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A TALE OF TWO THEORIES:
A CRITICAL COMPARISON OF IDENTITY THEORY
WITH SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY*

MICHAEL A. HOGG
DEBORAH 1. TERRY

KATHERINE M. WHITE
The University of Queensiand

Identity theory and social identity theory are twa remarkably similar perspectives on the
dynamic mediation of the socially constructed self between individual behavior and social
structure. Yet there is almost no systematic communication between these two perspectivies;
they occupy parallel but separate universes. This article describes both theories,
summarizes theivr similarities, critically discusses their differences, and outlines some
research directions. Against a background of metatheoretical similarity, we find marked
differences in terms of 1) level of analysis, 2) the role of intergroup behavior, 3) the
relationship between roles and groups, and 4) salience of social context and identity.
Differences can be traced largely to the microsociological roots of identity theory and the
psychalogical raots of social identiry theory. Identiry theory may be more effective in dealing
with chronic identities and with interpersonal social interaction, while social identity theory
may be more useful in exploring intergroup dimensions and in specifving the sociocognitive

generative details of identity dynamics.

Identity theory (e.g., Burke 1980; McCall
and Simmons 1978; Stryker 1968; R.H.
Turner 1978} and social identity theory (e.g.,
Hogg and Abrams [988; Tajfel and Turner
1979; I.C. Turner 1982, 1985; I.C. Turner et
al. 1987) are two perspectives on the social
basis of the self-concept and on the nature of
normative behavior. These two perspectives
have many similarities. Both address the
social nature of self as constituted by society,
and eschew perspectives that treat self as
independent of and prior to scciety. Both
regard the self as differentiated into multiple
identities that reside in circumscribed prac-
tices (e.g., norms, roles), and they use similar
wards and a similar language —but often with
quite different meanings (e.g., identity, iden-
tity salience, commitment).

Remarkably, the two theories occupy
parallel but separate universes, with virtually
no cross-referencing. The coexistence of such
apparently similar explanatory frameworks is
problematic for social science, and to our
knowledge no published attempt has been
made to systematically compare them. The
aim of this article is to compare identity

* Correspondence should he addressed to Michael A.
Hagg, Department of Psychalogy, University of Queens-
land, Brishane, QLD 4072, Austrajia. E-mail: mike
@psy.ug.edu.au, FAX: +61 (7)3363-4466.

theory with social identity theory in arder to
highlight their similarities and differences,
and to suggest some critical ohservations that
may indicate possible directions for future
research. We hope to encourage dialogue
between proponents of the two theories that
may pave the way for comparative studies and
subsequent distinctions between and articula-
tion of the two theories.

Identity theory is principally 2 microsocio-
logical theory that sets out to explain
individuals® role-related behaviors, while so-
cial identity theory is a social psychological
theory that sets out to explain group processes
and intergroup relations. Both theories place
their major theoretical emphasis on a multi-
faceted and dynamic self that mediates the
relationship between social structure and
individual behavior. General differences can
be atiributed, to a significant extent, to the
différent disciplinary roots of the two theo-
ries—sociology for one and psychology for
the other. More specific differences include
the degree and type of specification of
sociocognitive processes that are associated
with identity-related behavior, and the rela-
tive emphasis placed on roles and on
intergroup relations.

We begin by overviewing the two theories
in sufficient detail, we hope, to give an initial
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understanding to someone not familiar with
oneg theory or the other, This task is difficult in.
itself because of the historical lack of cross-
referencing between the two theories, and be-
cause of differences in theoretical emphasis
among identity theorists. We go on to identify
some similarities and differences between the
theories, suggest strengths and weaknesses, and
conclude with some thoughts on implications
for theory and research.

IDENTITY THEORY

Identity theory (Stryker 1968, 1980, 1987,
Stryker and Serpe 1982; also see Burke 198(),
McCall and Simmons 1978; R.H. Turner 1978)
explains social behavior in terms of the recip-
rocal relations between self and society. It is
strongly associated with the symbolic interac-
tionist view that saciety affects social behavior
through its influence on self (Mead 1934; also
see Blumer 1969), and was developed in part
in order (o translate the central tenets of sym-
bolic interactionism into an empirically test-
able set of propositions (Stryker 1980, 1987;
Stryker and Serpe 1982). Identity theory, how-
ever, rejects the symbolic interactionist view
of society as a “relatively undifferentiated, co-
operative whole” (Stryker and Serpe 1982:
206), arguing instead that society is “com-
plexly differentiated but nevertheless
organized™ (Stryker and Serpe 1982:206). This
vision of society forms the basis for the central
propaosition. on which identity theory is predi-
cated: that as a reflection of society, the self
should be regarded as a multifaceted and or-
ganized construct. Identity theorists refer to
the multiple components of self as identities
(or, more specifically, role identities). The no-
tions of identity salience and commitment are
used in turn to account for the impact of role
identities on social behavior.

Although identity theory originally was
formulated by Stryker (Stryker 1968, 1980,
1987, Stryker and Serpe 1982), the term is
now used more widely to refer also to related

theoretical work that acknowledges links

between a multifaceted notion of self and the
wider social structure {Burke 1980; McCall &
Simmons 1978; R.H. Turner 1978). This
wider perspective, although still clearly
grounded in symbolic interactionism, is not
homogeneous. There are differences in em-
phasis and interpretation: Stryker, for in-
stance, views [dentities as mare stable than do
same ather identity theorists, and tends to
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place less emphasis on the key symbolic
interactionist mechanism of “taking the role
of the other.” Because this diversity makes it
difficult to provide the brief overview re-
quired by this article, we have opted to Jean
toward Stryker’s exposition, but with appro-
priate recognition of alternative emphases.

The general perspective of identity theory
forms the basis for a relatively large body of
microsociological literature concerned with
predicting role-related behavior (e.g., Simon
1992; Thoits 1991). Accordingly, identity
theorists have tended to focus on individual-
istic consequences of identity-related pro-
cesses {Rosenberg 1981).

Role Identities

Symbolic interactionists such as Mead
(1934) and Cooley (1902) considered the self
to be a product of social interaction, in that
people come to know who they are through
their interactions with others; in this perspec-
tive, a core mechanism is that of “taking the
role of the other.” Because people tend to
interact in groups, it is perhaps not surprising
that people may have as many distinct selves
ag there are distinct groups whose opinions
matter to them {(JTames [1890] 1930). These
two ideas come together in identity theory,
which views the self not as an autonomous
psychological entity but as a multifaceted
social construct that emerges from people’s
roles in society; variation in self-concepts is
due to the different roles that people occupy.
Stryker proposed that we have distinct
components of self, called role identities, for
each of the role positions in society that we
occupy (Stryker 1968, 1980; also see Burke
1980; Strvker and Serpe 1982; Wiley 1991).
For example, a person’s role identities may
include the fact that she is a mother, a wife, a
daughter, a social worker, and a blood donar,

Role identities are self-conceptions, self-
referent cognitions, or self-definitions that
peaple apply to themselves as a consequence
of the structural role positions they occupy,
and through a process of labeling or self-
definition as a member of a particular social
category (Burke 1980; Theits 1991). Role
identities provide meaning for self, not only
hecause they refer to concrete role specifica-
tions, but also hecause they distinguish roles
from relevant complementary or counterroles
(e.g., Lindesmith and Strauss 1956). For
example, “the role of mother takes on
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meaning in connection with the role of father,
‘doctor’ in connection with ‘nurse,” and so
on” (White and Burke 1987:312). Ultimately
it is through social interaction that identities
actually acquire self-meaning; they are reflex-
ive (Burke and Reitzes 1981). Others respond
to a persen in terms of his or her role
identities. These responses, in tum, form the
basis for developing a sense of self-meaning
and self-definition.

Identity is the pivotal concept linking social
structure with individual action; thus the
prediction of behaviar requires an analysis of
the relationship between self and social
structure. While society provides roles that
are the basis of identity and self, the self is
also an “active creator of social behavior™
{Stryker 1980:385). Role identities, by defini-
tion, imply action” (Callero 1985:2035). From
an identity theory perspective, a role is a set
of expectations prescribing behavior that is
considered appropriate by others (Simon
1992). Satisfactory enactment of roles not
only confirms and validates a person’s status
as a role member (Callero 1985) but also
reflects positively on self-evaluation. The
perception that one is enacting a role
satisfactorily should enhance feelings of
self-esteem, whereas perceptions of poor role
performance may engender doubts about
one's self-worth, and may even produce
symptoms of psychological distress (Thoits
1991; also see Hoelter 1983; Stryker and
Serpe 1982). Distress may arise if feedback
from others—in the form of reflected apprais-
als or perceptions of the self suggested by
others” hehavior—is perceived to be incon-
gruent with one’s identity. According to
Burke (1980, 1991; Burke and Reitzes 1991),
identities act as cybernetic control systems:
they bring into play a dissonance-reduction
mechanism whereby people modify their
behavior to achieve a match with their
internalized identity standards. This process
in tumn reduces distress.

Identity theorists focus on the self-defining
roles that people occupy in society, rather
than on the wider range of different social
attributes that can be ascribed to self. These
latter attributes, which might include gender,
race, ethnicity, and so forth, often function as
master staruses (Stryker 1987} because in
many contexts they override ail other charac-
teristics of the person. They are structurally
based attributes that reflect the features of the
social structure in which people’s role identi-
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ties are emhedded, but hecause they do not
carry specific sets of behavioral expectations
(Thoits 1991) they are not separate corpo-
nents of self. Nevertheless, social artributes
are considered to have an indirect impact on
self through their effect on the role positions
people can hold, the relative importance of
their role identities, and the nature of their
interactions with others. Identity theorists
disagree, however, about how to treat social
attributes.!

Identiry Salience

Identity theory links role identities to
behavioral and affective outcomes, and ac-
knowledges that some identities have more
self-relevance than others. Role identities are
organized hierarchically in the self-concept
with regard to the probability that they will
form the basis for action. Those positioned
near the top of the hierarchy are more likely
to be invoked in a particular situation, and
hence are more self-defining than those near
the bottom (MeCall and Simmons 1978;
Stryker 1968; Wiley 1991). Stryker {1987)
argues that the notion of identity salience is
distinguishable from other related microsocio-
logical constructs, such as role-person merger
(R.H. Turner 1978), psychological centrality
(Rosenberg 1979), and identity prominence
(McCall and Simmons 1978), because it is
defined hehaviorally rather than psychologi-
cally. Identity salience is conceptualized (and
operationalized) as the likelihood that the
identity will be invoked in diverse situations.
In contrast, other concepts (such as role-
person merger) focus more strongly on the
person’s perception of the importance or
significance of the identity relative to other
identities (see Nuttbrock and Freudiger 1991).

The direct and explicit implication of this
behavioral notion of identity salience is that
identities positioned higher in the salience
hierarchy are tied more closely to behavior.
Thus people with the same role identities may
behave differently in a given context because
of differences in identity salience (e.g.,
Callero 1985; Thoits 1991). For example, one

! [dentity theorists disagree ahout haw to treat social
atiributes, and therefore abhout whether they camy
behavioral expectations. For example, Burke (e.g., 1991)
treats them as identities, Thoits (1991) as influences on
identittes, and Stryker and Serpe (1982) as social
structural features that influence identity commitment.
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person may work on the weekend while
another may spend time with the children,
although both may have a “parent” role
identity. The difference in behavior is due to
differences in identity salience (cf. Serpe
1987). Peaple also may enact role-congruent
behavior even in situations that are not
role-relevant: for example, people with a
salient “parent” identity rmay, at work,
engage inappropriately in behaviors related to
their roles as parents (cf. Nuttbrock and
Freudiger 1991). Although identity theory
specifies clearly the hypothesis that salient
identities engender role-congruent behavior,
Stryker (1968) acknowledges that in some
situations, contextual demands may be so
strong that the choice of behavior will be
determined solely by the nature of the
situation rather than by identity salience.

As well as affecting behavior, salient
identities have affective outcomes: their
enactment should exert more influence than
do identities lower in the hierarchy on a
person’s sense of self-meaning, feeling of
self-worth, and level of psychological well-
being (Callero 1985; Thoits 1991). This idea
can be traced back to James's early view that
role-congruent behaviors have self-evaluartive
implications which vary according to the
relative importance of the different compo-
nents of self. James writes:

I, who for the time have staked my all on being
a psychologist, am mortified if others know
much more psychology than 1. But I am
contented to wallow in the grossest ignorance of
Greek. My deficiencies there give me no sense
of personal humiliation at all. Had I *preten-
sions"” to be a linguist, it would have been just
the reverse [1890] 1950:309).

In addition to behavioral and affective
outcorres, identity salience influences peo-
ple’s relationships, particularly their percep-
tions and evaluations, of others (Callero
1985: McCall and Simmons 1978). Although
not extensively developed, one proposal is
that salient identities are associated with
pasitive evaluations of others who occupy the
same role. Another, more fully explored
proposal is that the number and importance of
social relationships premised on a particular
role ideptity may influence the salience of that
identity. This idea is captured by the notion of
commitmert.

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY QUARTERLY

Commitment

Identity theory propaoses that the salience of
a particular identity will be determined by the
person’s commitment to that role. Commit-
ment, defined as the “degree to which the
individual’s relationships to particular others
are dependent on being a given kind of
person™ (Stryker and Stratham 1985:343),
reflects the extent to which important signifi-
cant others are judged to want the person to
accupy a particular role position. Commit-
ment to a particular role identity is high if
peaple perceive that many of their important
social relationships are predicated on occu-
pancy of that role. The consequence of
vacating such a role is loss of a social network
that is psychologically impertant, for exam-
ple, for the self-concept and for self-esteem
{Hoelter 1983).

Stryker (1980) identified two types of com-
mitment: 1} interactional commitment, reflect-
ing the number of roles associated with a par-
ticular identity (the extensivity of commitment),
and 2) affective commitment, referring to the
importance of the relationships associated with
the identity —in other words, the leve] of af-
fect associated with the potential loss of these
social relationships {the intensivity of commit-
ment). The more strongly committed a person
is to an identity —in terms of both interactional
and affective commitraent—the higher the level
of identity salience will be. In terms of net-
work relationships, the more fully a person’s
important socizl relationships are based on oe-
cupancy of a particular identity, in corparison
with other identities, the more salient that iden-
tity will be. Similarly, the larger the number of
persons included in such a set of social rela-
tionships, the more salient the identity (Stryker
and Serpe 1982).

By acknowledging the impact of social
networks on people's self-concepts, identity
theory links the wider social structure (in
terms of role positions} and the person’s more
intimate social networks (through levels of
commitment to different role positions) to the
self-concept, and also connects social struc-
ture to the development and maintenance of
social relationships (Serpe 1987).

Summary

In summary, identity theory postulates that
self reflects the wider social structure insofar
as self is a collection of identities derived
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from the role positions occupied by the
person. Society in the form of role positions
provides a person with a sense of self-
meaning and influences social behavior
through these role-related components of self.
Hence the impact of society on behavior is
mediated by self-referent role identities. In an
extension to this basic proposition, identity
theory distinguishes among identities in terms
of their hierarchical position in a person’s
structure of identities—a distinction that is
used to account for variation in behavioral
choice and that has implications for affective
outcomes. The relative salience of different
identities, in turn, is based on the number and
strength of important social relationships that
depend on occupancy of specific roles.
Central characteristics of identity theory are
that 1) it represents a social psychological
made] of self in that social factors are seen to
define self; 2) the social nature of self is
conceived as derived from the role positions
that people occupy in the social world; 3) in
an enduring sense, these role identities are
proposed to vary in regard to their salience;
and 4) although identity theorists acknowl-
edge that reciprocal links exist between self
and society, they have been most interested in
individualistic outcomes of identity-related
processes. The impact of role identities on
relations with others has not been an
important focus of the theory, and their
influence on the broader social structure has
not been spelled out clearly.

SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY

Social identity theory is intended to be a
social psychological theory of intergroup
relations, group processes, and the social self.
It has its origins in early work in Britain by
Henri Tajfel on social factors in perception
(e.g., Tajfel 1959, 1969a) and an cognitive
and social belief aspects of racism, prejudice,
and discrimination (e.g., Tajfel 1963, 1969b,
1970), but was developed and fully formu-
lated in collaboration with Iohn Tumer and
others in the mid- to late 19705 at the
University of Bristol (e.g., Tajfel, 1974,
1678, 1982; Tajfel and Tumer 1979; J.C.
Turner 1982). During the 1980s significant
thearetical and empirical advances were made
as an increasing number of researchers,
mainly in Burope but also in North America
and Australia, came under its umbrella. Such
popularity has quite naturally spawned
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healthy controversy (cf. Abrams and Hogg
1990), but also has produced a number of
books that document strong and continuing
development (e.g., Hogg 1992; Hogg and
Abrams 1988, Oakes, Haslam, and Turner
1994; Tajfel 1984; I.C. Turner 1991; Turner
and Giles 1981; Turner et al. 1987). During
the early to mid-1980s John Tumer initiated
an important theoretical development of
social identity theory to produce self-
categorization theory (J.C. Turner 19853;
Turner et al. 1987). Although distinct from
social identity theory in some respects, it is
related closely enough to be considered as
part of the same theoretical and metatheoreti-
cal enterprise as social identity theory (ef.
Hogg forthcoming; Hogg and McGarty
1990).

The development of social identity theory
is intertwined with the development of a
distinct European social psychology. Since
the late 1960s European social psychologists
have considered themselves to have a slightly
different social and thearetical agenda than
North American socizl psychologists (e.g.,
Jaspars 1980, 1986; Tajfel 1972, 1984)—oane
that recognizes metatheoretical and concep-
teal limitations of theoretical reductionism
and instead seeks theories that articulate
individual psychological processes and wider
social forces (cf. Doise 1986; Lorenzi-Cioldi
and Doise 1990). These goals alsa frame
social identity theory and its more recent
extension into self-categorization theory. The
regional distinction between Europe and
North America, however, is now blurred
{(Mareland, Hogg, and Hains 1994).

Sacial Identity Theory

Social identity theory is specified in detail
elsewhere (e.g., Hogg 1992, 1993; Hogg and
Abrams 1988, Taifel and Turner 1979, I1.C.
Turner 1982). The basic idea is that a sacial
category (e.g., nationality, political affilia-
tion, sports team) into which one falls, and to
which one feels one belongs, provides a
definition of who one is in terms of the
defining characteristics of the category—a
self-definition that is a part of the self-
concept. People have a repertoire of such
discrete category memberships that vary in
relative overall importance in the self-
concept. Each of these memberships is
represented in the individual member’s mind
as a social identity that both describes and
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prescribes one’s attributes as a member of that
group—that s, what one should think and
feel, and how one should behave. Thus, when
a specific social identity hecomes the salient
basis for self-regulation in a particular
context, self-perception and conduct become
in-group stereotypical and normative, percep-
tions of relevant out-group members become
aut-group stereotypical, and intergroup be-
havior acquires competitive and discrimina-
tory properties to varying degrees depending
on the nature of relations between the groups.
Social identities are not only descriptive and
prescriptive; they are also evaluative. They
furnish an evaluation (generally widely shared
or consensual) of a social category, and thus
of its members, relative to other relevant
social categories. Because social identities
have these important self-evaluative conse-
quences, groups and their members are
strongly motivated to adopt behavioral strate-
gies for achieving or maintaining in-group/
out-group comparisons that favor the in-
group, and thus of course the self.

To account for social identity phenomena,
social identity theory invokes the operation of
two underlying sociocognitive processes. 1)
Categorization sharpens intergroup bound-
aries by producing group-distinctive stereo-
typical and normative perceptions and ac-
tions, and assigns people, including self, to
the contextually relevant category. Categori-
zation 1s a basic cognitive process that
aperates on social and nonsaocial stimuli alike
to highlight and bring into facus those aspects
of experience which are subjectively mean-
ingful in a particular context (see “Self-
Categorization Theory™ below). 2) Self-
enhancement guides the social categorization
process such that in-group norms and stereo-
types largely favor the in-group. It is assumed
that people have a basic need to see
themselves in a positive light in relation to
relevant others (i.e., to have an evaluatively
pasitive self-concept), and that self-enhance-
ment can be achieved in groups by making
comparisons between the in-group and rele-
vant out-groups in ways that favor the
in-group (but see Hogg and Abrams 1993).
For example, comparisons can be made on
stereotypical dimensions that favor the in-
group rather than on those which are less
flattering to the in-group.

An important feature of social identity
theory is that in order to explain group
members’ behavior, it formally articulates

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY QUARTERLY

these bhasic sociocognitive processes of cate-
gorization and self-enhancement with subjee-
tive belief structwres. The latter refer to
peaple’s beliefs about the nature of relations
between their own group and relevant out-
groups. These beliefs (which are not neces-
sarily accurate reflections of reality because
they can be, and often are, ideological
constructs) concern the stability and legiti-
macy of intergroup status relations and the
possibility of social mobility (psychalogically
passing from one group to another) or social
change (psychologically changing the self-
evaluative consequences of existing in-group
membership}. Subjective belief structures
influence the specific behaviors that group
members adopt in the pursuit of self-
enhancement through evaluative positive so-
cial identity. For example, a group that
helieves its lower status position is relatively
legitimate and stable but that it is quite
possible to pass psychologically into the
dominant group (i.e., acquire a social identity
as a member of the higher-status group) will
be unlikely to show much solidarity or engage
in much direct intergroup competition. In-
stead members will attempt, as individuals, to
disidentify and gain psychological entry to the
dominant group. In contrast, a group that
believes its lower status position is illegiti-
mate and unstable, that passing is not viable,
and that a different social arder is achievable
will show marked solidarity and will engage
in direct intergroup competition.

Self-Categorization Theory

Self-categorization theory (I.C. Tumer
1985; Turner et al. 1987; also see Oakes et al.
1994; J.C. Turner 1991) is a recent develop-
ment that elaborates in detail the operation of
the categorization process as the cognitive
basis of group behavior. The process of
categorization accentuates both perceived
similarities between stimuli {physical objects
ar people, including self) belonging to the
same category and perceived differences
between stimuli belonging to different catego-
ries. This accentuation effect occurs on
dimensions that the categarizer believes are
correlated with the categorization. Thus, for
example, when feminists who believe that
men are more aggressive than women catego-
rize themselves as feminists, they will tend to
exaggerate men's aggressiveness, to see all
men as more aggressive than all wormen, to
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see little difference in aggressiveness among
men, and to see [ittle difference in nonaggres-
siveness among women (including self). The
categorization-accentuation process as a
whole serves an important function for the
individual. It highlights intergroup disconti-
nuities, ultimately renders experience of the
world subjectively meaningful, and identifies
those aspects which are relevant to action in a
particular context.

Categorization of self and others into
in-group and out-group defines people’s
social identity and accentuates their perceived
similarity to people’s cognitive representation
of the defining features of the group (.e.,
their group prototypicality, or normative-
ness). People are essentially “depersonal-
ized”: they are perceived as, are reacted to,
and act as embodiments of the relevant
in-group prototype rather than as unique
individuals. Depersonalization of self is the
basic process underlying group phenomena—
for example, social stereotyping, group cohe-
sion and ethnocentrism, cooperation and
altruism, emotional contagion and empathy,
collective behavior, shared norms, and the
mutual influence process. It has none of the
negative implications of terms such as
“dehumanization”™ ar “deindividuation”; it
simply refers to a contextual change in the
level of identity (from unique individual to
group member), not to a loss of identity.
Through depersonalization, self-categoriza-
tion effectively brings self-perception and
behavior info line with the contextually
relevant in-group prototype, and thus trans-
forms individuals into group members and
individuality into group behavior.

According to self-categorization theory,
people cognitively represent social groups in
terms of protolypes. A prototype is 2
subjective representation of the defining
attributes {e.g., bheliefs, attitudes, behaviors)
of a social category, which is actively
constructed from relevant social information
in the immediate or more enduring interactive
context {cf. Fiske and Taylor 1991). Because
members of the same group generally find
themselves placed relatively similarly in the
same social field (i.e., they are exposed to
similar information from the same perspec-
tive), their prototypes usually are very
similar—that is, shared. Prototypes aordinarily
are unlikely to be checklists of attributes
(though of course they can be eljcited in this
form by probing). Rather, they are fuzzy sets
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that capture the context-dependent features of
group membership, often in the form of
representations of exemplary members (actual
group members who embody the group) most
fully or ideal types (a relatively nebulous
abstraction of group features). Peaple can
assess the prototypicality of real group
members, including self—that is, the extent
to which a member is perceived ta be close ar
similar to the group prototype.

Because group prototypes define groups as
distinct entities, they are constructed as a
dynamic balance between competing cogni-
tive pulls to minimize intracategory differ-
ences and to maximize intercategory differ-
ences—a process governed by the principle of
metacontrast. For this reason, prototypes are
influenced strongly by what out-group is
salient. Therefore relatively enduring changes
in prototypes and thus in self-conception can
oceur if the relevant comparison out-group
changes over time —for instance, if Cathalics
gradually come to define themselves in
contradistinction to Muslims rather than to
Protestants. Such changes are also very
transitory insofar as they are tied to whatever
out-group is salient in the immediate social
context. Thus social identity is highly dy-
namic: it is responsive, in both type and
content, to intergroup dimensions of immedi-
afe social comparative contexts.

This responsiveness of social identity to
immediate social contexis is a central feature
of socizl identity and self-categorization
theory. The cognitive system, in seeking to
maximize meaning in a specific context,
engages whatever categorization is cogni-
tively most readily available and best explains
or fits the similarities and differences among
people. For example, we might initially “try
on” the readily available categorization of
“man/woman” to make sense of a particular
social context (e.g., what people are doing,
saying, wearing}. The category of “man™ or
of “woman,” however, would not hecome
fully activated as the basis of self-categoriza-
tion and depersonalization unless it made
adequate sense of relevant similarities and
differences (i.e., fit the data well}. Once fully
activated on the basis of perceived similarities
and differences among stimuli, categories
organize themselves around contextually rele-
vant prototypes and are used as a basis for the
perceptual accentuation of intragroup similar-
ities and intergroup differences, thereby
maximizing separateness and clarity. Self-
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categorization in terms of the activated
in-group category then depersonalizes hehav-
ior in terms of the in-group prototype.

The subjective salience of social categories
is governed not only by the mechanics of
stimulus-category fit, but also by the moti-
vated availability of social categories. That is,
people engage actively in more or less
competifive {and more or less successful)
renegotiation of the frame of reference in
arder to achieve a self-categarization that is
more favorable for conceptualization of self
in that context. For instance, a nontraditional
male at a feminist meeting might try to avoid
the contextually negative implications of
self-categorization as male by drawing atten-
tion to contextually less negative self-
categorizations.

Stuummary

The social identity and self-categorization
madels of group processes have a number of
important features: 1) they are general
theories of the social group, not constrained
by group size, dispersion, and so forth; 2)
they incorporate the rale of both the immedi-
ate and the more enduring intergroup context
in group behavior; 3) they account for the
range of group behaviors {(e.g., conformity,
stereotyping, discrimination, ethnocentrism)
in terms of a limited number of theoretically
integrated generative principles; 4) they are
basically sociocognitive; and 5) they do not
construct group processes from interpersonal
processes. The process of self-categorization
depersonalizes perception, feelings, and ac-
tion in terms of the contextually relevant
self-defining in-group prototype. Behavior
thus is influenced by the categorical structure
of society via the mediation of social identity
and the accompanying process of self-
categarization. The contextual salience of
specific social identities rests on the extent to
which they render maximally meaningful 2
particular context, and contextual factors
influence the form taken by identity-contin-
gent cognitions and behaviors. Because social
identities are attached to value, a complex
social dynamic exists in which groups vie for
relatively positive social identity. Intergroup
relations and social identity thus are dynami-
cally intertwined.

SOME SIMILARITIES

Because identity and social identity theory
are isolated scientifically from one another, it
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has been necessary to provide a somewhat
detailed overview of both perspectives. This
review enables us to identify some of the
principal similarities and differences between
them —similarities and differences which
must be understood in their wider disciplinary
context as reflecting the fact that identity
theory is ultimately a sociological theory and
social identity theory a psychological theory.

Both theories address the structure and
function of the socially consiructed self
(called identity or social identity) as a
dynamic construct that mediates the relation-
ship between social structure or society and
individual social behavior. Reciprocal links
between society and self are acknowledged by
bath thearies. Behavior is considered to be
organized into meaningful units that are
subsumed by specific self-definitions: identity
theory discusses the organization of behavior
in terms of roles, while social identity theory
talks of norms, stereotypes, and prototypes.
Tust as behavior is organized into discontinu-
ous clusters, the self 1s structured into discrete
identities that are interrelated in various
important ways. Both theories also discuss
the way in which identities are internalized
and used to define self: social identity theory
speaks of social identification and the process
of self-categorization, while identity theory
discusses the process of labeling or naming
oneself as a member of a social category, or
of commitment.

One reason for these similarities may he
that social identity theory is relatively distinct
among recent social psychological theories, in
ways that make it more comparable to
sociological theories. Confemporary social
psycholagical theories tend to focus only on
intrapsychic processes and interpersonal rela-
tions, while social identity theory attempts to
explain group behavior in terms of concepts
that articulate societal and psychological
processes and that recognize the primacy of
society over individual.

SOME DIEFERENCES

Conceptually more interesting are the
differences between identity and social iden-
tity theory. In general it is not appropriate to
castigate theories for failing to do what they
did not set out to do in the first place; a theory
ought to be assessed against its self-
proclaimed explapatory scope. Therefore in
this respect it would be easier to justify an
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attempt to criticize social identity and self-
categonization theories for failing to meet
their goal of articulating psychological and
social factors in the explanation of group
processes than to justify a criticism of identity
theory for failing to expand on the sociocog-
nitive processes underpinning identity. We
believe, however, that the coexistence of two
such similar frameworks warrants some
comment on the extent to which these theories
can articulate society and individual and
describe generative processes. We compare
the theories from the standpoint of 2 sacial
identity theorist; an identity theorist’s stand-
point might be expected to raise different
1ssues or to place a different interpretation on
issues.?

Level of Analysis

One of the most important sources of
differences is the fact that identity theory is
nat essentially a psychological theory, and
therefore does not place much emphasis on
describing generative cognitive processes. In
this respect, social identity theory, as a
psychological theory, may have some advan-
tages over identity theory —advaniages that
stem from its more detailed specification of
sSoclocognitive processes.

For instance, identity theory focuses on the
process of labeling oneself as belonging to a
particular social category, acknowledges the
role that others may play in supporting this
categorization, and relates self-conception to
behavior via behavioral prescriptions embod-
ied by roles. Yet it generally stops short of
specifying in any detail the cognitive pro-
cesses and structures (e.g., categorization,
prototypes} that may underlie identity dynam-
ics and may produce conformity to norms.
Burke (1991; Burke and Reitzes 1991),
however, has described a dissonance-reduc-
tion process in which the self, as a cybernetic
control mechanism, is motivated to bring

 Alternative interpretations might include the follaw-
ing: 1) Symbalic interactionism places “taking the role of
the other™ at center stage as a cognitive process; thus
identity theory, which is bhased on symbalic interaction-
1sm, does explore cognitive processes. 2) Same identity
theary petspectives (e.g., McCali and Simmons 1978)
are explicit about the influence of situational factors on
identity enactrents; therefore identity theory is situation-
ally dynamic. 3) Depending on how roles are defined,
general social attributes are viewed by some identity
theorists as carrying hehavioral expectations (e.g., Burke
1991
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self-conception into line with reflected ap-
praisals {perceptions of self suggested by
others' behavior) by modifying own behavior,
People behave in ways that are consistent
with their role identities as a consequence of
reducing or avoiding incongruency between
internalized identity standards and others’
perceptions of self. With the exception of this
proposed mechanism, sociocognitive mecha-
nisms do not oceupy a central role in identity
theory. Although the original symbolic inter-
actionist emphasis on “taking the role of the
other™ actually invites a sociocognitive anal-
ysis, such as that proposed by Burke,
role-taking processes are largely not exam-
ined empirically or elaborated by identity
theorists, but rather are assumed. In contrast,
such processes and structures form the
theoretical and empirical core of social
identity theory, particularly self-categoriza-
tion theory, which specifies in detail a social
psychological process that links identity to
behavior via depersonalization and confor-
mity.

Stemming from differences in emphasis on,
and type of, sociocognitive process, identity
theory only hints at the possibility that people
may favorably evaluate others who have the
same role identities as themselves and that
this favorable evaluation may be stronger as a
function of identity salience. This idea is
explored more fully by social identity/self-
categorization theory through the notion of
depersonalized social attraction (Hogg 1992,
1993). Finally, identity theory’s lesser em-
phasis on generative sociocognitive process
may also be partly responsible for its
tendency to underplay the role of the
immediate context and instead to attribute
identity changes to changes in role position
(see below). Social identity theory, in con-
trast, has a somewhat more dynamic and
more highly elaborated perspective, which
explains contextual salience in terms of social
comparative factors, self-esteemn motivation,
uncertainty reduction, and social explanation.
This approach may be able to account more
fully for the responsiveness of social behavior
to the immediate context.

We believe that one of the strengths of so-
cial identity/self-categorization theory, among
social psychological thearies, is that it tries
systematically to articulate (cf. Doise 1986;
Lorenzi-Cioldi and Doise 1990} the psycho-
logical level of analysis (sociocognitive pro-
cesses}) with the “sociological” level (socio-
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historical dimensions of intergroup relations).
In this respect, social identity is a social con-
struct that mediates individual and society. Frac-
tically, however, researchers tend to put their
conceptual energy into psychological, princi-
pally cognitive, factors; they lean, if anything,
toward the psychologization of behavior. Al-
though a great deal of detail is provided on
self-categorization and depersonalization, cur-
rently there is less work on how social strue-
tural variables or social belief structures really
enter the picture (but cf. Taylor and Moghad-
dam 1987; van Knippenberg and Ellemers
1993}. Some critics have been led to ask to
what extent the theory in fact meets it§ meta-
theoretical objectives (e.g., Coandor 1990;
Wetherell and Potter 1992}, Identity theory
does not confront this problem because it does
not rest so explicitly on sociocognitive pro-
cesses. As a more sociological perspective, it
perceives a direct reciprocal link between in-
dividual and society mediated by the social
construct of role identity. In doing so it does
not reduce the social to the individual; nor, on
the ather hand, does it fully elaborate inter-
vening sociocognitive mechanisms. Can so-
cial identity theory perhaps help provide the
missing sociocognitive dimension, and iden-
tity theory help keep social identity theory away
from the jagged rocks of psychological reduc-
tionism?

Intergroup Behavior

Another important source of differences
between the theories is that social identity
theory is about intergroup relations and group
behavior, while identity theory concerns role
hehavior. Identity theory thus is focused
differently than social identity theory. It
concentrates on role behavior and role
identities, and does not consider in any direct
sense the impact of other social attributes on
self. These *“other attributes” are mainly
large-scale category memberships such as
ethnicity, sex, race, and nationality. For
social identity theory these are the most
significant sources of social identity; social
identity dynamics are contextualized by the
social relations between such categories.

Sacial identity theory places emphasis on
intergroup relations and thus on the role
played by out-groups; identity theory does
not. Instead identity theory addresses counter-
reles (e.g., father-daughtery, which are not
necessarily the same thing as out-groups (i.e.,
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Burke and Tully 1977). In addition, counter-
roles are considered relevant only insofar as
they help to clarify the meanings of role
identities. Identity theory places little empha-
sis on the impact of people’s identities on
their relations with out-group others. In
contrast, social identity theory tries to specify
the effects of salient social identity on
people's perceptions of and conduct toward
others, particularly out-group others. Sacial
identity theory therefore goes further than
identity theory. Not only does it explicate a
person’s individual behavioral choices, as
does identity theory; it also explicates peo-
ple’s relations with out-group others and
consequently allows some understanding of
intergroup behavior. Building on a character-
ization of society as hierarchically structured
in terms of relations between (large-scale)
social categories, social identity theory is
actually able to specify how a person’s
position in the social world (mediated by self)
affects social behavior. (From a sociological
perspective, however, research has focused
mainly on individual and group rather than on
individual and society.)

Paradoxically, then, the more psychologi-
cal perspective of social identity theory,
hecause of its intergroup analysis, may come
closer to achieving the more sociological goal
of identity theory to address the dynamic
impact of society on self. The “psychologi-
cal™ perspective not only has more to say
about underlying psychological processes, but
also may have more explanatory utility in
regard to truly social outcomes. In contrast,
the “sociological™ perspective seems to be
concerned more strongly with individualistic
outcomes of identity such as role behavior
and, recently, with affective outcomes such as
psychological well-being.

Roles and Groups

Social identity theory does not explicitly
discuss roles, though it would probably
consider roles to refer to positions in a given
group (e.g., leader, comic, bureaucrat; cf.
Hogg 1995, forthcoming). From this perspec-
tive one might argue that roles provide a
sense of distinct individual identity within a
group, perhaps satisfying a need for intra-
group differentiation (cf. Brewer’s [1991],
1993] notion of optimal distinctiveness} or
even a need for personal identity, but that
they do not provide a social identity in the
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strict sense of the term. This idea contrasts
quite sharply with identity theory, which
considers self-definition to derive principally
from roles, via role identities, rather than
from the broad range of wider social atiributes
that social identity theory considers to be the
basis of social identity. Sacial identity theory
therefore permits a conceptual differentiation
between roles (differential behavioral pre-
scriptions within a group) and identity based
on group membership. In contrast, identity
theory’s notion of roles has many properties
of both group membership and differential
behavioral prescriptions within a group; in
this sense, group membership and roles may
not be distinguished from one another.

Sacial Context and Identity Salience

Finally, we believe, the two theories differ
in how contextually responsive and how
dynamic they consider the self-concept to be.
Both formulations consider the self to be
structured into relatively discrete identities,
but identity theory, particulacly Stryker's
formulation, regards this structure as rela-
tively stable, changing primarily in response
to changes in role positions (e.g., Serpe
1987). Others, such as McCall and Simmons
(1978) and Burke (e.g., 1980, [991), view
identities as more responsive to context.
Roles themselves, however, are dynamically
constructed and reconstrucied through inter-
personal interaction. The chronic relative
salience of identities within the self-concept is
considered to be relatively stable; except in
rare circumstances, the chronic salience of a
person’s identity determines his or her
behavioral responses. For instance, the im-
pact of identities on affective outcomes
directly reflects the chronic salience of a
person’s identity. Identity theory acknowl-
edges that situational factors may be impor-
tant ¢e.g., McCall and Simmons 1987),
certainly in construction and reconstruction of
roles, but places less emphasis than does
social identity theory on elaboration of
sociocognitive processes that cause self to be
highly responsive to immediate contextual
cues. Burke (1991), however, suggests ways
in which a cybemetic model of identity can
explain the “rare™ occasions when perceived
incongruence produces identity change rather
than behavior change.

In contrast, although social identity theory
views social identity as an enduring construct
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that changes with changing intergroup rela-
tions, it also places at center stage the view
that the content of social identity is dynami-
cally responsive to immediate contextual
factors: different contexts may prescribe
different contextually relevant behaviors con-
tingent on the same social identity. Being
Australian in the United States, for instance,
can vary in chronic importance from person to
person, and the meaning and behavioral
prescriptions of this identity can vary as a
function of changing intergroup relations
between Australia and the United States.
Furthermore, immediate contextual factors
(the sitwation and the interactants) will
influence what aspect of Australian identity is
prescribed; a colloquium presentation and a
cocktail party might elicit very different
“Ausiralian” behaviors. This, we believe, is
a more dynamic treatment of the relationship
between self and identity {on the one hand)
and immediate social context {on the other)
than is offered by identity theory. In addition,
self-categorization theory, because of its more
highly elaborated cognitive emphasis, ex-
plores in greater detail than identity theory the
sociocognitive generative mechanisms associ-
ated with transitory identity salience.

Identity theory, however, goes further than
social identity theory in describing the
conditions under which particular identities
will be “chronically™ salient, and perhaps has
gone further toward theoretically and empiri-
cally considering the impact of chronic levels
of identity salience. It also places greater
emphasis on analysis of interpersonal social
interaction as an influence on enaction and
modification of roles, and thus on identity
dynamics.

CONCLUSIONS AND PROSPECTS

The aim of this article has been to compare
identity theory with social identity/self-
categorization theory as two perspectives on
the dynamic mediation between individual
social behavior and society (or social struc-
ture) of the socially constructed self. Identity
theory originates in the discipline of sociol-
agy, and deals with the structure and function
of people’s identity as related to the behav-
ioral roles they play in society. Social
identity/self-categorization theory originates
in the discipline of psychology, and deals
with the structure and function of identity as
related to people’s membership in groups.
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These two perspectives are remarkably simi-
lar; yet, to our knowledge, no attempt has
been made to formally contrast and compare
them. Such a comparison is long overdue as
the first step in a debate on conceptual
integration, demarcation, and differentiation
of the two perspectives.

Both theories consider social behavior to be
structured into meaningful units that are sub-
sumed by specific self-definitions (identities),
which themselves are interrelated parts of a dif-
ferentiated and structured self-concept. Empha-
sis i placed on explicating the processes re-
sponsible for intemalizing identities and for
making different identities the salient bases for
self-canception and conduct in patticular con-
texts. Against the background of these broad
conceptual and metatheoretical sirmilarities, frorm
the standpoint of a social identity theorist, a
number of significant differences exist.

First, identity theory is a perspective on the
relationship between the roles people play in
society and the identities that such roles
confer. The focus is on individual behavior as
it is mediated by role identities. In cantrast,
social identity theory concerns intergroup
relations and group processes, with a focus on
the generative role of identity in group and
intergroup aspects of behavior (e.g., confor-
mity, collective action, stereotyping, group
solidarity, ethnacentrism}. We believe that
because of this difference in emphasis, social
identity theory may be better placed to link
individual social behavior to dynamic features
of social structure.

Second, social identity theary, particularly
its recent extension into self-categorization
theory, goes further than identity theory in
elaborating the sociocognitive generative pro-
cesses that underlie the operation of identity.
This may be an advantage that allows social
identity theory to specify in greater detail than
identity theory how identities are internalized,
how contextual factors make different identi-
ties salient, and how identities produce
identity-consistent behavior. It has been
suggested, however, that social identity
theory, especially its recent extension into
self-categorization theory, may have become
too strongly concerned with cognitive pro-
cesses alone. This problem does not apply to
identity theory, which has the advantage of
focusing more explicitly on interindividual
social interaction as an influence on identity.

Third, identity theory concerns behavioral
roles and role identities rather than broader
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secial category membership; the opposite is
true of social identity theory. Fourth, social
identity theory views identity as a dynamic
construct that responds to changes in both
long-term intergroup relations and immediate
interactive contexts, and elabarates the under-
lying saciocognitive mechanism. Identity
theory tends more to view identity as a
relatively static property of roles, and focuses
on the dynamics of interpersonal social
interactive contexts that influence the con-
struction and reconstruction of roles.

Generally it is inadvisable to attempt to
integrate very different theories (cf. Billig's
[1976] critical analysis of efforts to integrate
Marxist with Freudian perspectives on the
explanation of prejudice). Often it is prefera-
ble to pit one theory against the other in an
empirical or conceptual attempt to establish
which is better. One way in which the two
theories discussed here could be pitted against
one another might be through research into
underlying sociocognitive processes. Can-
trasting predictions could be examined empir-
ically to compare the self-categorization and
social comparison processes specified by
social identity theory and self-categorization
theory with the cybernetic mechanism sug-
gested by Burke (1991; Burke and Reitzes
1991}). Another approach might be through
research into the predictive utility of inter-
group analyses, Contrasting predictions could
be examined empirically to compare the
intergroup analysis specified by social iden-
tity theory with the role analysis suggested by
identity theory.

Identity theory and social identity theory dif-
fer, we believe, in the degree and type of con-
textual responsiveness that they assign to iden-
tity. It would be worthwhile to devise empirical
tests in which the more static conception of
identities, as envisaged by identity theory, could
be pitted against the more contextually respon-
sive conceptualization of social identity/self-
categorization theory (cf. Oakes et al. 1994}
Social identity theory, however, could benefit
from consideration of identity theory’s more
detailed specification of the dynamics of chran-
ically salient identities, and its fuller attention
to interpersonal social interactive factors. Fi-
nally, identity theory links self-attitude (iden-
tity) ta behavior fairly automatically via the no-
tion of roles, while hardly specifying how this
happens, whereas social identity theory speci-
fies quite exactly the processes that link self-
attitude {identity} with normative behavior. Per-
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haps the twao theories can be coordinated to
help explain the general relationship between
attitudes and overt behavior (¢f. Hogg forth-
coming; Terry and Hogg forthcoming).

We have tried here to show that identity
theory is useful in its own domain; it has
particular strengths in its analysis of the
impact of chronic identities on (mostly
individualistic) outcomes, and in its emphasis
on interpersonal social interactive contexts.
Social identity theory is also useful in its own
domain; it is particularly strong in its
elaboration of sociocognitive processes and in
its emphasis on intergroup relations. These
strengths, we suggest, may allow one to
actually link society with individual social
behavior more effectively. It may be possibie
in some way to integrate or articulate identity
theory with social identity theory. For exam-
ple, it may be possible to locate the concept
of role and identity theory’s attendant analysis
of interpersonal social interaction within
social identity theory’s hroader intergroup
analysis and its more fully elaborated socio-
cognitive analysis. In the first instance,
however, it may be more useful to explore,
conceptually and empirically, the difference
between role identities and social identities.
What are the differences between identities
that arise from behavioral roles within
groups, identities that arise from group
membership, and identities that arise from
membership in large-scale social categories?

REFERENCES

Abrams, Domiinic and Michael A. Hogg. 1990, Secial
Identity Theory: Constructive and Critical Advances.
London: Harvester/Wheatsheaf.

Billig, Michael. 1976. Social Psychology and Intergroup
Relarions. London: Academic Press.

Blumer, Herbert. 1969. Swymbolic Interaction: Perspec-
tive and Method. Englewood Cliffs, NI: Prentice-Hall.

Brewer, Marilynn, 1991. “The Social Self: On Being the
Same and Different at the Same Time.” Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin 17:475-32,

. 1993, “The Rale of Distinctiveness in Social
Identity and Group Behaviour.™ Pp. 1-16 in Group
Mortivatian: Social Psychologival Perspectives, edited
by Michael A. Hogg and Dominie Abrams. Landon:
Harvester/Wheatsheaf.

Burke, Peter. I. 1980. “The Self: Measurement Require-
ments from an Interactionist Perspective.” Social
Psyehology Quarterly 43:18-29.

. 1991, “Identity Processes and Social Stress.™
American Socinlogical Review 36: 83649,

Burke, Peter J. and Donald C. Reitzes, 1981, “The Link
between Identity and Role Performance.” Social
Psyeholagy Quarterty 44:83-92.

. 1991, “An Identity Approach to Commitment. "

Social Psychology Quarterly 54:2R0--86.

267

Burke, Peter J. and Judy Tully. 1977, *The Measurement
of RolefIdentity.” Social Forces 55:880-97.

Callera, Peter. 1985. “Role-Identity Salience.” Social
Psychology Quarterly 48:203-15.

Callera, Peter L., Judith A. Howard, and Tane A. Pilavin.
1987. “Helping Behavior as Role Behavior: Disclosing
Saocial Structure and History in the Analysis of Prasocial
Action.™ Social Prychology Quarterly 50:247-56.

Condor, Susan. 1990, “Sacial Steraotypes and Sacial Iden-
tity.” Pp. 23049 in Social Idensity Theory: Construc-
tive and Critical Advances, edited by Dominic Abrams
and Michael A. Hogg. London: Harvester/Wheatsheaf.

Coaley, Charles. 1902, Human Narure and Social Ovder.
New Yoark: Serbners.

Daise, Willem. 1986. Levels of Explanation in Social Psy-
chology. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Fiske, Susan T. and Shelley E. Taylor. 1991. Social
Cognirion. 2nd ed. New Yark: McGraw-Hill.

Haelter, John W. 19383, “The Effects of Rale Evaluation
and Cormmnitment on Identity Salience ™ Social Psy-
chalogy Quarterfy 46:140~47.

Hogg, Michael A. 1992, The Social Psychology of Group
Cohersiveness: From Auraction to Social Identity,
London: Harvester/Wheatsheaf.

. 1993, “Group Cohesiveness: A Critical Review

and Some Wew Directions.” Ewropean Review of

Social Psychology 4:.85-111.

. Forthcoming. “Social Identity, Self-Categoriza-

tion. and the Small Group.” In Understanding Group

Behavier, Vol. 2: Small Group Processes and

Interpersonal Relations, edited by James Davis and

Eric Witte. Hillsdale, NI: Erlbaum.

. Forthcoming. “Intragroup Processes, Group
Strueture and Sacial Identity. ™ In Social Identity: The
Developing Legacy of Henri Tajfel, edited hy W. Peter
Robinsion. Oxford: Butterworth-Heidemane.

Haogg, Michael and Dominic Abrams. 1988 Social
Identifications: A Social Psvchology of Intergroup
Relations and Group Processes. London: Routledge.

. 1993, “Towards a Single-Process Uncertainty-
Reduction Madel of Sacial Mativation in Groups.™ Pp.
17380 in Group Motivation: Social Psycholagical
Perspectives, edited by M.A. Hogg and D. Abrams.
Landon: Harvester/Wheatsheaf.

Hagg, Michael A. and Craig MeGarty. 1990, “Self-
Categorization and Sacial Identity.” Pp. 10-27 in Social
Identity Theary: Constructive and Critical Advances, ed-
ited by D. Abrams and M.A. Hogg. Londan: Harvester
Wheatsheaf.

James, William [1890) 1950. The Principles of Psvchol-
ogy. New Yoark: Daver.

Jaspars, Joseph M.F. 1980. “The Coming of Age of
Social Psychology in Europe.™ Ewropean Journal of
Social Psychology 10:42]1-29.

. 1986. “Forum and Facus: A Personal View aof
Eurapean Social Psychology.” FEurgpean Journal of
Social Psychalogy 16:3-135.

Lindesmith, Alfred and A, Strauss. 1956, Sociaf
FPsychology. New Yoark: Halt, Ripehart and Winston.
Larenzi-Cioldi, Fabia and Willem Daoise. 1990, “Levels
of Analysis and Sacial Identity.” Pp. 71-88 in Social
tdentiry Theory: Constructive and Critical Advances,
edited by Dominic Ahrams and Michael A. Hogg.

London: Harvester/Wheatsheaf.

MeCall, George and Jerry Simmons. [978. fdentties and
Interactions. Revised ed. New York: Free Press.

Mead, George. 1934, Mind, Self, and Society: From the
Standpeint of a Social Behaviorisz, edited and with an




268

introduction by C.W. Morris Chicage: University of
Chicaga Press.

Maoreland, Richard L., Michael A. Hogg, and Sarah C.
Hains. [994. “Back ta the Future: S8ocial Psychologi-
cal Research an Groups.” Jowrnal of Experimental
Social Psychology 30:527--33.

Nuttbrock, Larry and Patricia Freudiger. 1991. “[dentity
Salience and Mathethood: A Test of Stryker's
Theary.” Social Psyehology Quarterly 54:146-57.

Oakes, Penelope I., S, Alexander Haslam, John C.
Tumer. 1994. Sterentyping and Social Realiry. Ox-
ford: Blackwell.

Pilavin, Jane A., Dorcas Evans and Peter Callern, 1984,
“Learning ta Give to ‘Unnamed Strangers': The
Pracess of Commitrient to Regular Blood Donation.™
Pp. 471-92 in The Developmenr and Maintenance of
Prosocial Behavior: International Perspectives, edited
by E. Staub, Daniel Bar-Tel, Jerzy Karylowski, and
Janusz Reyjowski. New York: Plenum.

Rasenberg, Mortris. 1979, Concetving the Self. New
York: Basic Books.

. 1981, “The Self-Concept: Sacial Product and
Sacial Farce.” Pp. 56292 in Social Psychology:
Seciolagical Perspectives, edited by Morris Rosenberg
and Ralph H. Tumer. New Yark: Basic Boaks.

Serpe, Richard T. 1987. Stability and Change in Self: A
Structural Symbalic Interactionist Explanation.” Se-
cial Povehology Quarterly 50:40--55.

Simon, Rabin W. 1992, "““Parental Role Strains, Saljetce
of Parental Identity, and Gender Differences in
Psychological Distress.™ Jfawrnal of Health and Social
Behavior 33:25-35.

Stryker, Sheldon. 1968. *Identity Salience and Role
Performatce: The Impordance of Symbolic Interaction,
Theary for Family Research." Jowrnal of Marriage
and the Family 30:555-64.

. 1980, Symbolic Interactionism: A Social Strue-

twral Version, Palo Alta: Benjamin/Cummings.

1987, “Identity Theary: Developments and
Extensions.” Pp. 89-104 in Self and Identiry, edited
by K. Yardley and T. Honess. New York: Wiley.

Stryker, Sheldon and Richard T. Serpe. 1582, “Commit-
ment, Identity Salience, and Role Behaviar.” Pp.
199-218 in Persanality, Roles, and Social Behavior,
edited by W. Ickes and E.S. Knowles. New Yark:
Springer-Verlag.

Stryker, Sheldon and Anne Statham. 1985, “Symbalic
Interaction and Rale Theary.” Pp. 311-78 in The
Handbook of Social Psychology, 3rd ed., edited by G.
Lindzey & E. Aronson. New York: Random House.

Tajfel, Henri. 1959. “Quantitative Judgment in Social
Perception.™ British Journal of Psychalagy 50:16-29.

. 1963, “Stereotypes.” Race 5:3-14.

. 1969a. *“Social and Cultural Factars in Percep-

tion.™ Pp. 315-94 in Handbook of Sacial Psychology,

Val. 3, edited by G. Lindzey and E. Aronson.

Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

. 1969h. “Cagnitive Aspects of Prejudice.”

Journal of Social Issues 25779597,

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY QUARTERLY

. 1970. “Experiments in Intergroup Discrimina-

tion.™ Scientific American 223:96-102.

. 1972, “Same Developments In European Sacial

Psychalagy.” European Journal of Social Psycholagy

2:307-22.

. 1974, “Soacial Identity and Intergroup Behav-

four.” Social Science fnformarion 13:65-93.

. ed. 1978, Differentiation between Sorial

Groups. London: Academic Press.

, ed. 1982, Social Identity and Intergroup Rela-

tions. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

. ed, 1984, The Social Dimension: European
Developments in Social Psychology. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.

Tajfel, Henri and John C. Turner. 1979, *An Integrative
Theory of Intergroup Conflict.” Pp. 33-47 in The
Sacial Psychology of Intergroup Relations, edited by
W.G. Austin and 5. Warchel, Monterey: Brooks-Cole.

Taylar, Donald M. and Fathali Moghaddam. 19387.
Theories of Intergroup Relations. New York: Praeger.

Terry, Deborah J. and Michael Hoge. Forthcoming.
“Group Norms and the Attitude-Behaviar Relation-
ship: A Role for Group Identification.” Personafiry
and Social Psychology Bulletin,

Thoits, Peggy A. 1991. “On Merging Identity Theory
and Stress Research.” Sacial Psychology Quarterly
54:101-12.

Turner, Iahn C. 1982, “Towards a Cognitive Redefini-
tion. of the Social Group. " Pp. 15-40 in Social fdenrity
and Intergroup Relations, edited by H. Tajfel.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

1985. “Social Categorization and the Self-

Concept: A Social Cognitive Theory of Group

Behaviour.” Pp. 77-122 in Advences in Group

Processes: Theory and Research, Val. 2, edited hy

E.J. Lawler. Greenwich, CT: JAIL

. 1991, Social Influence. Milton Keynes: Open
University Press.

Tumer, John C. and H. Giles, eds. 1981. Furergroup
Behaviawr. Oxford: Blackwell.

Tumer, John C., Michael A Hogg, P.I. Gakes, 5.D.
Reicher, and M.S. Wetherell. 1987. Rediscavering the
Social Group: A Self-Categorization Theory. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Turner, Ralph H. 1978. “The Role and the Person.”
American Jowrnal of Sociology 84:1-23.

van Knippenberg, Ad and Naomi Ellemers. 1993
“Strategies in Intergroup Relations.” Pp. 17-23 in
Group Mativarion: Social Psychological Perspectives,
edited by Michael A, Hagg and Dominie Abrams.
Londan: Harvester/Wheatsheaf.

Wetherell, Margaret S and Jonathan Potter. 1992.
Mapping the Language of Rarism. London: Harvester/
Wheatsheaf.

White, Clavis L. and Peter I, Burke. [987. “Ethnic Role
Identity among Black and White College Students ™
Sociological Perspectives 30310313,

Wiley, Mary G. 1991, “Gender, Work, and Stress: The
Patential Impact of Rele-Identity Salience and Com-
mitment. ™ Sociological Guarrerfy 32:435-510.

Michael A. Hogg is Reader in Social Psychology and Director of the Centre for the Study of Group
Processes at the University of Queensiand. His research interests are group processes and intergroup
relations fram the perspective of sacial identity theory and self-caregorization theory. He is currently
researching group cohesion, striucture, motivarion and artitudes, and is revising his 1988 social identity

text Sacial Identificatians.



A TALE OF TWO THEORIES 269

Deborah J. Terry is Senior Lecturer in Psychology at the University of Queensiand. Her research
interests are aiimde-behavior relations and artitude change. She is curvently researching the effects of
group membership and mode of behavioral decision-making on artitude phenowena.

Katherine M. White is pursuing her docroral studies ar the University of Queensland. Her thesis explores
the role of group membership in attitude-behavior reiations, and is part of a wider interest in attiudinal
and normative phenomena.



