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ABSTRACT

Over the last 20 years there has been a major growth in experimental research 
on the self in social psychology. The concept of the self-process that has emerged 
has taken two very different forms. One view beginning with research by Rogers, 
Markus and others assimilated the self-concept into the general information- 
processing model of social cognition that became popular in North America in the 
late 1970s. The heyday of that model may be over, but the associated view of the 
self as a cognitive structure which processes incoming information like any other 
(except that it is more affectively charged, rich and important) is still with us. Only 
very rarely, and then on methodological more than theoretical grounds, has the 
idea of self as a set of interrelated cognitive structures been questioned in the 
social cognitive literature. In the other view, based on social identity and self- 
categorization theories, the self is a reflection of an individual's shared group 
memberships as much as a property of personality. It is a mechanism which links 
the individual to the collective and produces the emergent processes of group 
behaviour. The guiding theme of much recent research in this tradition is that self- 
categorizing is inherently variable, fluid and context-dependent. This notion brings 
into question the plausibility of the cognitive-structural view of the self. Rather than 
just one of many parts of cognitive structure, the self may be better regarded as the 
dynamic principle by which social relationships shape the cognitive functioning of 
the individual. The present paper will describe some of this more recent research 
and discuss these implications.
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Social Categorization and Intergroup Competition

This Paper wUl report some data from an experiment I have recently conducted 
at Bristol. For the sake of intelligibility and hopefully interest I must spend some time 
introducing the line of thought behind it at the expense of more practual detail.

As a starting point it is useful to consider the work of Shetlf in the early 
fifties on intergroup behaviour. Sherif put the case  that human conflict and 
aggression should be approached as an instance of the general problem of Interaction 
between social groups; and that systematic explanatun of intergroup relations must 
begin at that specific level of Interaction. He produced and verified in a quasi- 
experimental fashion a theory of conflict which made competition a central concept.

Sherif's basic insight was that the relations between groups were dependent 
on the relations between group goals. Group goals , their relative impertance, the 
actual inter-relations between the goals of respective groups are a ll specifiable 
andi manipulable independently if ongoingvgroup behaviours at least in principle.
It was for this reason that his insight was heuristic and his definition of competition 
non-circular. Negative interdependence of groups with respect to their goals gave 
rise to competition and ultimately conflict, whereas positive interdependence 
facUitated co-operation and ultimately perhaps the fusion of two groups into one. 
Competition and conflict were essentially  instrumental and in this sense could be 
related to the work on intra-group dynamics which stressed the capacity of groups 
to mediate rewards or goals for their members as a primary factor in the origin and 
continued cohesiveness of social groups.

The same conception of competition and co-operation was exploited very 
fruitfully at the intra -  group level by Deutsch at about the same time. Deutsch's 
very explicit theorizing on competition and co-operation in regard to small groups 
fuAc f  loni/iy led him to note the same Intimate connection between reward -  mediation 
and 'groupiness' we have mentioned above. In fact he provides identical definitions 
of co-operation and a social group. Implicit in both Deutsch's and Sherif's 
analysis of social process is a conception of social life as based on a backbone of 
"instrumentality". Deutsch and Sherif's theories are examples of the interpretation 
of competition as a 'conflict of interests'.

Without suggesting that the notion of competition as a conflict of interests, 
as instrumental rivalry, is false or out-dated, It should be said immediately that a 
neither the lntra -  or inter -  group does it te ll  the whole story. It is impossible 
to review the literature on competition in the time available, the most that can be 
done is to assert that this literature reinforces the conclusion drawn by Mead as 
long ago as 1934 from her anthDfetfittlog’kQ̂ l work that whereas some behaviour classed 
as competitive fits easily  into the instrumental conception, other competitive 
behaviours seem primarily motivated by the social situation itse lf  rather than any 
extrinsic goals. The desire to excell others, to worst a rival in some performance, 
seems to be aroused often by the mere presence of another. It is no^ enough to 
c la ss ify  the desire to out do a rival as some kind of universal goal and thus 
terminologically encompass it within the framework of a conflict of interests.
This means only that competition is explained by goals and goals In turn by 
competition.

One intergroup experiment which illustrates very easily  the kind of situation 
in which Instrumental rivalry is explanatorily inadequate was performed by 
Ferguson and Kelley. They had 22 ad-hoc groups working separately on three 
tasks.



but within sight and sound of an idontiqaly performing group. Each group was 
instructed to do its best but great care was taken to eliminateany suggestion 
that the groups were to compete with each other. There was no reward provided 
by the experimenter for doing better than the other group nor was their any 
obvious necessity  for the groups to redefine 'doing well' as 'doing better' than the 
other group, ywt the groups proceeded spontaneously to make this redefinition 
of their goals. Simple task performance developed very quickly into a competitive 
orientation on the part of the groups. The authors themselves indicate how this 
competition differs psychologically from that discussed by Sherif: f ir  stly it is 
not based on instrumental group or self-interest but on a desire^o evaluate the 
group's performance and secondly it is not incipient or embryo ^conflict but 
behaviour regulated by comperis on processes. In many experiments in 
intergroup behaviour we can find a ready operational recognition of the link 
between comparison and compeiition, but no theoretical analysis of the conditions 
under which social comparison between groups leads to compestition.

In his 1954 paper on social comparison processes, Festinger pointed out that 
the tendency to behavioural uniformity which he posited as an outcome of the need to 
evaluate opinions and abilities accurately was mitigated where the performances 
in terms of which the individuals were comparing themselves were associated with 
a range of differential values (from positive to negative). He explained the 
mutual regulation of behaviour inherent in social compansion as dependent on the 
satisfaction of a purely cognitive need with, if you like, the social values nearly 
always associated with behaviours worthy of compansion as a complicating factor.
It is in fact in this complicating factor that we can discover the conditions under 
which comparis on becomes competition.

Firstly where a continuum of behaviours has posit t/ely and negatively valued 
poles then social compansion in terms of that dimension is motivated not just by 
a cognitive need for an accurate approaisal but also by a need to be at the positively 
valued pole. This is not tautologous because for the most part such values have a 
social existence or validity ascertainable quite Independently of the actual 
performance of any individual or group. Secondly where two individuals share the 
same attribution of positive and negative value to a behavioural dimension then 
mutual social compansion gives rise to a situation where each Individual is seeking 
to distinguish himself from the other in the same direction: it is this asymmetry 
or \ unidirectionality' as Festinger ca lls  it which is the critica l property of the 
instances of social comparison we ca ll  'competitive'.

Crucial, therefore, for the prediction of competition from a situation of 
inter-individual or inter-group comparis on is an analysis of the respective values 
held by the subjects. As an example, consider two final year students in the 
same flat who inevitably compare themselves with each other to estimate how hard 
they are working academically; suppose their reference groups arc radically 
different : one wants to be a professor and is determined to get a first c la ss  
degree, the other idoliz es some bohemian friends and could not bear the disgrace 
of initials after his name, he is intent on failing. W e can imagine that whenever 
their performances tended to converge they would both take rapid steps to make 
them diverge again -  but since their values differ, since their divergence would be 
perfectly symmetrical towards opposite ends of the work dimension, we should 
not ca ll  this mutual regulation of activity competitive.

Returning to Intergroup behaviour we can now identify as competition-inducing 
situations not only those marked by negative interdependence with regard to group 
goals but also those defined by mutual social compacts on on a context of shared
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values. W e explain competition in the former by demonstrating its instrumentality, 
in the latter by relating sejf-evaluation to its social-ideological background.
Although theoretically distinct, the processes involved are inevitably interwoven 
in complex ways in real life . Certain behaviours associated with the achievements 
group goals come to possess strong positive value in themselves, whilst inequitable 
compansion can lead to conflicting interests with regard to the maintenance of the 
comparative situation between the superior and inferior groups. The latter 
situation one surmises can also lead to value changes by the inferior group and thus 
value conflicts between the groups which psychologically may be more similar to 
conflicts of interest than 'pure' competition.

At this point it is worth asking just how general or pervasive are the pressures 
for evaluation of one's membership groups. Tajfel (1972) has argued that they are 
a basic aspect of social life . Firstly self-evaluation is c losely  linked to 
evaluation of the social groups which to some extent give the se lf  its identity 
Secondly just as behaviours associated with the achievement of group goals can 
come to possess intrinsic value so groups themselves differ from each other in 
ways that are strongly invested with value connotations by society. There may 
not be complete evaluative consensus as regards for instance black and white 
or rich and poor but there is nearly always some degree of consensus in a particular 
section of society about how to rankoother groups or social categories. Thirdly 
because of this social context in which between-group differences themselves have 
value connotations there are intangible rewards such as se lf-esteem , honour, 
prestige etc . as well as the more obvious tangible rewards associated with 
membership if particular groups. Social groups provide ideological as well as 
instrumental satisfactions for their members. Tajfel has described this function of 
social groups or this motive for group affiliation as the need for a positively 
valued social identity.

We can represent this need in terms of the earlier discussion of s °c i$ h ere, 
compansion by proposing a very general hypothesis ; that in any situation one's 
own group Is able to compare itself with another in terms of a valued dimension, then 
one's own group must distinguish Itself from the other on that dimension towards 
the positively valued pole. Tajfel describes this as the need for positive 
distinctiveness. Where the compansion group shares the same values with 
regard to that dimension, then this proposition implies intergroup competition.
Several commentators have noted, as in the experiment of Ferguson and Kelley, 
the relative ease with which an intergroup situation develops into a competitive 
situation and the corresponding phenomenon of strong in-group bias in the 
evaluation of one's own group or group product. An experiment I intend to 
conduct soon will attempt to relate the degree of ingroup bias in a variety of 
intergroup situations to this general hypothesis.

Another major line of evidence which provides support for this hypothesis comes 
from what have been referred to as 'minimal' group experiments. These experiments 
show that it is enough to c la ss ify  subjects into two distinct groups to evoke 
processes of intergroup discrimination of a competitive nature. The fact 
that two 1 flimsey' groups are able to compare themselves on a dimension 
associated with value is sufficient for what one might ca ll  gratuitous competitiveness 
to develop which cannot be explained in terms of and to some extent contradicts 
instrumental self-interest.

In these experiments S s , often schoolboys from the same classroom, are 
post classified  into two groups apparently on the basis  of some trivial criterian 
but in fact randomly -  in one experiment (Tajfel & Billig) the division into groups 
was explicitly random. Then as a decision-making exercise they are asked to 
fill in a booklet of matrices. Each matrix allows the 5 to allott points which 
represent monetary rewards to two others's designated by code numbers and their



group membership. The design of the matrices allows one to measure the strategies 
the 5s follow in their distribution. It should be noted that none of the factors 
normally thought responsible for intergroup discrimination are present : the 'groups' 
themselves are completely ad-hoc and cut across existing friendships within the 
classroom. They are anonymous in thB t eachS knows only his own group identity; 
he does not know the personal identities of th e S s  to whom he awards money. There 
is no between group or within-group interaction, nor even anticipation of interac
tion except that which taking place after the experiment should be in terms of the 
usual friendship cliques and therefore cut across the experimental categories.
There is no history of previous hostility between the categories nor is there any 
instrumental or rational link between self-in terest and acting in terms of the 
categories : each 5 is Informed that he is never awarding directly to himself and 
that he will receive the monies awarded to him personally by others. As already 
mentioned it has been found that intergroup discrimination takes place even where 
the 5s are assigned to groups on an explicitly random basis such that the group 
identities are not perceived by their members to correlate with even the most 
trivial similarity.

* (S eeT a jfe l  et al 1971)
The influence of a strategy is measured by assessing its pull in relation 

to other stra teg ies .*  The rational or sensible thing to do in this situation would 
presumably be to follow the Maximum Joint Profit (M. J. P.) strategy i .e .  to give 
as much of the experimenter's money away as possible to other subjects in the 
hope that if everyone e lse  does the same monetary gain will be maximized. In 
fact this strategy has no significant influence. Summarizing the particularly 
relevant results of these studies the strategies which are significantly influential 
are giving as much as possible in absolute terms to the ingrouper (Maximum Ingroup 
Profit or M .I . P.) and maximizing the difference between an ingrouper and outgrouper 
in favour of the ingrouper (Mazimizing Difference or M .D .) .  The MD strategy is 
gratuitously competitive since it always involves absolute ingroup lo s s -  in general, 
too the pull of MD seems to be stronger is gratuitously competitive since it always 
involves absolute ingroup loss; in general too the pull of MD seems to be stronger 
than that of MIP.

These findings have been replicated several times -  as has the influence of MD 
which would seem to indicate that even if the subject does assume a link between 
ingroup gain and economic self-in terest this is not what guides his responses.

It would seem reasonable to suggest thatS s in a psychology experiment are 
motivated to evaluate themselves, that the allocation and reception of more/less 
money provides a dimension for mutual compansion, and that this dimension, more/ 
le ss  money, as strongly associated in our society with connotations of value 
separate although no doubt derived from the economic importance of money. It 
should also be noted that evaluation of one's "good" or "bad" performance in this 
situation is only possible through acceptance of the 'grouP identity self-evaluation 
must take the form of ingroup evaluation or it cannot take place at all. This does 
not reduce the intergroup discrimination to an effect if the experimenter imposed 
categories: as we shall see in a moment it is quite possible for the 5s to ignore 
the experimenter's categora s.

+ Insert
Firstly it was important to establish once and for all whehher the 5s 

responses could be deirved from processes of instrumental competition or some 
assumed economic se lf-in terest. All that is required for competition according 
to our general hypothesis is a dimension of comparison associated with values. 
Therefore as well as the usual condition where the points to be distributed 
represented money (M). I employed another where S s were told that the 
points stood for working in particular but were to be thought of as in a game 
where the more points you get the better (the Value condition). Here the 5s are 
given a dimension that almost totally meaningless except for the fact that it
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represents a continuum of value. If 5s discrimination is related to conflio; i ather 
than compansion processes then this dimension should eliminate it altogether.
The 5s are not being instructed to use this dimension for gratuitous intergroup 
competition: the instructions deliberately do not specify whether 'you' refers 
to all 5 s ,  your group or yourself nor whether 'more1 is to be understood in an 
'absolute' or 'relative' sense*. If the process involved in discrimination is 
compansion, then this V dimension should function perfectly adequately.( *Each 5 
is told that he will find out how many points he was awarded at the end of the 
experiment) infact paradoxically because the V dimension is completd y meaningless 
outside of the experimental situation because it is a 'purer' value dimension than 
more/less money we can predict greater 'competitiveness' in this dimension by the 
5s. We can suppose that Ss using the money dimension are subject to interference 
from their perception of the intrinsic worth of money. Therefore we can predict in 
terms of our general hypothesis not only that intergroup discrimination will take 
place in the V condition but also that the competitive, MD. strategy will be 
stronger in this condition than the M condition.

Secondly as well as requiring each o to fill in the normal booklet (OO) 
where he could choose only for other Gs, I gave him another booklet (S. O.) where 
every choice was for himself and another 5, half if  the latter being ingroupers 
and half outgroupsrs. It has been suggested that minimal group discrimination is 
the outcome of purely cognitive process some kind of judgemental phenomen 
akin to Tajfel & Wilkes finding that where a dichotomous classification  is 
superimposed on a series of lines of varying length such that all lines in category 
A, for example, are longer than all those in B, then 5s will lend to accentuate the 
difference in length between lines in different c la s s e s .  If categorization with groups 
causes Ss to accentuate the differences between group members in this way, then 
we would expect 5s to discriminate more against outgroupers and less  against 
ingroupers in choosing for themselves and others. If on the other hand 5s accept 
a group identity as a means to self-evaluation, then there is no basis  for such 
acceptance in booklets where theself can be directly compared with all others.
Half the M and V ^ s  filled out the S .O . booklets before the OO booklets , half 
did the reverse sequence. As opposed to the judgemental interpretation of the effect 
of categorization we can predict no intergroup differentiation on the S .O . booklets 
which are filled out before the OO booklets. It can be mentioned here that all the 
references to group membership in the instructions and booklets were equated for 
5s who filled out 5 0  booklets first and these who filled out OO booklets first : 
in the former we predict no inter grccp effects in the latter we do predict them -  
so these effects cannot be reduced to cues or clues of group membership perceived 
by 5s.

Thirdly if as has been suggested L,s accept a group identity i .e .  in some 
sense identify with their minimal in group to gain some kind of evaluative 
satisfaction, then we can expect this acceptance both to persist beyond its 
immediate origin and to be reflected in feelings about other lngroupers even if anonymous 
Therefore we do predict a difference between self-ingrouper and se lf  outgrouper respo
nses in the S. O. booklets that come after the GO booklets and differences in 5s 
liking of ingroupers and outgroupers on a rating scale  admiri stored after completion 
of the booklets. The results of the rating scale are only suggestive since there 
is no comparable data on liking from before the booklet task.

The overall design c^l^e^xperim ent consisted of four conditions: there 
were 2 2 S s  on each, 14-1 ̂ schoolboys from Bristol comprehensive schools.

M S,0 OO V. SO. OO
M OO SO V OO SO



The data from the S .O  and OO booklets are analysed separately. The 
main results were that the basic finding of intergroup discrimination on the 
OO booklets were replicated in both M and V conditions: there was se lf-  
other discrimination in favour of se lf  in both M and V conditions; MD was 
significantly stronger for V subjects than M subjects in both types of discrimina
tion. In addition there is no significant difference between the treatment of 
ingroupers and outgroupers on the S .O . choices which precede the 0 . 0  choices. 
Ss discriminated against both types of other -  the absence of an intergroup 
effect here cannot be explained by economic se lf  interest alone since the 
effect was insignificant in the V as well as h'. conditions. There was a 
significant difference between the treatment of ingroupcrs and outgroupers on 
the S .O . choices which followed OO choices : su b jects  discriminated more 
against outgroupers and le ss  against ingroupers, since in the M condition this 
failure to discriminate maximally against all others involved a direct economic 
loss -  the subjects were after all able to give money directly to themselves -  
the subjects ' responses display clear ingroup altruism as well outgroup 
discrimination in this data. Lastly in answer to the question how much did the 
Ss think they would like the members of the two groups if  they were to find 
out who they were Ss showed a significantly greater liking for ingroupers.

To conclude: the results of this experiment suggest an interpretation of 
the minimal group data as an outcome of pressures for competition theoretically 
distinct from but at least as general as those involved instrumental rivalry.

* Insert
In order to test this interpretation of the a inimal group data and thus 

strengthen the support which these experiments lend to the general hypothesis 
formulated earlier, I introduced some major variations into the usual experimental 
situation whilst retaining the basic methodology and thus a high degree of 
comparability.
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REUNION SUR LE PROJET "RELATIONS INTER-GROUPE - INFLUENCE SOCIALE"

27/28 septembre I98O - MSH Paris

Sont presents: Verena Aebischer, Willem Doise, Gabriel Mugny,

Henri Tajfel, John Turner

Confrontes avec les s^rieux problemes de financement de la 

recherche, les participants de la reunion decident de donner la 

priorite a ce qui peut se faire dans les six mois a venir et de 

voir, e n s u i t e , comment continuer du point de vue financier. On 

decide alors de reunir les differentes "sensibilitds de recherche" 

telles qu'elles s'expriment a Bristol (relations i n t e r -groupe; a f 

filiation i n t r a - g r o u p e ; conformite), a Geneve (influence sociale,' 

consistance) et a Paris (conversion dans des groupes reels) dans 

un montage experimental commun qui sera r6alis£ a Paris.

Sous pretexte de faire une etude psychologique sur le gout 

musical des jeunes, on s 1interrogera sur les effets de conformity 

ou de conversion de variables independantes telles q u e : in-group/ 

out-group; reponse p u b l i que/privee; consistance/inconsistance, pour 

.des teenagers qui s 'identifient avec la musique "pop" et qui, pro- 

bablement, detestent la musique classique.

Les participants soulevent ensuite les problemes s u i v a n t s :

La. consistance avec laquelle une dimension est d^fendue n'est-elle 

efficace que lorsque cette dimension est un critere de la categori

zation ou, au contraire, la consistance produit-elle ses effets 

lorsqu'elle ne definit pas le groupe? En d'autres termes, la consistance 

dans le comportement produit-elle ses effets seulement, si elle con- 

cerne un critere necessaire a la categorisation? Si cette correlation 

est absente, le sentiment de 1 1appartenance a un groupe 1'emporte-t-il?



Les participants defendant alors l'idee qu'il serait interessant 

de verifier ces hypotheses sans faire de predictions "certaines" et 

decident d'entreprendre une experience dont le montage a ete plus ou 

moins fixe par V. Aebischer et J. Turner, ie deuxieme jour de la 

reunion, d'apres les indications de W. Doise. Tous les participants de 

la reunion recevront d'ici peu une proposition qul determiners plus 

en detail les modalites de 1'experience qui a 6te tracee comme suit:

Ingroup/Outgroup Ingroup

Relevant
r - ...........

Irrelevant Relevant Irrelevant

Consistency
2 () 2 0

Inconsistency
2 0 2 0

Avant le demarrage du pilotage de 1'exp e r i e n c e , chacun apportera 

alors encore les modifications qu'il juge n^cessaires.

Verena Aebischer



Conference on "Threatened Identities"

"Social Identification as a reaction to Group Failure"

J.C. Turner. M. Hogg and P. J. Oakes 
Department of Psychology 
University of Bristol

This paper is concerned with the social psychology of the formation 

and cohesiveness of social groups, in particular with the problem of why 

social groups which mediate failure, defeat, losses or low status for their 

members can remain and sometimes increase in cohesiveness. Current theories 

posit cohesiveness or interpersonal attraction as the main psychological b o

in group formation. Moreover, cohesiveness is based directly or indirectly on 

the rewards or reinforcements which group members provide for each other.

Thus cohesiveness should increase with group success and decrease with group 

failure. In fact, this result is found under some but not all conditions. There 

is both experimental and anecdotal evidence that group failure can sometimes 

increase the morale, motivation and solidarity of group members. This reinforces 

other evidence that the social cohesion model of group belongingness may be 

inadequate. Our hypothesis is that psychological group membership may reflect 

a process of Social Identification: a redefinition of the self-concept in terms 

of some shared social category membership. This implies that self-conception 

or self-attitudes in terms of cognitive divisions between people rather than 

interpersonal attitudes or emotional bonds between people may be basic to group- 

belongingness. Group cohesiveness therefore, can be seen as the sympton of a 

socially based self-definition.

Research demonstrates that counter-attitudinal behaviour can induce 

private attitude change in line with public behaviour. Moreover, it has been 

established that private attitude change can either increase or decrease with the 

rewards for public behaviour depending on the specific conditions under which 

action takes place. Such attitude change may provide one mechanism for social 

identification: self-discrepant behaviour on the basis of some social category



membership may lead to the redefinition of the self in terms that social 

category and hence group-formation. In line with the attitude change findings, 

it was hypothesized that under conditions of free commitment to group 

membership and/or to some action distinctively based on group membership, 

social identification would be greater after group failure than success, but 

that without free commitment social identification would be greater after 

success than failure. Three experiments were carried out to test this hypothesis 

and are reported in the paper. Some related data on how failure-based social 

identification influences self-esteem and the causal attribution of failure 

are also discussed.



ABSTRACT

Group polarisation, or the tendency for group discussion to push individuals' 

attitudes further in the direction favoured by group members on a pretest ,  has been 

studied intensively recently, often in the guise of risky-shift.  Current theories (social 

comparison and persuasive-arguments models) equate this type of attitude change 

with that displayed by individuals in isolation, despite the evidence which suggests 

that group-based variables have a considerable impact on polarisation. It is assumed 

that polarisation results from the desire to differentiate oneself  from others in a 

socially-valued direction (social comparison theory) or from exposure to new arguments 

(informational influence theory). Both these approaches are inadequate. Social 

comparison theory rests on an erroneous assumption about the group norm and on 

overly e las t ic  and post hoc analyses of social  values,  while informational influence 

models have difficulty explaining the enhancing effects  and the dynamic of group 

interaction.

This review paper will develop an alternative theory of group polarisation, and 

will stress the qualitatively different effects which derive from definition of the self 

as a group member. We maintain that social identification gives r ise to referent inform

ational influence or self-stereotyping. That i s ,  the individual uses his social identity 

to determine his own character ist ics ,  attributing the be l ie fs ,  values,  norms e tc .  of 

the group to the se lf .  Group polarisation, then, is caused by a kind of pervasive 

conformity effect .  Because of the way information about people and groups is processed 

(using a representativeness heuristic) subjects perceive the group norm to be more 

extreme than the group's average pretest position. Identification with the group 

causes the attribution of this polarised group norm or criteria 1 attribute to the self 

and thus individuals shift their opinions further towards the perceived extreme insuring 

that the actual group norm does become polarised. This analysis does not rule out 

the effects  of social comparison or informational influence. Perception of the group 

norm is based on comparison with others and comprehension of their arguments.

It is a lso likely that social differentiation and attention to new information increase 

the polarisation which results from referent informational influence. However we assert  

that the force motivating attitude change, at laest  init ially,  is not social  comparison 

or new information but the redefinition of self  that results from social  identity 

becoming salient.



Arguments and evidence will be pres ented to support our contention that the 

perceived group norm is already polarised. It should become clear in the course of 

discussion that a referent informational influence, model provides a more coherent 

account of the empirical evidence than existing theories and furthermore that this 

model can so lv e  puzzles raised by the apparently contradictory and anomalous 

findings of several experiments. Finally, research engendered by the new approach 

will be briefly outlined.
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There has been a major upsurge of basic research on intergroup 

behaviour in social psychology over the last decade and half. Two 

important recent developments have been a growing preoccupation with 

the individual cognitive mechanisms determining stereotyping and 

the perception of ingroup and outgroup members and the emergence of 

a sizeable body of research on intergroup discrimination and conflict, 

social influence and social cognition, all united by an interest in 

the causes and distinct effects of individuals acting in terms of 

their social identity as group members.

There are theoretical continuities between these trends,

but also a fundamental difference of focus: most simply, whereas 

the former looks primarily at how individuals categorize and stereotype 

others as group members, the latter sees the transformation of 

individual identity by the social categorization of the self as 

the essential feature of intergroup psychology. The relevant research 

is reviewed and their differ ing implications for social psychology! 

and current issues in the social psychology of language and ethnic 

relations are discussed.


