ﬂﬂzl UL T AR RS B i
AESA L. o] T o= HAE M~ = glH5Y T
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Study 2 Materials

Consent Form

@ Claremont
Graduate AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE IN KOREAN IDENTITY STUDY
University (IRB # 4064)

You are invited to volunteer for a research project. Volunteering will not benefit you directly, but
you will be helping us understand people’s experience as a Korean. Please participate only if you
strongly identify as a Korean. If you volunteer, you will be asked about your experiences and
feelings as a Korean. This will take about 10 minutes of your time. Volunteering for this study
involves no more risk than what a typical person experiences on a regular day. Your involvement
is entirely up to you. You may withdraw at any time for any reason. Please continue reading for
more information about the study.

B ARz F15HE 2Ok B ARz A3t Felgton HHHel
gleo] FoAX K= AN, F=dlEo] xRl o A FAEe ek A AHE

E2ete do] £go] B AYUL §Rlolhy Fl s AE FE
Fola|Z AL, o] HE- Astrt #HACEA =% 2% APk A5 W3
AEF AYUTh AR 20 AL o 10 BYU T B Aol Fojgtonn AFA9
Bl A A= Aanch o Be 93E FAE 22 AQU Bl olre AR
Aol Al B YAz oW o] frRE A EX FolE TR 4 AL
MEZALS B o AT NS A T2 A% Hoxa.

STUDY LEADERSHIP: This research study is led by the principal investigator Eunice Choi
(doctoral student of psychology at Claremont Graduate University). She is supervised by Dr.
Michael Hogg (professor of psychology at Claremont Graduate University).

AFR: ¥ 7ol 4 d7de FelolREW ] MAlzkgol] 523t Fol o] 2]
(Eunice Chodol™, @] -2 gl Aelst ugo]2l nlo] & &1 (Michael Hogg)
shabd o] A g w3 YU

PURPOSE: The purpose of the study is to examine people’s experiences as a Korean.
AT ZH: @5 FPES 2ASHE o] & A9 B,

ELIGIBILITY: To be in this study, you must strongly identify as a Korean and be 18 years of age
or older.
A7HA A 22 w18 A o] ol w] Apale] delolea Al =N BE

el FPs

PARTICIPATION: During the study, you will be asked to complete a questionnaire that will take
about 10 minutes to complete, asking about your identity as a Korean.
o B Aol Fofetr ™ Fske] k=l AA ol v AEs A Ut

AizAbs oF 10 % A% 2884t
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RISKS OF PARTICIPATION: The risks that you run by taking part in this study are minimal. You
might feel some discomfort when answering some questions.

oo A HExA ] =T =714 5 s I8l mu gy o AE 24
Ao 92 v 259 2d1%s =2 7= dsyth

BENEFITS OF PARTICIPATION: We do not expect the study to benefit you personally. This study
will benefit the researcher through possible publication of the results in a scientific journal.

Fol a8 2 AT AL AAHOE A3 A8 ofvt 913 AY T
Aol ArpE e 7ot Ade] 3 bsAo] YO AFAS AL o]fo] F 5

AFH o

COMPENSATION: The first 128 participants will be given an e-gift card worth 5000 won to
Starbucks for participating in this study.

AE/EAE B Aol Zeds] Tl vl B o ® Ak 128 Well Al 5,000 9
2EPH 2 7= (e-Gift Card) 7} &g Ut

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION: Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may
stop or withdraw from the study at any time or refuse to answer any particular question for any
reason without it being held against you. Your decision whether or not to participate will have no
effect on your current or future connection with anyone at CGU.

A Fo]: B AFo o= A o7 A YU FEte AAER] AERAE
SHEAY Aol EHE ARE 5 sy o] of Foll tigh Fstke] 242 78kt
U ZER A = 2 ke dAlel = e FEFe PIAA s AYUHh

!

CONFIDENTIALITY: Your data is confidential. Your individual privacy will be protected in all
papers, books, talks, posts, or stories resulting from this study. We may share the data we collect
with other researchers, but we will not reveal your identity with it. In order to protect the
confidentiality of your responses, we will keep the data in secured, password-protected files.
7194 7ot HH S HE R HEgyd 2 ATE T A EE =1, AA,
A, ANE, = olofr]dlA Aste] A AR = o AYUrh RS dolHE
e ATgn T 5 AAT, AAste] A9e FANA durh st gl
71885 Basty] 98l AT HolH = HEHE R Bow b g s Bytd
Ak,

FURTHER INFORMATION: If you have any questions or would like additional information about
this study, please contact the principal investigator, Eunice Choi (eunice.choi@cgu.edu, 909-
741-6134). You may also contact the supervisor, Dr. Michael Hogg (michael.hogg@cgu.edu,
909-607-0897). The CGU Institutional Review Board has certified this project as exempt. If you
have any ethical concerns about this project or about your rights as a human subject in research,
you may contact the CGU IRB at (909) 607-9406 or at irb@cgu.edu. You may print and keep a
copy of this consent form.

b AR 2 Aol tla) Aol AAY F7F AR E data Ay 524 A7 o] 2]
(Eunice Choioll Al o]Hld & &3 &2k~ Ay (eunice.choi@cgu.edu, + 1 909~
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UNCERTAINTY IN IDENTITY VALIDATION PROCESSES

741-6134), vlo]E 5.1 vRALH o Al A&t 4= l5Y Y (michael.hogg@cgu.edu,

+1 909-607-0897). S#of=Edstel 7|# HES A= 2 Oﬂ?e AR F
AoWA 2 QIFSAG Y. & Aol A 1ZE wglate] Aol tigk &4 -7}
o4 A ST Ed S 79 AR 919 o A 5 syt
(irb@cgu.edu; +1 (909) 607-9406). At £ oA E Q1sto] RS 4=
Sy

CONSENT: Clicking “Yes” to continue means that you understand the information on this form,
that someone has answered any and all questions you may have about this study, and you
voluntarily agree to participate in it.

F: A%l ‘o’ g T At R FoAM ] HRE o P, ¥ A7) s
A5t BE ool AT, AL B AT ARH O Felse Aol
el 5ol 3kl s gk
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Identity Centrality
BAE TAA

Please read the following questions about your identity as a Korean, and indicate how you feel
by selecting a number from 1 (Not Very Much) to 9 (Very Much).

=

ol
rr

Flake] g A B3 v Awes AL, 1ollA 9744 A T Aol
TAE Ags T4 L.

o O o o ©o O O O O

How important is being a Korean to you?
A5k Aale] @elol et Al ol zalshe dubit F a3
(1 ¥ = T838tx &tk 9 vl-¢- T3kt

How central do you feel being a Korean is to your sense of who you are?
Aste] Aopldel Bl AAGe etk F 2t
(1 ¥ = T838tx] &tk 9 w9 T3kt

How often are you aware of being a Korean?
Ak Apalo] delolahs AL dvlt A5 4§17t
(182 928k et 9 g A3 o2 @)

How much do you feel you identify as a Korean?

Aehi= Apalo] @aelolelal mrl s JEsh duhg Acka =h U7
(18 =717 etk 9 ol § 717 =21
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Self-Uncertainty Measure

People differ in how much confidence they have that they truly know who they are. Please
answer the following 6 questions based on how uncertain, overall, you feel about yourself.

AEE Aol A4 el A e s dvh sk sk Y A5t
Aol sl Ao w i BaAdsiha 2o mhek ok 6 A Qe
el A8

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Not Very Very
Uncertain Uncertain
Wz 2ehask e uj - B-ahal sk

1. How uncertain do you feel about who you are as an individual?

AsHe Aol @ Aoz Ao via vt B a7

2. How uncertain do you feel about who you are as a member of society?
Atz ApAle] Abe] FA D ZA FFA o] gF i BEALL
3. How uncertain do you feel about who you are in your relationships?

Aste] o e BAE Lol A 2pale] FEH o s} Arht BHAFLI?
4. How uncertain do you feel about your future?

AskE Aale] ulefol ts) dvh AU

5. How uncertain do you feel about your personality?

AstE Ao AZe ts) dvid AU

6. How uncertain do you feel about your identity in society?

Aak Al A4 A el Arl A7
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Scenario

There have likely been some moments in your life where people have made comments about
your identity. Please spend some time thinking about the following scenario which you may or
may not have actually experienced about your Korean identity — you will be asked some
questions based on your reactions to the scenario.

H
g b AUl 0.8 A AZkslnA 2. vl o o
o g A RS S

A Korean person tells you that they feel you aren’t truly Korean.
ojwl gr=Qlo] Flstol Al 7ot JAF F=xele] opyhar =7ivhar weh

The above scenario is for the ingroup validation condition. The other 3 scenarios will have the
same stem but the following language:

A Korean person tells you that they feel you are truly Korean.
ol|l &Felo] Ftell Al AstE WAF FFlolgkm =7tka T )

A Japanese person tells you that they feel you are truly Korean.
ojw dEQlo] Flstoll Al 75t AAZF F=xlolgtar =7kl Egh

A Japanese person tells you that they feel you aren’t truly Korean.
ojw dBQlo] Fstol Al 7ot AT F=elo] opyhar =7Ivhar T

73



UNCERTAINTY IN IDENTITY VALIDATION PROCESSES

Attention Check

Regarding the scenario you just read, how much do you feel that the Korean (Japanese) person
(in)validated your identity as a Korean?

ol Al @ 9 B Ete], 1 el (22 A R01)e 75}
drbit A (F2 FA)sktha =AY 72

ol
ot

= AA =

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Invalidated Validated
g 217
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Evaluation of the Source

Please read the following questions about the Korean/Japanese person who gave you feedback
about your identity as a Korean, and indicate how you feel by selecting a number from 1 (Not
Very Much) to 9 (Very Much).

ke el Gl Bal A Y2 AT B
ARES A3, 104 9744 4 Akl =728 BAI8

Z
=2
=

ok

o o0 O o o6 o o o o©
How much do you like this person?
o] AHErE Avhit Fobghizt?

Overall, how likable is this person?
AN 02 o] AFghe vk} Fold Tkt AT YL

-

How warm do you feel this person is?
o] Abgro] vhi} upEE g vhgo] 9l=A] =714t

How friendly do you feel this person is?
o] Abgte] A} Atk =7 AU

How nice do you feel this person is?

o Abgo] bt Hsjria 77

How sociable do you feel this person is?

o] Abgko] elm} AbA o] ghal 7] 41747

How competent do you feel this person is?

o] Abgto] Qlrh} fatha =7 Y7

How intelligent do you feel this person is?

o] Abgro] Ylmht A2l o]eban 127147}

How confident do you feel this person is?
o] Abgto] Auhi} 2pa7 Qs Abgrelekar =714 17

How skillful do you feel this person is?

o] Abgol dwit Al 5ol rtal =7 Y72
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Evaluation of the Source’s Group

Please read the following questions about the GROUP (Koreans or Japanese) as a whole that the
person who gave you feedback about your identity as a Korean belongs to. Evaluate the group as
a whole and not the individual — indicate how you feel by selecting a number from 1 (Not Very
Much) to 9 (Very Much).

Aske] = GAG ha) A HZHe @AY Aol £ A
(T AE/A BN et T ARES 931, 1A 97
EASE 2AE Ags] FAL 1S ohd Ae AAES BrhshA £

>L>
Y
-
o
gy
_OL
1o
r
o~
o

o 0 o o o o o o o
How much do you like the people in this group?
ol Aetel @ AFRES Aupi} Folgizto

Overall, how likable are people in this group?
Ao 2 o o] Qo] &3 AFFEE Auhr} Fo}

st
d
az)
o
>
>
i
iy
o
v
N
~D

How warm do you feel people in this group are?
o] Rwte] & ALgtE o] Auh} mEEaktha =747k

How friendly do you feel people in this group are?
o] Qo] &ak Abgrgo] dvh} FAAsrha =747}

How nice do you feel people in this group are?
o] Mol 4 AlgE o] Avht A3tk =147t

How sociable do you feel people in this group are?
o] Ytell Zak Agrso] Avhi} Apal A o]gka =714 7}

How competent do you feel people in this group are?
o] ekl %@ AlgEo] Avh} 5 dtrta =747

How intelligent do you feel people in this group are?
o] Ftol &g AbE o] Avh} AFo|tka =P 174

How confident do you feel people in this group are?
ol Aol & Algrsol Avh A3 9l AbgEolgm =714 7%

How skillful do you feel people in this group are?
o] Qo] &3k AbgrEo] vk} A5l YTk =747
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Demographics

How old are you? (please write in a number):
AstE A o7 2 A7

s Al

Please indicate your gender (please select one):

e 2 A4S sl AE AL

__ Male g4
___ Female o143
___Other/Nonbinary 7] E}/&=H1}o] 1] 2]

Please indicate your race/ethnicity:
U < JdF/MESS AAs T4 8

___ Korean 31
___ Mixed ethnicity =&
If “Mixed” selected, please specify:

‘e AR A4S 2w H AAlE] 7

___ Other 7]E}
If “Other” selected, please specify:

=3

=
T

Al

O .

Al

e g dud A¢ 2w o FA8 7]
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UNCERTAINTY IN IDENTITY VALIDATION PROCESSES

Debriefing
=R

Thank you very much for your participation in this study.

B Aol hoja] A4 tivks] ghAL T,

The purpose of this study was to see how people evaluate those who give them validating or
invalidating feedback about their identities, and whether this differs depending on their level of
self-uncertainty. You were asked to think about how you felt either certain or uncertain about
yourself and future. You were also asked to imagine receiving validating or invalidating
feedback about your Korean identity. Be aware that the thoughts and feelings that you had and
experienced throughout the study about yourself were purposefully influenced. The researchers
did not wish to influence any thoughts or feelings about yourself beyond the scope of this study.

B AR AR AFEE] Ao BAEE A%
H7lel=x], 183l 1l o] ARAle] BEhal g 4=
BAo UG B AREA AR

PESE A2 niE 4 v, B &l
AU BAsle =g Aasieta & o} ® AT 2l e
LAEel g MARS ergon 19058 FA8) F417]

o ATAEES A AT oA Hold Azkoly Aol 1A S
A g oz glgla .

S el Aol

AFES o)
248
S SASHAY BEA

O{N
4
ol
rlr

1 Aol Th el

_fﬁﬁ%
0 EE _1.‘\1_4 ol H
ol

HLJ‘#

Your answers will be kept completely confidential and the survey contained no identifying items.
78he] HH S s v Al wv diEzAlel HQ A AR = EFHE A
e

If you have any complaints, concerns, or questions about this research, please feel free to contact
Eunice U. Choi by emailing her at eunice.choi@cgu.edu. Again, thank you for your completion
of this study.

2 AT gigk Bt 98 5 Aol e A5 ol A oW Y =
(eunice.choi@cgu. edu) AAERX AegshA 8. B AFEZALE d5d A4 tA] g

ARl

If you would like to receive the e-gift card as compensation for your participation, please select
“yes” and click the next button below. It will direct you to a separate survey asking for your
contact information so that we can text you the e-gift card. Your personal information will not be
linked to your responses in the current survey. Make sure to complete this next survey right
away; you will not be able to access this survey link at a later time.

ol B e-gift card & oA W, “of)"E HEEA I ThS HES S Q. e-
giftcard & B & I =F AgA AR E S Ry AE2AR 48Ut 759
AR A B AR P QA U B AR 5 e
ABIA Q. o] Fod = HAE AT = glsyTh
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Study 3 Materials

Consent Form

@ Claremont
Graduate AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE IN KOREAN IDENTITY STUDY
University (IRB # 4064)

You are invited to volunteer for a research project. Volunteering will not benefit you directly, but
you will be helping us understand Korean identity in social interactions. If you volunteer, you
will be asked to answer questions based on an imagined scenario. The study in total will take
about 10 minutes of your time. Please participate only if you strongly identify as a Korean.
Volunteering for this study involves no more risk than what a typical person experiences on a
regular day. Your involvement is entirely up to you. You may withdraw at any time for any
reason. Please continue reading for more information about the study.

B ARz F15HE 2Ok B ARz At Felgton HHHel
gleo] FFo A X = AT, AFS] A ol gkl gk Ao AdE EE5ke o

AdUh. g=Qlojetar At A =7X = HErt FoalFA 8. o] A&

oo ek Aste] g2 Moz AES BRI AE 28 A7
At gt o R Al Aol A A= wEET o] B

Fe AdUT o] o= AH o= sl A e sy 0|
A FAAE 9 F AFUT AL tiE o S ES 99

S

L

][jo > 2
N ¢ O

o %

A e X
wo = [|r

oF
=k

R U—IO

2

]

]

N
i

—_

o Hi

06
oo o 9k
a (

iy
o
=
ko

STUDY LEADERSHIP: This research study is led by the principal investigator Eunice Choi
(doctoral student of psychology at Claremont Graduate University). She is supervised by Dr.
Michael Hogg (professor of psychology at Claremont Graduate University).

AFR: ¥ 7ol 4 d7de FelolREW ] MAlzkgol] 523t Sl o] &)
(Eunice Choi)olH, &AA] -2 tjshle] Ael g ua=o]2l wlo]& &1 (Michael Hogg)
shabd o] A g wa YU

PURPOSE: The purpose of the study is to examine Korean identity in social interactions.
AT EH: B oo 542 A8 4 mReA AR AL A AYY T

ELIGIBILITY: To be in this study, you must strongly identify as a Korean and be 18 years of age
or older.
A7 A 270 % 18 A o] olw Apale] dloleta Ak m A E BET

ol 7hs gy Th

PARTICIPATION: During the study, you will be asked to imagine being in a particular scenario
and complete a questionnaire that will take about 10 minutes to complete.
o B Aol Fofetr ™ Fske] k=l AA ol v AEs A Ut

AizAbs oF 10 % A% 2884tk
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RISKS OF PARTICIPATION: The risks that you run by taking part in this study are minimal. You
might feel some discomfort when answering some questions.

oo A HExA ] =T =714 5 s I8l mu gy o AE 24
Ao 92 v 259 2d1%s =2 7= dsyth

BENEFITS OF PARTICIPATION: We do not expect the study to benefit you personally. This study
will benefit the researcher through possible publication of the results in a scientific journal.

Fol a8 2 AT AL AAHOE A3 A8 ofvt 913 AY T
Aol ArpE e 7ot Ade] 3 bsAo] YO AFAS AL o]fo] F 5

AFH o

COMPENSATION: The first 158 participants will be given an e-gift card worth 5000 won to
Starbucks for participating in this study.

AL/ B Aol Fef sl Falol ek mado® MAE 158 el 7l 5,000 ¢
2EPH 2 7= (e-Gift Card) 7} &g Ut

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION: Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may
stop or withdraw from the study at any time or refuse to answer any particular question for any
reason without it being held against you. Your decision whether or not to participate will have no
effect on your current or future connection with anyone at CGU.

A Fo]: B AFo o= A o7 A YU FEte AAER] AERAE
SHEAY Aol EHE ARE 5 sy o] of Foll tigh Fstke] 242 78kt
U ZER A = 2 ke dAlel = e FEFe PIAA s AYUHh

!

CONFIDENTIALITY: Your data is confidential. Your individual privacy will be protected in all
papers, books, talks, posts, or stories resulting from this study. We may share the data we collect
with other researchers, but we will not reveal your identity with it. In order to protect the
confidentiality of your responses, we will keep the data in secured, password-protected files.
7194 7ot HH S HE R HEgyd 2 ATE T A EE =1, AA,
A, ANE, = olofr]dlA Aste] A AR = o AYUrh RS dolHE
e ATgn T 5 AAT, AAste] A9e FANA durh st gl
71885 Basty] 98l AT HolH = HEHE R Bow b g s Bytd
Ak,

FURTHER INFORMATION: If you have any questions or would like additional information about
this study, please contact the principal investigator, Eunice Choi (eunice.choi@cgu.edu, 909-
741-6134). You may also contact the supervisor, Dr. Michael Hogg (michael.hogg@cgu.edu,
909-607-0897). The CGU Institutional Review Board has certified this project as exempt. If you
have any ethical concerns about this project or about your rights as a human subject in research,
you may contact the CGU IRB at (909) 607-9406 or at irb@cgu.edu. You may print and keep a
copy of this consent form.

b AR 2 Aol tla) Aol AAY F7F AR E data Ay 524 A7 o] 2]
(Eunice Choioll Al o]Hld & &3 &2k~ Ay (eunice.choi@cgu.edu, + 1 909~
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741-6134), vlo]E 5.1 vRALH o Al A&t 4= l5Y Y (michael.hogg@cgu.edu,

+1 909-607-0897). S#of=Edstel 7|# HES A= 2 Oﬂ?e AR F
AoWA 2 QIFSAG Y. & Aol A 1ZE wglate] Aol tigk &4 -7}
o4 A ST Ed S 79 AR 919 o A 5 syt
(irb@cgu.edu; +1 (909) 607-9406). At £ oA E Q1sto] RS 4=
Sy

CONSENT: Clicking “Yes” to continue means that you understand the information on this form,
that someone has answered any and all questions you may have about this study, and you
voluntarily agree to participate in it.

F: A%l ‘o’ g T At R FoAM ] HRE o P, ¥ A7) s
A5t BE ool AT, AL B AT ARH O Felse Aol
el 5ol 3kl s gk
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Identity Centrality
BAE TAA

Please read the following questions about your identity as a Korean, and indicate how you feel
by selecting a number from 1 (Not Very Much) to 9 (Very Much).

=

ol
rr

Flake] g A B3 v Awes AL, 1ollA 9744 A T Aol
TAE Ags T4 L.

o O o o ©o O O O O

How important is being a Korean to you?
A5k Aale] @elol et Al ol zalshe dubit F a3
(1 ¥ = T838tx &tk 9 vl-¢- T3kt

How central do you feel being a Korean is to your sense of who you are?
Aste] Aopldel Bl AAGe etk F 2t
(1 ¥ = T838tx] &tk 9 w9 T3kt

How often are you aware of being a Korean?
Ak Apalo] delolahs AL dvlt A5 4§17t
(182 928k et 9 g A3 o2 @)

How much do you feel you identify as a Korean?

Aehi= Apalo] @aelolelal mrl s JEsh duhg Acka =h U7
(18 =717 etk 9 ol § 717 =21
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Self-Uncertainty Measure

People differ in how much confidence they have that they truly know who they are. Please
answer the following 6 questions based on how uncertain, overall, you feel about yourself.

AEE Aol A4 el A e s dvh sk sk Y A5t
Aol sl Ao w i BaAdsiha 2o mhek ok 6 A Qe
el A8

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Not Very Very
Uncertain Uncertain
Wz 2ehask e uj - B-ahal sk

1. How uncertain do you feel about who you are as an individual?

AsHe Aol @ Aoz Ao via vt B a7

2. How uncertain do you feel about who you are as a member of society?
Atz ApAle] Abe] FA D ZA FFA o] gF i BEALL
3. How uncertain do you feel about who you are in your relationships?

Aste] o e BAE Lol A 2pale] FEH o s} Arht BHAFLI?
4. How uncertain do you feel about your future?

AskE Aale] ulefol ts) dvh AU

5. How uncertain do you feel about your personality?

AstE Ao AZe ts) dvid AU

6. How uncertain do you feel about your identity in society?

Aak Al A4 A el Arl A7
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Feedback

Please spend some time thinking about the following scenario. You will be asked some questions
based on your reactions to the scenario.

g AU es A AZa Al o] Aluhel 2ol da Aol g Furew o
A7 AL d Az,

Validation Condition:

Imagine you are at a social gathering. You join a circle of several Korean and Japanese
people discussing Korean identity and culture. You join in on the conversation, and as
you talk about your Korean identity, the other Koreans in the group respond by saying
that you are truly Korean.

w3tol] thall EEohs o =l AR s aFel dRdyd
thstell Zrolatar 71k Apqle] gh=ql A Aol tial] o] okt 1F ol
F=AEo] Aste WA F=xolztr T YT

Invalidation Condition:

Imagine you are at a social gathering. You join a circle of several Korean and Japanese
people discussing Korean identity and culture. You join in on the conversation, and as
you talk about your Korean identity, the other Koreans in the group respond by saying
that you are not truly Korean.

A7t o= Abnl Bl o] Frol Flvka Aake] n

wolol ta] EEE oy A dEJES aFol dFFYLE A
tislel] FHojsta Ak Apale] gkl g A) A ol

A E0] Adte IR F= ol T

No Feedback Condition:

Imagine you are at a social gathering. You join a circle of several Korean and Japanese
people discussing Korean identity and culture. You join in on the conversation, and as
you talk about your Korean identity, the other Koreans in the group change the topic
without commenting on your Korean identity.

Ak o= Aba melel el drka A LA L. Hshe Gl PA Y
2o vs) EESE ole] daelu ARAS TFel R I Ak}
v stol Folsha 713t Apale] darel Aol el ook st 1§ ol
FFAF o] Aste] o) Ao] FHol} o}F JAE FASH R FAE
Sk AR
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UNCERTAINTY IN IDENTITY VALIDATION PROCESSES

Desire for Identity Validation

Please read the following questions about your Korean identity and indicate how you feel by
selecting a number from 1 (Not Very Much) to 9 (Very Much).

A3k Ao dael AAAe] #e g AFES 93, 1042 A8k rhel A
93 AT 54 F AGE = 5AS Aea) 28

fl

o O o o ©o O O O O

How much do you want your identity as a Korean to be validated?
Ak Aol @l GAAo] F5571E Pake JEr Auht By

How much do you want to be recognized as a true Korean?
F|sHe thE Aol 18k A S WA P aeloleta A7 7718 vheke Prr)
Anti} FY 7t

How much do you want to be accepted as a true Korean?

A5k ThE Abgrol 718 A S AT SReloleha Q1Y s WobEe] F718
shebs g wsk Aeht B4
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UNCERTAINTY IN IDENTITY VALIDATION PROCESSES

Desire for Outgroup Validation

Imagine now that you are talking with a Japanese person from the earlier scenario. Please read
the following questions and indicate how you feel by selecting a number from 1 (Not Very Much)
to 9 (Very Much).

HE 5 3 A&} o]okr| & slar lrfar
a1 olA 9 7bA] AF 5 Fleke] =S FASHE

o O O O O O O O o

How much would you like the Japanese person to convey to you that they consider you a true
Korean?

Agke 2 AR<lo] AgkE QT Aoz ArArkn W Fw Arht
EA5Y7

How important is it to you that the Japanese person conveys to you that they consider you a true
Korean?

T dBQle] At AA S gwel o Azkety Aale] A7 Akl A T E
T Aol Aot Fo dw AR

How much would you want the Japanese person to convey to you that they consider you a true
Korean?

A 71 ARAo] AE AT FFUN0E YAprha Faf 2715 Avh}
A7
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UNCERTAINTY IN IDENTITY VALIDATION PROCESSES

Demographics

How old are you? (please write in a number):
AstE A o7 2 A7

s Al

Please indicate your gender (please select one):

e 2 A4S sl AE AL

__ Male g4
___ Female o143
___Other/Nonbinary 7] E}/&=H1}o] 1] 2]

Please indicate your race/ethnicity:
U < JdF/MESS AAs T4 8

___ Korean 31
___ Mixed ethnicity =&
If “Mixed” selected, please specify:

‘e AR A4S 2w H AAlE] 7

___ Other 7]E}
If “Other” selected, please specify:

=3

=
T

Al

O .

Al

e g dud A¢ 2w o FA8 7]
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UNCERTAINTY IN IDENTITY VALIDATION PROCESSES

Debriefing
=R B

Thank you very much for your participation in this study.
Aol Fes FMA ties] AU

The purpose of this study was to see if receiving no feedback or invalidation regarding one’s
identity from other ingroup members would lead to a greater desire to have the identity validated
by an outgroup member, and whether this differs depending on one’s level of self-uncertainty.
You were asked to think about how you felt either certain or uncertain about yourself and future.
You were asked to imagine feedback that was randomly assigned. Be aware that the thoughts and
feelings that you had and experienced throughout the study about yourself were purposefully
influenced. The researchers did not wish to influence any thoughts or feelings about yourself
beyond the scope of this study.

oo BA Lo Al o] zpale] &k ko] marbrt 2hale] A A o))
=g ok FAG B, Que] 455 2L ARE A A4S WL o)
A, e A0l AN REA Y el the B EAE A
AolAFUTh Flak= Al el vl el o oH gAY B84 FEes A
HEhe @S wgaU BE Aok Ale] gAdl gie vagle g
SEng e R4S wHUT B AT Al ga A2 =g 5o
GG VAL S5 02 AND A AL FAH FA7] v AT AEL
Ak} & AT HAol A ok AZtol} 2ol AA G WA nA Bz o i
AT

F

X‘Ll

Your answers will be kept completely confidential, and the survey contained no identifying
items.

Aste] BEe 9As] nLE B AERAL A 48 PR 3k
FEH

If you have any complaints, concerns, or questions about this research, please feel free to contact
Eunice U. Choi by emailing her at eunice.choi@cgu.edu. Again, thank you for your completion
of this study.

ATt gk 21k 98 B Awo] e ABF o] 2R A ol d &
(eunice.choi@cgu. edu) AAERX AegshA Q. B AFEZALE g5 A4 tA] g

WAL= g o,

If you would like to receive the e-gift card as compensation for your participation, please select
“yes” and click the next button below. It will direct you to a separate survey asking for your
contact information so that we can text you the e-gift card. Your personal information will not be
linked to your responses in the current survey. Make sure to complete this next survey right
away; you will not be able to access this survey link at a later time.

Zol 1A e-gift card B oA, “o" 8 AEA 1 g HES 2L, e
gift card & Bl F A= A2 YU e Be B dEzAR dddyd. 73t
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UNCERTAINTY IN IDENTITY VALIDATION PROCESSES

M ARE B HExAL] 9 Ed A4 R k& th TS AR 2AL
AFIA Q. o] F o= HAE M 2T 5 G5
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