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Introduction

Scarcely anyone would quarrel with the assertion
that humans are social animals or with the corol-
lary assumption that, in order to understand peo-
ple’s thoughts, feelings, and behaviors, it is
necessary to understand the role that groups play
in human affairs. We all are members of large
social categories based on such criteria as race,
gender, ethnicity, and nationality, and most of us
also belong to a range of groups and organiza-
tions (e.g., families, friendship cliques, work
teams, religious congregations, political parties).
These various social aggregates (which will be col-
lectively referred to as “groups”) profoundly
affect our well-being and life trajectory through
their impact on such basic needs as physical sur-
vival, belongingness and intimacy, accurate knowl-
edge about the world, and sense of self and
identity. The groups that people belong to vary on
several dimensions, including size, voluntariness
of membership, composition (the types of people
who belong), structure (e.g., norms, roles, status
systems), collective goals, level of conflict, reward-
ingness, relations with outgroups, and so on.
Notwithstanding this diversity, groups matter,
and matter a great deal, to their members.

Before discussing the goals and organization of
this encyclopedia, two definitional issues need to be
considered. First, what do we mean by a group? As
suggested above, groups can vary in many ways,
and so providing a succinct definition is no easy
task. In fact, some observers have suggested, only
partly in jest, that there are as many definitions of
groups as there are researchers who study them.
Rather than adding our imprimatur to one of these
definitions, we will mention some of the major
criteria that group researchers have emphasized in
defining groups (all of which are used, either
explicitly or implicitly, by some authors in this
encyclopedia). These criteria include the presence

of particular structural features (e.g., norms or
roles); group members’ agreement on shared goals;
patterns of interaction between members (e.g.,
communication, reciprocal influence, coordinated
action); members’ emotional bonds to the group as
a whole and/or one another (cohesiveness); and
members’ identification with the group. Which
criterion, then, is the most important? As suggested
by the eminent group theorist Joseph McGrath,
this question assumes that the goal is to distinguish
groups from all other social aggregates (non-
groups), which may be a futile exercise. He argues,
and we agree, that it is more productive to construe
groupness as a continuum, such that a given social
aggregate is more or less “groupy” depending on
how many of the above criteria it satisfies.

The second definitional issue is raised by the title
of the encyclopedia. What do we mean by “group
processes” and “intergroup relations”? In general,
the term group processes refers to what happens
within groups, that is to how members of a group
think, feel, and act toward others who belong to
the same group. Topics that are typically subsumed
under the heading of group processes include the
impact of member diversity on team performance,
the development and operation of group norms,
the conditions under which numerical minorities
can produce innovation, the characteristics of
effective leaders, the factors that influence whether
negotiators reach mutually acceptable agreements,
the conditions under which team members fail to
work hard on collective tasks, and the causes of
poor decision making in groups that are under
stress. Defining intergroup relations is more com-
plex. In most cases, this term refers to what hap-
pens between groups, that is to how members of a
group think, feel, and act toward others who
belong to a different group. Topics that are typi-
cally subsumed under the heading of intergroup
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relations include the role of categorization in ste-
reotyping and prejudice, the impact of social roles
on gender stereotypes, the function that language
serves in maintaining stereotypes, the conditions
under which members of stigmatized groups engage
in collective action against those who discriminate
against them, the circumstances under which inter-
group contact does and does not reduce prejudice,
and the justifications that dominant groups use to
rationalize discrimination against subordinate
groups. However, the term intergroup relations is
not restricted solely to what happens between
groups. It can also apply to what happens within
groups (i.e., to how members of a group think, feel,
and act toward others who belong to the same
group) as long as these responses are influenced by
the broader context of intergroup relations. An
example is the black sheep effect, in which group
members respond more negatively toward ingroup
members who deviate from group norms (and
more positively toward ingroup members who con-
form to these norms) when the ingroup feels threat-
ened by an outgroup than when it does not.
Moreover, the term intergroup relations can also
apply to some forms of self-directed thought, feel-
ing, and action. An example is the phenomenon of
stereotype threat, in which group members who
are reminded that outgroups hold negative stereo-
types of their ability in certain domains then per-
form poorly in these domains.

Development of the Encyclopedia

Over the past 75 years, there has been a tremen-
dous amount of theoretical and empirical work on
group processes and intergroup relations by schol-
ars from various disciplines. Until recently, these
two lines of work were quite distinct, and few
efforts were made to bring them together in a single
volume (or, as in the present case, pair of volumes).
This situation began to change in the 1980s due in
large part to the influence of the social identity
approach to groups championed by Henri Tajfel
and John Turner. A major indicator of and impe-
tus for the integration of group processes and inter-
group relations was the establishment of a journal
by this name in 1998, co-founded by Dominic
Abrams and Michael Hogg. In an important sense,
then, this encyclopedia is a reflection of the grow-
ing (though still far from complete) integration of

what were formerly two distinct perspectives on
groups.

When we (John Levine and Michael Hogg) were
approached by Michael Carmichael of Sage with
the idea of editing an Encyclopedia of Group
Processes and Intergroup Relations, we were ini-
tially reluctant to take on a task of this magnitude.
Nevertheless, a combination of M. Carmichael’s
persistence and charm and our propensity to over-
commit ourselves eventually led to a round of
handshakes and then a contract. We knew that the
only way to make the venture a success was to con-
vince other overcommitted colleagues to help. We
had three criteria for choosing associate editors—
disciplinary background (we wanted people from
the three key disciplines of social psychology, soci-
ology, and organizational behavior), substantial
expertise and visibility in their respective fields, and
excellent judgment. With only a little arm twisting,
we were able to assemble a Dream Team of associ-
ate editors, which included Linda Argote, Marilynn
Brewer, Jack Dovidio, Norb Kerr, Dick Moreland,
and Cecilia Ridgeway. With their help and
guidance, we developed a set of approximately
300 topics for inclusion in the encyclopedia and
then selected experts to write the relevant entries.
Almost all of these people accepted our invitations,
and those who did produced excellent entries.
Either we or one of the associate editors evaluated
each entry and provided feedback to the author(s).
Many entries were revised to increase their acces-
sibility to the general reader. The invitation and
reviewing process was orchestrated by our superb
managing editor, Danielle (Dani) Blaylock, who
was a PhD student at Claremont Graduate
University and is now a postdoctoral fellow at
Queens University in Belfast, Ireland.

Intended Audience

In choosing topics for inclusion, selecting authors,
and editing entries, we were mindful that the ency-
clopedia is 7ot intended for professionals or
experts with extensive knowledge of social psy-
chology, sociology, or organizational behavior.
Instead, it is intended for general readers who
want state-of-the-art information about group
processes and intergroup relations that is presented
in a clear and accessible manner. Our instructions
to authors were designed to achieve these goals.
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We stated that, “The main target audience is
undergraduate students in various disciplines (e.g.,
psychology, sociology, business, political science,
education), but the encyclopedia should also prove
useful to graduate students and faculty as well as
high school students . . . entries must accurately
convey what behavioral scientists know about
how people think, feel, and act toward ingroup
and outgroup members . . . entries must be written
so that readers with little or no behavioral science
background can understand what is being said.”
Thanks to the hard work of the authors and the
editorial team, we believe that these goals were
accomplished.

Organization of the Entries

The entries are listed in alphabetical order, begin-
ning with Action Research and ending with
Xenophobia. The lengths of the entries reflect our
judgment regarding topic breadth and importance.
The longest entries are approximately 4,000
words, and the shortest are about 1,500 words.
Many of the shorter entries provide detailed dis-
cussions of topics that are only briefly covered in
the longer entries. To help readers locate the top-
ics in which they are most interested, we prepared
a Reader’s Guide (see below) that organizes the
entries into 12 general categories. Note that many
entries appear in more than one category. At the
end of each entry, readers will find cross-references
to other entries and a short list of Further Readings.

Reader’s Guide Headings

Cognitions and Feelings

Conflict and Cooperation Within Groups
Group Decision Making

Group Performance and Problem Solving
Group Structure

Identity and Self

Influence and Persuasion
Intergroup Relations in Society
Methodology

Organizations

Theory

Types of Groups and Subgroups
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ACTION RESEARCH

Action research is a process of participatory
inquiry aimed at generating knowledge to guide
action in pursuit of the participants’ goals. It can
be compared with traditional scientific research,
which seeks to find the “truth” through methods
that are highly controlled by the researcher. Action
research, in contrast, seeks to generate knowledge
that solves specific problems and enables the
actors in the situation to achieve their goals. It is
carried out collaboratively by these actors, includ-
ing researchers, who engage in a mutual inquiry
process that takes into account the perspectives,
knowledge, and purposes of all involved. Thus the
conduct of action research is heavily dependent on
the process through which the various people
involved in the action research project interact to
create new ways of understanding their situation
and new paths forward. Action research may
include traditional, scientific data-gathering and
analysis approaches. But it is more generally char-
acterized by inquiry approaches that build on
and create the knowledge of practice. It employs
different knowledge-generating approaches—
approaches that place practitioners and their
knowledge front and center. The ultimate test of
the knowledge that is generated through action
research is whether the action taken because of
the knowledge accomplishes the purposes of the
participants.

This entry provides a short history that illus-
trates the varieties of action research and discusses

the role of the researcher. It also shows how action
research differs from traditional scientific research,
exploring the common elements and core processes
of action research as well as the nature of the
knowledge that is created and applied.

History and Forms of Action Research

Action researchers trace their philosophical roots
to Aristotle’s notion of goal-directed action (praxis)
as one of the key activities of human beings, dis-
tinct from theorizing (theoria), and crafting things
(poiesis). They also refer to his notion of practical
wisdom (phronesis), that is, the ability to reflect
and determine the appropriate ends to which to
direct one’s life. This combination of reflecting on
appropriate purposes and learning how to achieve
them is central to all forms of action research.
Action research involves groups, or communities,
of individuals reflecting and learning for action.
Individuals represented in the action research group
may have different perspectives and goals, thus,
effective action research requires group processes
for reflection, learning, and consensus building.
The modern philosophical roots of action
research may be traced to John Dewey’s early
20th-century discussions of learning through a
cycle of reflective thinking about problems, formu-
lating hypotheses about what might solve them,
and testing them through practical action. The
term action research as an approach to social sci-
ence research is often traced to the field research
tradition begun by Kurt Lewin during the Second
World War. In this approach, people in various



2 Action Research

real-life settings such as work organizations par-
ticipate in research to discover better ways to
accomplish their goals. This action research tradi-
tion emphasizes the formulation of theory that can
be tested and refined through experiments whose
results have an impact on practice—so that the
requirements of practice are met and systematic
knowledge is furthered. Lewin’s belief that the best
way to understand something is to change it has
been echoed by action researchers ever since.

Lewin’s approach sponsored the development
of the sociotechnical systems (STS) tradition for
improving work systems. Early STS research dis-
covered that productivity is enhanced by leader-
ship styles and work systems that empower
employees to be actively involved in making deci-
sions about how to run their own work units.
These core STS ideas were expanded and refined
through many action research projects in which
the participants in a work setting such as a factory
or a mine collaboratively designed their own work
setting to be technically and socially effective.
Researchers involved in this stream of action
research provide theoretical input and a process
for design and planning. They study the group
processes through which the diverse members of
the setting—managers, supervisors, and workers—
develop a new way of working together, the
choices they make about how to organize them-
selves, and the outcomes of putting these choices
into action.

Since the 1980s, the Norwegian democratic dia-
logue approach has emphasized the gathering of
various stakeholders (including management, the
workforce, government, and unions) in confer-
ences in which they can speak with each other as
equals about how to move forward on issues such
as work organization. The underlying principle is
to move from traditional adversarial approaches
to cooperation through democratic dialogue, and
the purpose is to build relationships and establish
a new way of making decisions that take the inter-
ests of all parties into account. At about the same
time, throughout the world, social justice has
become the focus of action research activities that
emphasize gender and race issues, and of emanci-
patory work in poor nations that is based on
empowering ordinary people by helping them
develop the capabilities to generate their own
knowledge as a basis for action.

Differences From Traditional
Social Science Research

There are several ways in which action research dif-
fers from more traditional research. These include
the purpose of the research—whether the researcher
is out to discover scientific “truth,” or whether the
researcher aims to help people accomplish their
purposes. Other differences concern where the
research is conducted, and the methodologies that
are used. These differences have implications for the
relationship between the researcher and the people
in the real-life settings being studied.

Purposes

Traditional social science research is based on a
search for the “truth” about the phenomena being
investigated—whether they are aspects of the
physical world, investigated by hard scientists, or
aspects of the social world, investigated by social
scientists. Scientific truths, as scientists have been
able to discover them, are embodied in theories
that yield predictions for further investigations to
confirm and expand theoretical understanding. In
traditional social science research, the quest is to
find the truth about the social behavior of indi-
viduals, groups, organizations, and societal institu-
tions. The social entities being studied are treated
as the objects of the research and it is considered
poor form to engage with them, as the scientist is
expected to remain disinterested in outcomes and
purposes and to retain objectivity in explaining
behavior.

Purposes are central to action research, as the
quest of action research is to create knowledge that
can help participants accomplish their purposes.
Various traditions of action research differ in the
extent to which they emphasize the use of aca-
demic theoretical knowledge in the processes
through which purposes are defined and action is
crafted. At one extreme are action researchers who
believe there is no generalizable truth, and that all
knowledge is created in specific situations. Their
purpose is not to discover truth, but to introduce
frameworks for interaction that enable partici-
pants to gather information, make choices, and
take action to accomplish their purposes. This is
the position of the Norwegian democratic dialogue
advocates. The action researcher’s role in the con-
versation is as a member of the group who brings
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knowledge of how to set up dialogues, reflection,
and learning. Yet even these action researchers are
guided by their own values and purposes, such as
achieving democratic dialogue or emancipation.
Other action researchers, such as STS research-
ers, have as their purpose contributing to knowl-
edge that is generalizable across settings, in addition
to helping participants in an action setting learn
how to generate actionable knowledge. These
researchers bring relevant theoretical constructs and
the cumulative knowledge of the social sciences—
sometimes called content knowledge—to bear in
the processes by which participants define and
solve problems. The researchers’ knowledge of
theory and the participants’ knowledge of practice
are combined to yield solutions to problems and
designs for action. Through the action research,
the practical knowledge of the participants and the
theoretical knowledge of the social sciences are
both expanded. These action researchers bring
expertise to diagnose problems and to intervene in
a way that helps participants solve them. They
may train, educate, and facilitate the group, thus
assuming a central position in the group.

Research Conducted In Situ

Traditional researchers carrying out studies in
the field try to avoid focusing on only one organiza-
tion. They seek random selection of the populations
being studied—sometimes into treatment and con-
trol groups—in order to randomly distribute exter-
nal factors that might otherwise distort the findings.
Action research, in contrast, always is situated in
and generates knowledge about a particular social
system that has expressed interest in engaging in
action research—for example, a work unit, an
industry, a community, or a subpopulation. It
focuses on creating the knowledge-generating and
action-taking capability in that particular system.
An action research project enables researchers to
learn about one system, and to test and expand
theory in only that system. Action researchers who
are interested in building widely applicable knowl-
edge do so through a succession of action research
projects in different settings. For example, STS
researchers created cumulative knowledge about
the participative design of manufacturing systems
for high performance through a succession of action
research interventions in different factories. Each

successive setting presented different challenges and
different opportunities for learning. The partici-
pants in each setting were interested in creating
their own solutions, yet the action researcher
brought useful experience and knowledge from
previous research. For the action researcher in a
new setting to establish enough trust for the other
participants to learn from this previous work, he
or she has to be open to the uniqueness of each
setting and of the group of participants engaged in
the participative design process—and open to dif-
ferent design choices and resulting action. Only in
this way can the research be truly participative and
the researcher learn how the unique factors of the
setting contribute to general knowledge.

Research Methodologies

Beyond differences concerning randomization
versus in situ focus, action research methodologies
differ from traditional social science research in
other ways, including the amount of control the
researcher has over the research and the data-
gathering methods. Traditional researchers con-
duct research in a carefully controlled manner to
eliminate alternative explanations for the results
that they find. This generally means that the
objects of the research are unaware of the purpose
of the research, the research questions, and the
hypotheses being tested. This is believed to be nec-
essary so that they do not behave in a manner that
distorts the findings—either by trying to act in a
manner that fits the expectations of the researcher
or by trying to prove the opposite. Highly con-
trolled approaches fit a model where the researcher
is seen as having a privileged knowledge-creating
role in society and is given permission to study oth-
ers. People and organizations may agree to be part
of such research to further science, but often do
not believe that it will yield knowledge useful to
their personal purposes.

The members of the action research community
are, in contrast, co-investigators. Purposes are
transparent and they are codetermined by the
action researcher and other participants. The
research questions are often co-defined by the par-
ticipants, because these questions have to do with
their real-life situation. If there are hypotheses
guiding the research, these also will be formulated
and influenced both by the researchers’ knowledge
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from theory and the other participants’ knowledge
from practice. Finding common purposes and
hypotheses to guide the inquiry and action plan-
ning process entails finding a process to come to
agreement despite differing experience bases,
knowledge, and preferences.

The action researcher is one of the participants
in this community of co-investigators. Like all par-
ticipants in any group, action researchers face
challenges in defining and achieving perceived
legitimacy for their role in the group. The group
members are being guided to behave in ways they
may not be used to—putting aside rank and biases
and listening to and building on the perspectives of
all. The members of the group may only appreciate
the power of a truly participative inquiry process
after experiencing it. Only then may they under-
stand collaboration and appreciate the researcher’s
contribution.

The action researcher who claims to have con-
tent expertise relevant to the group’s purpose, and
who aims to further that knowledge through the
action research, faces the additional challenge of
achieving legitimacy and trust for that expert role
within the group. Theoretical knowledge is likely
to be rejected unless the researcher engages with
the group, and accepts the importance of combin-
ing theoretical knowledge with the group mem-
bers’ knowledge of practice, to yield an approach
that is tailored to the situation and purposes at
hand.

Traditional social science research is often char-
acterized by data-gathering methods such as sur-
veys, questionnaires, and structured observations
that are coded, counted, and analyzed statistically
to discover patterns of relationships between vari-
ables predetermined by the researchers. For exam-
ple, researchers may be interested in whether the
purposes of low-status group members are less
likely to be voiced and achieved in an action plan-
ning process; they may measure the status of each
member and ask the group members individually
to what extent they felt their ideas were taken into
account. Although such traditional methods may
be part of an action research project, action
researchers generally feel that these methods are
insufficient to capture the complexity of human
interaction. These researchers are likely to intro-
duce a variety of ways of understanding the system
and to encourage the consideration of rich data,

including the feelings and experiences of partici-
pants and the meanings they attribute to their
interactions.

Interpretation of these rich and diverse data is
central to the inquiry process. The group members
attach meaning not only to systematically collected
data but also to their interactions, including those
between the researcher and the practitioners.
Academic interpretation is only one perspective in
the process of attributing meaning. Given that the
group is working to agree on different ways of
operating and different outcomes, the academic
interpretation may have the least impact because
the participants’ criteria are usefulness and rele-
vance. Both the process and content knowledge
brought to the group’s collective sense-making
process by the action researcher will be interpreted
in conjunction with the full set of knowledge
brought by the members of the group.

Common Elements in Action Research

The broad assortment of approaches that are
labeled action research share some defining attri-
butes: a discourse-based learning cycle, an expanded
definition of knowledge, and an inherently politi-
cal nature. Each of these places strong require-
ments on the action research group’s interaction
patterns.

A Discourse-Based Learning Process

Action research is a discourse-based inquiry and
reflection process through which stakeholders and
participants in the real-life situation come together
to make choices, plan, and take action. If the
action research group is able to establish itself as
an ongoing learning community, the action and its
consequences feed back into the learning of that
community, establishing a cycle of experiencing,
reflecting, planning, and action taking. Common
steps include:

o establishing the group to collectively engage in
communication designed to raise consciousness
and increase mutual understanding and to create
a sense of common purpose

e inquiring by gathering relevant data and
knowledge from each other and other sources,
sometimes including scientific knowledge and a
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formal data-gathering process applying formal
scientific approaches

e interpreting and reflecting on the meaning of the
information and knowledge assembled, and its
relationship to purposes

e deciding on and planning action focused on
solving the problems being addressed and
achieving the purposes that the group has
collectively defined

o reflecting on the results of the action that feed
back into an ongoing inquiry, reflection, and
action-taking cycle

A major role of the action researcher is to facili-
tate that process while modeling it, thereby increas-
ing the capacity of the group to develop knowledge.
When this capacity has been developed, all mem-
bers will function as action researchers.

An Expanded Nature of Knowledge

Scientific knowledge deals with the theoretical
connections between variables—and is aimed at
answering questions such as whether carrying out a
particular action will lead to a particular outcome. A
more diverse set of knowledge is required to define
effective practice, and making decisions regarding
practice requires the group to interpret patterns of
information and pull together diverse knowledge
sets. Even with a firm grasp of what is objectively
known, and even with deep know-how about how
to achieve particular outcomes, the group is still
faced with the challenge of how diverse participants
who may not start out knowing or trusting each
other can find consensus about how to proceed.

Beyond objective knowledge, two other kinds
of knowledge are required for effective action
research. One is the knowledge participants
develop of each other—relational knowledge—
that enables them to understand and feel empa-
thy for the others’ points of view. This is the
knowledge that allows the group members to go
beyond their experience of the world and engage
in reflection and action planning that incorpo-
rates the views and purposes of others. The sec-
ond kind of knowledge is the reflective knowledge
that comes from a truly collaborative inter-
change, and that equips the group to be critical
of the status quo and to reformulate purpose. It
enables the group to get beyond a problem-solving

orientation and collectively describe and create
their real-life situation as they would like it to be.

Different action research groups and their mem-
bers may begin the process with different compe-
tencies in and orientations to these different kinds
of knowledge. In work settings, managers and
technical employees may be heavily steeped in
technical knowledge, and may see relational and
reflective knowledge as unimportant to achieving
their purposes. First-line employees, however, may
orient themselves to these latter forms of knowl-
edge, which determine their trust in the process
and focus them on creating a workplace where
they experience meaningful interpersonal relation-
ships and where their purposes are taken seriously.
Inherent in effective action research is developing
an appreciation for these different forms of knowl-
edge that allow a community of participants to
move forward together.

Political Processes

Integral to action research is the capacity of the
group to create power dynamics where the mem-
bers of the action research group are all heard, and
their knowledge, preferences, and perspectives are
taken into account. Words like participative,
equal, democratic, social justice, and emancipation
are used by action researchers in different kinds of
settings. All of these terms carry the notion that the
formerly disempowered will become empowered
to influence the choices made and directions taken.
Achieving this requires a process where those with
formerly privileged knowledge and power, includ-
ing the action researchers themselves, do not
dominate the process. Ultimately the choice of
action is politically determined. The goal of action
research is to ensure that the political process is
participatory and builds on the knowledge and
purposes of the members.

Susan Albers Mobrman
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AFFECT CONTROL THEORY

Affect control theory (ACT) is a mathematical
theory of social interaction developed by David
Heise in the 1970s. Based on symbolic interac-
tionist ideas, ACT explains how interpersonal
interactions are constrained by the symbolic cul-
ture contained in language and the meanings it
associates with things. The theory describes how
actors cognitively and affectively negotiate these
cultural meanings to maintain a “working defini-
tion” of the situation. It also makes predictions
about behaviors, emotions, and identity attribu-
tions that occur in culturally situated interactions.
Thus affect control theory helps us understand
both inter- and intragroup processes.

ACT proposes that interactions confirming cul-
tural meanings require minimal cognitive process-
ing because such situations feel normal and
expected. In contrast, when an interaction does
not confirm standard cultural meanings, people
attempt to cognitively interpret it, while being sig-
naled by their emotions that the situation is unex-
pected. A core proposition in the theory is the
control principle, which says that people attempt
to restore the meanings in a situation after devia-
tion from the cultural standard, typically by gener-
ating new social behaviors.

Cultural Sentiments

ACT assumes that individuals understand social
events by labeling their elements—including

identities, behaviors, settings, and emotions. The
labels in turn evoke affective meanings that are
shared with a larger culture. These affective
meanings are conceptualized and measured using
three universal dimensions of meaning that
Charles Osgood found to account for a substan-
tial amount of the variation in the lexicons of
over 20 language cultures. First, evaluation is a
measure of a concept’s goodness or badness mea-
sured on a continuum from bad, awful to good,
nice. Second, potency is a measure of a concept’s
power and ranges on a continuum from power-
less, weak, small to powerful, strong, big. Third,
activity is a measure of a concept’s liveliness or
quietness and ranges from slow, quiet, old to
fast, loud, young. ACT refers to the affective
meanings measured on these dimensions as senti-
ments. Sentiments are trans-situational, general-
ized affective responses to specific symbols that
are widely shared in a culture (or subculture).

These three fundamental dimensions of mean-
ing serve as cultural abbreviations that describe
important affective information about all elements
of an interaction—identities, behaviors, emotions,
and settings. These dimensions are core to our
understanding of intra- and intergroup processes.
The evaluation (good-bad) dimension helps char-
acterize processes like status and affiliation at the
interpersonal level and solidarity and cohesion at
the group level. The potency dimension character-
izes power relations between social actors and
between social groups. The activity dimension
characterizes the expressiveness of identities and
interpersonal behaviors as well as feelings of
excitement or quiet.

The three dimensions of meaning operate cross-
culturally, but the sentiments associated with par-
ticular labels are specific to a culture or subculture.
ACT researchers have empirically compiled senti-
ments associated with hundreds of identities,
behaviors, setting, emotions, and traits into cul-
tural dictionaries. Cultural dictionaries have been
compiled for the United States, Canada, Japan,
China, Germany, and Northern Ireland, and in the
future this work will be extended to include other
cultures. All elements of an interaction (identities,
behaviors, settings, emotions, traits) are indexed
along the same three dimensions of meaning. This
provides a common metric for use in the theory’s
equations that describe social interaction. Every
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label evokes culturally specific amounts of good-
ness, powerfulness, and activity. In the U.S. cul-
tural dictionary, for example, the identity of
outlaw is quite bad, slightly powerful, and some-
what active. The behavior reward is extremely
good, quite powerful, and slightly active.

Interaction

Although all social concepts evoke cultural senti-
ments, the meaning of a particular element of an
interaction may change as the interaction develops.
ACT proposes that individuals label elements of a
social interaction with concepts common to their
culture, and those concepts have sentiments associ-
ated with them. In addition, these concepts provide a
reference point throughout the interaction, allowing
any observer of the interaction to determine if the
interaction deviates from culturally normal behavior.
ACT contains equations that specify how each social
element of an interaction will contribute to altering
the sentiments of those elements. For example, if an
outlaw rewards a sheriff, observers will change their
impressions of that particular outlaw, that particular
sheriff, and that particular rewarding behavior. On
the evaluation dimension the outlaw will no longer
be seen as bad, but much closer to neutral, and the
rewarding will be seen as only slightly good. The ele-
ment’s altered sentiments in a situation are referred
to as transient impressions.

Differences between the cultural sentiments and
the transient impressions reveal the degree to
which a situation is culturally normative. In affect
control theory, differences are called deflection;
higher levels of deflection suggest less culturally
normative events. An example of such an event is
an outlaw rewarding a sheriff, because according
to the affect control equations it is not normal for
a bad person to do something good for a good
person. The theory suggests that when an interac-
tion is not harmonious with cultural expectations,
people experience unusual emotional, behavioral,
and cognitive responses.

First, actors will experience this deflection, or
incongruence in meaning, emotionally—with larger
incongruencies generally producing more intense
emotions. An actor’s emotion will be positive or
negative depending on both how positive the event
is and whether the incongruence is more positive
than that actor’s identity. An outlaw rewarding a

sheriff is engaging in an interaction that suggests
that the view of this outlaw should be better than
the typical cultural view of an outlaw. This incon-
gruence in the direction of increased goodness
means the outlaw will experience positive emo-
tions, such as being thankful or relieved in response
to the interaction.

Second, actors experiencing this deflection,
which was initially signaled by emotions, will try
to restore the normative definition to the situation
through additional interaction. The theory predicts
that actors will strive to restore the definition of
the situation even if the emotion experienced was
positive. Thus, in the example of the outlaw who
rewarded the sheriff, the outlaw could yell at the
sheriff or the sheriff could convict the outlaw to
restore cultural sentiments. ACT suggests that
behavioral responses are often the easiest method
for controlling the inconsistencies created during
interaction.

Third, for interactants who cannot restore the
definition of the situation behaviorally and for
observers who are not participating in the interac-
tion, the situation can be resolved cognitively. For
a mild deflection, accepting the transient impres-
sion may restore a working definition of the situa-
tion (in this case, deciding that this outlaw is not
as bad as other outlaws). For more extreme deflec-
tions, relabeling elements of the situation is another
possibility (e.g., the actor is not an outlaw but
merely a rival, or the behavior was not really
rewarding but taunting). ACT does not make spe-
cific predictions about when a behavioral or cogni-
tive approach to resolving the incongruency will
take precedence, but it does suggest that a working
definition of the situation must be restored for
individuals to make sense of their interactions and
the larger social world.

Mathematical Foundation

ACT is a mathematical model with the theoretical
principalsencoded inequations. Inmpression-formation
equations specify the transient impressions of ele-
ments after an interaction occurs. Similarly, labeling
equations can indicate how elements of interaction
could be redefined by an observer. Behavior-prediction
equations lead to predictions of what actions interac-
tants might take to restore a working definition to the
situation. Emotion equations predict emotions the
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interactants are likely to experience as the result of an
interaction.

All of the ACT equations are generated from
empirical data for a particular culture. These equa-
tions as well as the cultural dictionaries have been
implemented in computer programs such as
INTERACT  (http://www.indiana.edu/~socpsy/
ACT), which allows simulations and predictions of
interactions with all the ACT equations. These
predictions can then be used to make specific
hypotheses about emotional, behavioral, and cog-
nitive reactions that are then subject to empirical
testing.

Researchers have made fruitful use of affect con-
trol theory to study stereotyping and intergroup
relations, the dynamics of therapeutic support
groups, leadership structures within task groups,
political identification and action, and responses
to injustice. This research relies on a variety of
methodological approaches, including laboratory
experiments, formal cross-cultural comparisons,
ethnographic studies, and survey research.

Dawn T. Robinson and Daniel B. Shank
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AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

Affirmative action refers to efforts to provide
equal opportunities for all in employment and
education. This entry focuses on affirmative action
in the United States because it has been the pri-
mary site for social science research on the issue.
Affirmative action policies and programs take
measures to increase the representation of women
and racial/ethnic minorities in employment and
higher education through the use of targeted
recruiting and training, formalizing personnel
practices, preferential treatment in hiring and edu-
cational admissions, and sometimes the use of
quotas. The motivation for affirmative action is to
redress historical inequalities between social
groups by “leveling the playing field” for groups
that are disadvantaged by past and current dis-
crimination. Affirmative action has led to impor-
tant changes in intergroup relations, and its
history serves to highlight both the effectiveness
and limitations of laws aimed at changing existing
relations between social groups that differ in
power and status.

History

Throughout its 45-year history, affirmative action
has been met with controversy and debate. While
presidential committees since the 1940s had been
wrestling with nondiscrimination clauses in federal
contracts, the first mention of the term affirmative
action came in 1961 from Executive Order 10925
issued by President John F. Kennedy. Executive
Order 10925 was the first legal mandate requiring
organizations that do business with the federal
government (federal contractors) to “take affirma-
tive action” to ensure that hiring and promotion
practices are free of discrimination. Following the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, President Lyndon B.
Johnson issued Executive Order 11246 (E011246)
in 1965, creating the first affirmative action policy
to be enforced enough to provoke controversy and
debate. E011246 applies to the federal government
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and to federal contractors with a contract of at
least $50,000 and 50 or more employees.
Initially, the policy was targeted at eliminating
discriminatory barriers for racial/ethnic minor-
ities, but it was modified in 1967 to protect
groups based on color, religion, sex, and
national origin. While E011246 only requires
that the federal government and the businesses
that contract with the government have affir-
mative action plans, many noncontracting
organizations have adopted policies that
enhance diversity and provide evidence against
potential discrimination lawsuits.

Affirmative action can be distinguished from
equal opportunity policies that simply prohibit
discrimination by its call for actions to eliminate
barriers to equal opportunity. The presumption
behind affirmative action is that even race- and
gender-neutral policies can operate in ways that
advantage some groups over others. As Johnson
relayed in his speech justifying E011246, “You
do not wipe away the scars of centuries by saying:
‘now, you are free to go where you want, do as
you desire, and choose the leaders you please’ . . .
and still justly believe you have been completely
fair.” This inequality in access may be the result
of current and past discrimination, institutional
forms of racism and sexism that bias measures
of merit, and/or the tendency of people to hire
those they know or who have similar back-
grounds.

To ensure that equal opportunity exists, affir-
mative action policies require employing organi-
zations and schools to allocate resources toward
(1) evaluating workforce and enrollment statis-
tics and (2) taking proactive measures to bal-
ance the representation of women and racial/
ethnic minorities with respect to their availabil-
ity for hire or admission. In evaluating statistics,
employers and educational institutions evaluate
the proportion of qualified women, African
Americans, Native Americans, Latinos/as, and
Asian Americans and compare this proportion
to the number employed or admitted and retained.
When any target group is underrepresented relative
to their availability, federal contractors are required
to develop affirmative action plans that include
goals and timetables for making good-faith efforts
to remedy the problem. Goals for meeting affirma-
tive action plans include targeted recruitment and

training, formalizing job posting procedures to
promote equal access to hiring information, and in
certain cases, giving additional weight or assigning
extra points to race- and gender-disadvantaged
applicants in hiring and admissions decisions.

While much of the controversy surrounding
affirmative action has focused on the use of quo-
tas, the law forbids the use of quotas except in
circumstances in which courts order it as a remedy
for cases of blatant discrimination. In 1978, the
Supreme Court ruled against the use of explicit
quotas in the case of the Regents of the University
of California v. Bakke. In this case, Allan Bakke, a
White applicant who was not admitted to the
medical school at the University of California,
Davis, sued when several minority applicants were
accepted to the medical school despite having
lower grades and test scores than he did. In this
case, the university was reserving 16% of admis-
sions spots for minority applicants and evaluating
the qualifications of the White students separate
from the minority students. The Supreme Court
ruled that this was unconstitutional, but in addi-
tion wrote that schools could treat the minority
status of applicants as one among other character-
istics in making admissions decisions. This ruling,
then, made explicit quotas illegal but certain forms
of preferential treatment permissible.

Since the Bakke case, there have been a num-
ber of other important legal cases that have lim-
ited the methods by which colleges and universities
can implement affirmative action plans. Appellate
courts ruled that the admissions plans for the
University of Texas Law School and the University
of Georgia violated the equal protection clause of
the 14th Amendment. In a landmark case in
2003, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the
University of Michigan’s point system for under-
graduate admissions made race too prominent of
a factor, but the law school’s practice of consid-
ering race, but not assigning a specific weight to
it, was permissible. This case was important
because the justices affirmed that broad social
value can be gained from diversity in the class-
room. In addition to the court rulings, California
and Washington have passed propositions ban-
ning any form of preferential treatment based on
race, color, sex, or national origin, and Florida
has banned race-based preferential treatment in
college admissions.
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Impact of Affirmative Action
on Workplace Composition

Has affirmative action been effective at increasing
the number of women and people of color in the
workplace? To answer this question, many studies
have compared the proportion of women and peo-
ple of color in the federal workforce, where affir-
mative action is required, to that in the private
workforce, where affirmative action is not required.
Several studies have consistently shown that the
percentage of women, Hispanics, and Blacks in the
government workforce is higher than the percent-
age in the private workforce. In addition, research
studies have shown that women and minorities are
more likely to advance to management in the public
sector, and that occupational advance has led to
smaller race- and gender-related earnings gaps in
the public sector. While these studies suggest that
affirmative action may increase workplace diver-
sity, the broader differences between private and
public sector jobs make it difficult to draw conclu-
sions about the independent effect of affirmative
action.

There are other studies that more successfully
isolate the impact of affirmative action by compar-
ing the growth of women and minority employ-
ment among organizations with federal contracts
to that among similar organizations with no affir-
mative action requirements. Studies of changes in
the period in which affirmative action was most
stringently enforced (1974-1980) showed the
employment of Black men and women growing at
a faster rate and the employment of White men
growing at a slower rate among federal contrac-
tors than among similar establishments without
federal contracts. Studies also showed that compli-
ance reviews are an important form of enforce-
ment. Federal contractors that had undergone a
compliance review had twice as much Black male
employment growth as such businesses that had
not been the subject of a compliance review.
Another important factor in understanding the
impact of affirmative action is employment growth
more generally. Federal contractors that had many
job openings were more likely to increase their
representation of Black employees than contractors
with less growth in the early years of affirmative
action. A number of studies have also shown that
affirmative action raised the occupational levels of

people of color, which in turn reduced the earnings
gap between Whites and people of color. In addi-
tion, federal contractors have granted more promo-
tions to people of color than have noncontractors.

Early studies comparing federal contractors to
noncontractors underestimated the effectiveness of
affirmative action because many noncontractors
implement voluntary affirmative action plans.
More recent studies have accounted for this by
comparing the workplace composition of firms
that report having an affirmative action plan to
those that report not having one. The results are
consistent with previous research, showing that
organizations with an affirmative action plan have
more women and minorities, a higher proportion
of women and minorities in high prestige jobs, and
a smaller earnings gap.

One of the major controversies surrounding the
debate about affirmative action involves the claim
of reverse discrimination. Opponents of affirma-
tive action argue that in giving advantages to
women and people of color, qualified White men
are discriminated against. To assess the validity of
this argument, some researchers have looked for
evidence that when women and minorities are
hired through affirmative action plans, their quali-
fications for the job are less than what is needed to
perform well. Economists have approached this
question by examining whether the redistribution
of workers has come at the expense of quality and
productivity. While the difficulties in assessing pro-
ductivity across organizations limits the available
evidence, econometric studies conducted during
the late 1970s and late 1980s, when affirmative
action was most strictly enforced, showed that the
industries under the most pressure to comply with
affirmative action plans were no less productive
than other industries. In addition, company-level
analyses showed that affirmative action obliga-
tions and changes in workplace composition had
no negative effect on company profits. In fact,
more recent research has shown that companies
that employ the highest proportion of women and
minorities enjoy higher returns on their stocks
than the market average, while those that employ
the lowest proportion of women and minorities
had stocks that underperformed relative to the
market average.

One of the most commonly relied upon ways
that opponents of affirmative action assess whether



Affirmative Action 11

affirmative action results in reverse discrimination
is to compare the qualifications of employees who
benefit from affirmative action to the qualifica-
tions of those who do not. While this approach
enjoys the most media attention, it is poor science
because measures of merit are often intrinsically
tied to institutional forms of sexism and racism.
Subjective measures are subject to implicit and
explicit race and gender bias, while objective mea-
sures like standardized testing have been shown to
be culturally biased and poor predictors of perfor-
mance. Research using data from employers in
Atlanta, Los Angeles, Boston, and Detroit has
revealed that among employers most committed to
affirmative action plans, women and minorities
had lower average qualifications than White males,
but their performance on the job was no different.

Impact of Affirmative Action
on Diversity in Higher Education

Affirmative action in education has been even
more controversial than in employment, experi-
encing more legal challenges on charges of reverse
discrimination. The appellate and supreme courts
have ruled in favor of plaintiffs charging reverse
discrimination, and in so doing have effectively
eliminated quotas and severely limited race-based
preferences in college admissions.

Research has suggested that prior to the current
restrictions, affirmative action led to more diver-
sity in higher education. Recent empirical research
analyzing student data from 28 elite colleges and
universities in 1951, 1976, and 1989 showed that
race-based affirmative action significantly increased
the number of Blacks admitted to and attending
elite institutions. In addition, findings showed that
ethnic minorities graduated at the same rate as
Whites. Another recent study of the University of
Michigan Law School showed similar findings. As
in the employment arena, the evidence—that stu-
dents admitted as a result of race- and gender-
sensitive policies graduate at the same rate as those
admitted without affirmative action—seriously
hampers claims of reverse discrimination. While
most studies have provided this evidence, one
study has found that Blacks admitted to elite law
schools entered with lower average credentials
than White students and were less likely to gradu-
ate and pass the bar. This study has sparked a great

deal of controversy and has been criticized in a
number of publications for its methods and the
author’s interpretations. In any case, research has
shown that even when students do not finish law
school, simply attending increases annual earnings
and thus serves to boost the life outcomes of peo-
ple of color.

One of the factors that the Supreme Court has
taken into account in ruling on affirmative action
is the social value gained by diversity. A large body
of research has shown that diversity leads to posi-
tive learning outcomes for both Whites and people
of color. Research has shown that interactions in
diverse settings improve the ability to take the per-
spective of others, and that heterogeneous groups
outperform homogeneous groups when members
perceive their contribution to be important. In
addition to the direct benefit of diversity, ethnic
minorities are more likely than Whites to use their
education to benefit society—professionally and
through civic engagement. Thus, increasing the
representation of minorities in higher education
institutions has been shown to have long-term
positive social outcomes.

Impact of Affirmative Action
on Intergroup Relations

Because affirmative action is unique in its proactive
approach to reducing inequality, there are a num-
ber of important ways in which attitudinal responses
to the law and its impact expand our understand-
ing of intergroup relations. Attitudes about affir-
mative action vary significantly according to how it
is defined. Research has shown that people tend to
be the most supportive of outreach programs and
formalized job postings, while there is greater resis-
tance to preferential treatment practices. Attitudes
about affirmative action also vary according to the
gender, race, political ideologies, and prejudice lev-
els of individuals. Research has shown that women,
people of color, political liberals, and those who
hold the least prejudiced attitudes tend to be more
supportive of affirmative action. The popular press
has characterized affirmative action as a racially
polarizing policy that divides Whites and Blacks.
Research has shown that Whites do tend to be less
supportive of affirmative action than are Blacks,
but the extent of polarization has been exagger-
ated. Both Blacks and Whites tend to oppose quota
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systems and support outreach programs. Though
Whites resist preferential treatment practices more
than do minorities, there is a significant proportion
of Whites and minorities who support and oppose
such forms of affirmative action.

People express opposition to special preferences
in hiring and admissions because such preferences
are perceived to violate norms of fairness and jus-
tice. While attitudinal survey research has shown
that people who oppose affirmative action believe it
is unjust, it has also shown that such a concern
affects opposition differently depending on the race
and gender of the group benefiting from the policies,
as well as the race and gender of the respondents.
For example, concerns about justice drive resistance
to race-based affirmative action more than sex-
based affirmative action. In other words, people’s
social locations and attitudes about other groups
have greater explanatory power regarding resistance
to affirmative action than do people’s adherence to
fairness and justice norms. One study also found
that prejudice levels mediated people’s tendency to
misconstrue affirmative action programs as justice
violating when they were explicitly designed not to
advantage certain groups over others.

In moving beyond explanations rooted in prin-
ciples of fairness, social psychologists have developed
a number of different theories for understanding
variations in attitudes about affirmative action.
Scholars who place primary importance on the role
of racial prejudice have theorized that individualist
values, which lead to resentment against Blacks for
their struggles to succeed economically (symbolic
racism), conflicting interests between social groups,
and the preference for social dominance, drive
resistance to affirmative action. All of these theories
differ in important ways, but they share the basic
notion that dominant groups oppose affirmative
action because it threatens their privileges. These
theories provide the most purchase for understand-
ing why Whites and males resist affirmative action,
but the theories do not adequately address why
groups that stand to benefit from affirmative action
policies sometimes also oppose them.

Given the controversy surrounding affirmative
action and the widely publicized complaints about
reverse discrimination, those who benefit from affir-
mative action may be concerned about perceptions
that their success is not merit based. A number of
laboratory studies have provided support for this

concern, showing that when affirmative action is
mentioned to people prior to their being asked to
evaluate women and men job applicants, women
are rated as less competent. In addition, laboratory
research has shown that when people believe they
have been granted preferential treatment or are led
to believe others believe this, their general and
task-specific performance is lower. Recent research
has linked this disempowering effect to resistance
to affirmative action, showing that when political
ideology, support for gender-based affirmative
action, symbolic racism, and perceived discrimina-
tion are accounted for, racial minorities are more
likely to oppose special hiring preferences for their
own group when they have a close friend who is
White. This finding suggests that when the percep-
tion of the dominant society is close to home,
resistance to affirmative action is greater.

The history and impact of affirmative action
serve to highlight the nature of modern race and
gender relations. Efforts to eliminate barriers to
equal opportunity have improved the educational
and labor market outcomes of women and minor-
ities. In spite of these gains, affirmative action
faces a formidable battle in winning over the sup-
port of those who stand to gain from the current
system of inequality. So long as Whites and males
oppose equalizing policies like affirmative action,
those who benefit from the policies also incur the
costs by being perceived as less worthy than others
of their successes. This lag in attitudinal change is
both a reason for affirmative action and an unfor-
tunate consequence of laws aimed at forcing
changes in existing status hierarchies.

Justine E. Tinkler
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AGEISM

When we perceive other people, there are three
primary criteria upon which we automatically and
initially categorize them: race, gender, and age.
This categorization process follows from the natu-
ral tendency of the mind to categorize objects in
its environment to facilitate everyday cognition
and action. The categorization of others on these
dimensions becomes so well learned that it is
automatic in social perception. Unfortunately,
while categorizing people according to these char-
acteristics does indeed facilitate social cognition, it
is also the first step in stereotyping of, and preju-
dice toward, groups. While researchers have long
studied racism and sexism, they know compara-
tively little about prejudice against someone based
on their age, referred to as ageism. While it is cer-
tainly true that people have prejudices and stereo-
types about virtually any age group, the vast
majority of research on age prejudice has focused
on the most common form of ageism: prejudice
toward older people, particular those over 74
years of age.

One reason that ageism has been underinvesti-
gated by researchers is that it is institutionalized
within American and many other Western cultures.
In other words, negative views of older people are
very much a part of our everyday shared experi-
ences and lives, and older adults tend to buy into
the truth underlying the stereotypes, that those
who experience ageism are not perceived as “vic-
tims.” An example of how ageism is institutional-
ized can be found in greeting card stores. In the
birthday card section, the basic message (though

jokingly presented) is “I’'m sorry to hear you’re
another year older” and that it is bad to get old.

Forms of Ageism

Ageism takes many forms. It affects how some
people speak to older adults. This language style,
though grounded in good intentions, is experi-
enced by many older people as patronizing and
condescending. On the basis of stereotypes about
the loss of cognitive abilities as we age, younger
adults will often be overly polite, speak louder and
slower, exaggerate their intonation, speak in a
higher pitch, and use simple sentences. This “baby
talk” has been found to be the same type of speech
style that people use to talk to children, pets, and
even inanimate objects. Interestingly, some older
adults don’t mind being spoken to in this way.
Research has shown that older adults who are not
functioning at a healthy level (physically, emotion-
ally, or cognitively) actually prefer this speech style
because it communicates a feeling that the younger
person perceives them as needing to be taken care
of, and this dependency relationship is comforting
to the older adult. Older adults who are healthy,
however, may find such speech styles offensive.

Research has indicated that people have very
negative attitudes toward aging and adults over
55, and particularly over 75. However, when
asked about their attitudes toward their elderly
boss, or grandfather, or neighbor, respondents in
research studies have a positive attitude toward the
specific older adult. This led to confusion among
some early researchers who were not really sure if
prejudice against older adults existed. As it turns
out, it does, and people have many different and
at times contradictory views of the older adult (for
example, sometimes as a “sage” or “perfect grand-
parent,” and sometimes as “impaired” or a
“shrew” or “curmudgeon”). One contributing rea-
son for this may be that we tend to think about
stereotyped outgroups along two dimensions:
warmth and competence. We tend to view older
people with whom we are familiar (such as family,
friends, coworkers) as warmer but less competent
than other older people. Research indicates that
we regard other elderly people as cold and either
incompetent or competent.

These divergent ways of treating older people
according to age stereotypes also can be linked to
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two different types of ageism. With benevolent age-
ism, the perceiver believes that older people need
help and are dependent, and that younger people
have an obligation to care for older people. The
motivation and attitude toward older people is
kind, helpful, and positive. In contrast, malignant
ageism rests on the belief that older people are
worthless, negative, and a burden on society. The
motivation and attitude of these perceivers are quite
negative and hostile toward older adults. These
very different attitudes toward older people can
lead to different perceptions of their warmth and
competence, and those perceptions, in turn, can
lead to very different beliefs, stereotypes about, and
behavior toward elderly people.

Motivation for Ageism

A fundamental question is, “Why are people age-
ist?” Older people are a unique group for prejudice
researchers to study because, just by living long
enough, these people move from the ingroup to a
stereotyped outgroup. Given this fact, why would
a younger person be motivated to insult and deni-
grate a group to which he or she will eventually
belong? Though there are many potential, contrib-
uting motivations, one theory has shown substan-
tial and compelling empirical evidence supporting
the idea that ageism is motivated by fear. Terror
management theory suggests that culture and reli-
gion are creations that impose meaning and order
on our world. This order helps us keep at bay our
feelings of fear about our mortality and the ran-
dom nature of the universe. According to the the-
ory, as we go through childhood, we associate
good behavior with being rewarded and protected
by our parents. This good feeling about ourselves,
our self-esteem, therefore forms a buffer against
fears of our eventual death. Research on terror
management theory consistently has shown that
when people are reminded about their mortality,
they feel more anxiety. Because older people
remind us of our mortality, we may avoid or even
denigrate them to help us deny the possibility that
we too will eventually get old (and die). Several
studies therefore have shown that older people are
stereotyped and discriminated against by younger
people so they can cognitively distance themselves
from their elders and blame them for their “sorry
state” (being old). In so doing, young people deny

that such a fate will befall them, and their anxiety
recedes.

Though more research is needed on the motiva-
tions behind age stereotypes and prejudice, this
theory has the most current empirical support and
is highly regarded by many ageism researchers.

Internalization of Ageism

If a whole society is communicating to you that old
age is bad, that it is something to be feared, that
your cognitive and physical abilities are declining
with every day, and that your worth to society is
fairly low (because you are no longer working),
you, as an older person, may start to believe it.
This can have negative effects on self-concept and
self-esteem and may even influence a person’s lon-
gevity. One study found that older adults who had
more positive self-perceptions of aging lived an
average of 7.5 years longer than those with a more
negative view of their aging. Interestingly, research
has shown that the self-esteem of older people is
not affected by ageism in society and age stereo-
types and prejudice. In fact, some studies have
shown the self-esteem of older adults to be double
that of those of high school age. Again, if older
adults believe that the ageist behavior of others is
not prejudicial, but rather is merely communicat-
ing a societal, commonly understood “truth”
about older adults, then older adults may not per-
ceive anything negative about their ageist treat-
ment by younger people.

This is an important point to discuss in a bit
more detail. Researchers have found utility in distin-
guishing between the “young-old” (ages 55-74)
and the “old—old” (ages 75 and higher). Most of the
negative stereotypes about aging and older people
are derived from our perceptions of the old-old.
These two groups of older adults react to ageist
treatment very differently. In a recent survey of over
850 older adults, respondents were asked about
their experiences with ageism and how it made
them feel. The young—old noted several incidents of
ageist behavior directed at them, and it made them
very angry (because they do not think of themselves
as “old”). The old—old, however, were either unwill-
ing to admit they’d experienced ageism, or they just
did not interpret that behavior as ageist (because, as
mentioned earlier, they perceived it as reflecting a
true state of affairs—they were dependent and they
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were failing in their cognitive and physical abilities).
If they did mention they experienced ageism, they
said they were not bothered by it.

Pervasiveness of Ageism

Research has found that ageism is so pervasive in
society that even those who work in helping profes-
sions show ageist attitudes. In medical schools, little
training has typically been devoted to gerontology
or geriatrics, because it is not seen as an exciting
field in which to specialize. Older people are viewed
by some doctors as rigid, depressed, senile, or
untreatable. Some doctors view treating older
patients as futile or as a waste of time, because they
are going to die soon anyway. Indeed, studies have
shown that some doctors are less willing to pursue
expensive treatments and aggressive procedures or
therapies with older patients, and are more likely to
order pain medication to stabilize them until they
die. Other studies have shown that doctors regard
the same disease (e.g., cancer) as a surprise and a
tragedy in a S-year-old but not in an older adult.
Researchers have referred to this as “healthism.”
Some mental health professionals may shy away
from accepting older clients because they view
older people as not really having serious problems,
but rather as just feeling lonely and wanting to talk
to someone. On a positive note, these biases in the
medical and psychological professions are indeed
changing as increasing attention is devoted to train-
ing doctors and psychologists in gerontology, in
response to the growing demand for such training
brought about by the retiring baby boomers.

At the extreme, malignant ageism can result in
exploitation, neglect, or abuse of older adults, and
even in violent behavior toward them that leads to
their injury or death. Unfortunately, this type of
abuse is on the rise, and it tends to be overlooked
because (1) physicians have, until only fairly
recently, been less acquainted with this form of
abuse and (2) the elderly victim is too embar-
rassed or afraid to report it. Elder abuse is not
restricted to the United States, as researchers have
uncovered such abuse in Japan, Puerto Rico, and
other cultures.

Though ageism is most prevalent in the United
States (with exceptions such as traditional Hawaiians,
who revere their elders) and other Western nations,
other countries around the world are increasingly

becoming more ageist. Recent research suggests that
as Eastern cultures become more industrialized, and
more like the West—due to trade, tourism, and
increasing global connectedness—they may tend to
adopt more Western views of death, aging, and the
role of the older person in society.

Reducing Ageism

How then can ageism be reduced? From an early
age, children must learn that getting older does not
mean one will eventually be a witch or a bad or
grumpy person (as most fairy tales suggest). Society
needs to educate children, employers, policymak-
ers, and health care professionals about the perva-
siveness of ageism and how it has very real, harmful
effects on older adults. Opportunities for older
people to contribute to their community should be
created, and contact between younger and older
people should be encouraged. Older people should
be regarded with respect. In so doing, society will
enhance the quality of life for older adults and
enhance intergenerational interactions.

Todd D. Nelson
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ALLPORT, GORDON
(1897-1967)

Gordon Willard Allport is renowned for his work
on the psychology of prejudice and his formulation
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of the highly influential contact hypothesis. His
work pioneered a focus on the cognitive anteced-
ents of prejudice; it demonstrated how social psy-
chological research can address important social
issues and have a tangible impact on policy and
practice. This entry looks at his life and works.

Allport was born in Montezuma, Indiana, in
1897. His father was a physician, and his mother
was a former schoolteacher. When he was 6 years
old, his family moved near Cleveland, Ohio, where
he spent all his school years. Allport had three
older brothers, one of whom, Floyd, was also a
social psychologist and contributed to the estab-
lishment of modern experimental social psychol-
ogy. Gordon Allport completed his bachelor’s
degree at Harvard in 1919, and he then spent a
year teaching English and sociology at Robert
College, in Istanbul, Turkey. Returning to Harvard,
he was awarded a PhD in 1922; his doctoral dis-
sertation was entitled “An Experimental Study of
the Traits of Personality: With Special Reference to
the Problem of Social Diagnosis.”

Following completion of his PhD, Allport was
awarded a fellowship to study in Europe. He spent
one year in Berlin and Hamburg, Germany, where
he was introduced to the Gestalt theory of mind.
He then spent a year in England at Cambridge
University before returning to United States and
eventually becoming a faculty member of Harvard
University from 1930 to his death in 1967. Allport
also served as president of the American Psycho-
logical Association.

Allport’s Work

Opposed to the strictly one-sided psychoanalytic
and behaviorist approaches to the study of personal-
ity, Allport emphasized the uniqueness of the indi-
vidual and argued that problems need to be treated
in terms of present circumstances instead of child-
hood experiences. His theoretical views on person-
ality resulted in two books, Personality: A
Psychological Interpretation (1937) and Pattern
and Growth in Personality (1961). In The Individual
and His Religion (1950), Allport discussed the
development of religious attitudes and ideologies, as
well as the relationship between religion and inter-
group attitudes and behavior. This work led to what
is perhaps Allport’s most important contribution to
social psychology.

The Nature of Prejudice

Allport’s 1954 book, The Nature of Prejudice,
contains his most influential theoretical contribu-
tion to social psychology. Focusing on intergroup
conflict and in particular on interracial relations in
the United States, the book provides a broad per-
spective on defining, explaining, and reducing
prejudice.

Allport was one of the first theorists to focus on
the cognitive antecedents and processes that con-
tribute to expressions of prejudice. He argued that
stereotyping and categorization per se are func-
tional aspects of people’s thinking processes, but
that when combined with social inequalities they
can propagate biased attitudes and evaluations of
others. Thus, through social comparison with out-
groups, people locate themselves and their group
in the world. Allport’s analysis suggests that
although the cognitive mechanisms involved in
social categorization and stereotyping may some-
times lead to negative intergroup attitudes, this is
not inevitably the case.

This led to the important observation that if
more general psychological processes relating to
categorization are involved in the formation of
negative intergroup attitudes, then encouraging
people to shift their conceptualizations of group
membership from strictly defined criteria, such as
race, to more inclusive categories, like common
humanity, may weaken antagonistic relations and
prejudice between ethnic groups.

The Contact Hypothesis

A milestone theoretical contribution of The
Nature of Prejudice was Allport’s formulation of
the contact hypothesis. Allport considered whether
simply bringing together members of groups that
differ in terms of race, religion, or national origin
could reduce stereotyping and prejudice. He
argued that, in many cases, contact on its own
might not be sufficient to improve intergroup
attitudes. Rather, there are prerequisite situa-
tional conditions that enable intergroup contact
experiences to result in positive attitude change.
The “four necessary conditions” Allport identi-
fied were equal status during contact, the exis-
tence of common goals, cooperation in achieving
such goals, and institutional support (e.g., laws,
authorities, customs).
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Over the past 50 years, a great deal of research
has been devoted to testing and amending the basic
principles of the contact hypothesis, and contact is
now one of the most widely used psychological
interventions for reducing prejudice and improv-
ing intergroup relations. Much of this research
initially focused on extending Allport’s four key
conditions for positive contact outcomes, leading
some to suggest that the approach had too many
such conditions to prove workable.

A recent meta-analysis conducted by Thomas
Pettigrew and Linda Tropp directly addressed this
criticism. The meta-analysis identified 515 studies
conducted between 1949 and 2000 with 713 sam-
ples and a total of 38 participating nations. The
result of this meta-analysis was a robust and statis-
tically significant negative effect of contact on
prejudice, an effect that remained even for contact
that did not meet any of Allport’s initial four condi-
tions. Contemporary research on contact has,
therefore, begun to examine other issues, including
which forms of contact best reduce prejudice. For
instance, researchers have found that a unique
form of contact, cross-group friendship, is more
effective at improving outgroup attitudes than less
intimate forms of contact. They also have discov-
ered that indirect forms of contact, where contact
is experienced vicariously through others or through
simply imagining a positive outgroup encounter,
can have a positive effect on outgroup attitudes.

More than 50 years after the first publication of
The Nature of Prejudice, its core ideas continue to
inspire and guide scholars and policymakers focused
on the assessment, explanation, and attenuation of
prejudice, and this is Allport’s enduring legacy.

Richard ]. Crisp and Sofia Stathi
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AMBIVALENT SEXISM

Ambivalent sexism, a subtle but effective method
of keeping the gender equality gap from shrink-
ing, contains two complementary belief systems
about women that have the contrasting valences
of subjective benevolence and hostility. Benevolent
sexism masks the more overt hostile sexism by
giving seemingly caring reasons for discriminatory
behaviors toward women. Thus, ambivalent sex-
ism can be a difficult prejudice to root out.

Historical conceptions of sexism assume the
hostile belief that women are inferior to men and
unfit for positions of leadership, especially those
involving power over men. In this view, women
who adhere to traditional roles are undervalued
and viewed with contempt, while those who chal-
lenge such ascribed codes of behavior are resented
as overstepping natural and cultural boundaries.
While this notion of sexism has prevailed for a long
period of time, a more recent conceptualization
reveals that traditional beliefs about women may
be more complicated than previously assumed.

Rather than depicting women in only openly
hostile ways, more recent depictions show that
most people (both men and women alike) tend to
hold dual conceptions about women: benevolent
and hostile sexism. Acting together, these aspects
of ambivalent sexism reward women for avoiding
situations that make them seem nonfeminine and
for choosing situations that make them seem femi-
nine. Or, as Glick and Fiske have described, the
two components act as “carrot and stick” to
encourage women to “remain in their place.”
Women receive rewards (i.e., the carrot) when they
follow the rules, but are punished (i.e., receive the
stick) when they do not.

Components

Hostile sexism is the belief that women are by
nature inferior and thus unfit for and incapable of
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holding positions of authority, especially over
men. Hostile sexists tend to see a power struggle
between the sexes and express resentment of
women for manipulating men—whether by blud-
geoning men with “feminist demands” or control-
ling men through sexual seduction. Accordingly,
hostile sexists (both men and women) may experi-
ence anger toward “feminist” women who chal-
lenge prescribed gender roles and/or shirk “their
moral and biological duty” of acting as a subordi-
nate to a presumably stronger male counterpart.
Because laws, organizational policies, and norms
of social desirability often serve to protect women,
expressions of hostile sexism may have diminished
in recent years.

Benevolent sexism also works against the pro-
motion of women as equals, but in a very different
way. This construct idealizes women as mothers,
wives, and caregivers. In addition, benevolent sex-
ism assumes that women both have a purity that
men do not and also need protection, as they are
too weak and good to defend themselves against
those who might otherwise do them wrong. Rather
than lowering the status of women by directly
characterizing them as less competent, benevolent
sexism subtly reinforces the idea that women are
more fragile and should be protected and provided
for by men. In return, women are expected to con-
fine themselves to a social sphere in which they can
nurture the next generation, serve as counterparts
to their adoring husbands, and create comfortable
homes.

Hostile and benevolent sexism work to balance
each other and together function (more effectively
than hostility would alone) to relegate women to a
second-class status. Benevolent sexism may be
more palatable to most people (especially women)
than hostile sexism because it appears to reflect
good intentions rather than antagonism. That is,
women who allow themselves to be patronized
reap some benefits and earn the adoration of their
male protectors, while women who do not con-
form to the model are subjected to the negative
consequences provided by hostile sexism, includ-
ing censure, hate, and resentment.

Sources

Three structural foundations underlie ambivalent
sexist beliefs. The first is acceptance of a patriarchal

system. Benevolent sexism is patronizing care
taken of someone assumed to be unable to make
decisions or act as an independent adult; it is
related to paternalism and the presumed benevo-
lent authority parents exercise over their chil-
dren. This implicitly treats women as children,
advocating that men be guardians of women’s
minds and bodies, exerting a protective influence
over women because of their alleged vulnerabil-
ity. In a complementary fashion, hostile sexism
reinforces patriarchal assumptions that men
should be in charge. However, hostile sexism
more directly asserts women’s presumed inferior-
ity (e.g., viewing them as too emotional to
lead).

A second component reflects biological and
social gender differentiation. Men’s physical
power is often equated with social power. Sex is
a fundamental biological and social category
that tends to foster sharp social distinctions in
most societies (e.g., gender stereotypes), form-
ing the basis for a division of labor. Women
(due to their greater biological ties to reproduc-
tion) are associated with nurturing and domes-
tic life, whereas men are associated with more
powerful societal roles and leadership positions.
These roles reinforce both benevolent sexism
(e.g., viewing women as warm and expressive—
traits linked to the nurturing role) and hostile
sexism (e.g., viewing women as less competent
because they less often occupy leadership
roles).

A third component of ambivalent sexism is het-
erosexuality, the premise that both sexes need a
heterosexual romantic relationship to be fulfilled.
Sexuality affords women a dual role. On one hand,
women may be viewed as good wives and mothers,
or agents and targets of intimacy and affection
(i.e., benevolence). On the other hand, women
may be viewed as seductresses, using their sexual
power to take control over men and attempting to
emasculate them (i.e., hostile). The presumption
that women use sex as a tool by which to control
men elicits hostile resentment and attitudes that
sexually demean women. However, because sex is
rewarding and fosters emotional intimacy, subjec-
tively benevolent views romanticize women (e.g.,
as fair and pure princesses). Thus, ambivalent sex-
ism encourages polarized categorizations of some
women as “sluts” and others as “angels.”
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Measuring Ambivalent Sexism

The most commonly used measure of ambivalent
sexism is the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory, which
separately assesses each component of sexism. The
measure was created by Glick and Fiske in 1996,
and since then it has been widely validated in more
than 25 countries (e.g., the U.S., Turkey, Brazil,
the Netherlands) with samples ranging from 200
to 2,000. The measure goes beyond previous
boundaries by examining sexism as more than the
traditional, hostility-based view in which sexist
behaviors are solely motivated by a dislike of
women. Thus, an example of benevolent sexism is:
“Many women have a quality of purity that few
men possess.” And an example of hostile sexism is:
“Women seek to gain power by getting control
over men.” The ambivalent nature of sexism can
be seen in the duality of women’s roles expressed
here. Women are described as both pure beings
and power-hungry creatures.

Research using the measure has shown that the
constructs of benevolent sexism and hostile sexism
are positively correlated with each other (correla-
tions range across samples from .37 to .74), and
tend to be more highly correlated in women than in
men. Hostile sexism is also correlated with other
measures, such as “protestant work ethic” and
“social dominance,” while benevolent sexism has
been correlated with “right wing authoritarian-
ism.” When hostile sexism is statistically controlled,
benevolent sexism is often no longer a significant
predictor for constructs like modern sexism or tra-
ditional sexism. Such an effect may be taken as
further evidence that benevolent sexism is a unique
construct that gives sexist behaviors a protectionist
aura. In these studies, men tend to score higher
than women on the hostile components of sexism,
but there are rarely gender differences on the
benevolent sexism component, with both groups at
least partially endorsing this behavior.

Consequences

The consequences of ambivalent sexism can be
severe. As with most forms of subtle discrimina-
tion, the slow buildup of unfair treatment over
time exacerbates the impact of any one sexist inter-
action. Any belief system that systematically keeps
one group from living and working at its full

potential limits everyone in society. When women
are forced out of the workforce by prejudice,
beaten in their homes for expressing ideas contrary
to those of their husbands, and treated as second-
class citizens on the basis of gender, an environ-
ment is created where neither women nor men can
thrive. While the process of change involves a cul-
tural shift in attitudes toward women, recognizing
the consequences of sexist behavior is an impor-
tant first step in achieving equality. Ambivalent
sexism complicates the prospects for exposing the
negative effects of sexism because of its subjec-
tively positive component, which leads many peo-
ple to view sexism as not as bad as other forms of
prejudice. Specifically, women are more accepting
of benevolent sexism (due to its apparent favorabil-
ity toward women) and, in turn, are more willing
to accept hostile sexism because it is “softened” by
benevolent sexism.

Michelle Hebl and Katharine Ridgway O’Brien
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ANTICONFORMITY

Anticonformity refers to behavior that is deliber-
ately designed to go against the position advocated
by one or more others. Also known as counterfor-
mity, anticonformity most typically occurs in
group settings when an individual rebels against
the dominant or majority opinion. It conjures up
the image of the maverick or deviant who pur-
posefully disagrees publicly with the positions of
others in the group, even when he or she agrees
privately with these same positions.
Anticonformity stands in contrast to two other
important types of response to social pressure:



20 Anticonformity

conformity and independence. Conformity and
anticonformity are essentially opposites. Whereas
with conformity, an individual is motivated to
cooperate, follow, and fit in with the group, with
anticonformity, he or she is motivated to disagree
with, disrupt, and oppose the group. In research
settings, conformity is usually measured by move-
ment toward the majority opinion, and anticon-
formity by movement away from it. Independence
can look like anticonformity, but its motives are
different. With independence, the goal is simply
to be true to one’s self, regardless of how one’s
views might be received by others. The term non-
conformity encompasses both anticonformity and
independence.

A real-life example of anticonformity was widely
reported in the American media during the
Christmas season in 1994. A man from Little
Rock, Arkansas, was served with a court injunc-
tion, raised at the behest of his neighbors, ordering
him to remove some of the over 3 million lights
from the Christmas display at his home. The dis-
play was attracting too many sightseers and too
much traffic to his exclusive residential neighbor-
hood for his neighbors’ liking. The man could have
conformed to his neighbors by removing some of
his lights. He could have shown independence by
neither adding nor removing any lights. Instead,
the man chose to anticonform. Soon after the
injunction was served, he defied it by increasing
the number of lights in his display. This entry
examines the origins of anticonformity, describes
some theories, and offers a few examples.

Background and History

In 1957, British psychologist Michael Argyle pub-
lished what was probably the first study to demon-
strate anticonformity under controlled conditions.
Argyle asked male students to evaluate a painting
by Marc Chagall, Poete Allongé, which was cho-
sen deliberately because of its “unusual and
ambiguous character.” Participants were told that
they were working with a student partner, when in
fact their partner was Argyle’s confederate. In one
condition, each student learned that his opinion of
the painting had been rejected by his partner (e.g.,
“What you say is trivial, for the picture is so mean-
ingful as a whole”). Participants were then given
an opportunity to rate the painting a second time,

and social influence was measured by the change
in participants’ ratings toward or away from the
rating given by the “partner.” Argyle found that
most participants, 58%, were uninfluenced by
their partner; they showed independence by stick-
ing with their original opinion. Another 35%
showed conformity by moving toward the part-
ner’s position. The remaining 8% of participants,
however, showed anticonformity; they became
even more extreme in their disagreement with their
partner.

In the early 1960s, Richard Crutchfield and
Richard Willis published the earliest theoretical
work on the distinction between anticonformity,
conformity, and independence. Working indepen-
dently, both proposed that although anticonfor-
mity and conformity are opposites in terms of
underlying motives and measurement, they are,
ironically, quite similar conceptually in that both
are determined by the group’s position. Thus, both
are properly regarded as forms of dependent
behavior. Both stand in contrast to independence,
therefore, where the individual is not influenced
one way or the other by social forces. Crutchfield
and Willis concluded that anticonformity, confor-
mity, and independence should not be conceptual-
ized and measured merely by different degrees of
positive or negative movement along a single-
dimension line segment, the standard practice of
Argyle and other early researchers. Rather, the
three responses should be seen as falling at the
vertices of a triangle.

Theories of Anticonformity

Social scientists have proposed a number of motives
that attempt to explain why anticonformity may
occur in certain situations. One motive, first for-
mally identified by Jack Brehm, is known as psy-
chological reactance. It is based on an individual’s
perceived rights and freedoms. When people are
members of a group, they can come to believe that
their rights as individuals are being eliminated or
threatened with elimination. Under such condi-
tions, Brehm proposed, people may react by taking
steps to restore their freedom.

One clear way to reclaim a freedom is to do the
opposite of what the source of the threat suggests;
that is, to anticonform. So if people in a neighbor-
hood group say to one of their members, “Surely,
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you must agree with us that we have too much
traffic at night in our neighborhood. You need to
take down some of your Christmas lights,” the
target individual might respond in words or deeds,
“Who gave you the right to tell me what to do on
my own property? Actually, I think my display
would benefit by adding even more lights.” Another
example of anticonformity consistent with reac-
tance motivation is known as the Romeo and Juliet
effect. As in Shakespeare’s tragic drama, attempts
by parents in Western cultures to restrict their
teenagers’ freedom to date may backfire, leading
to increased dating.

Other recognized motives for anticonformity
include the desires to (a) promote change and
innovation; (b) establish or project one’s indi-
viduality or uniqueness; (c) avoid bad group deci-
sions (i.e., groupthink); (d) avoid the appearance
of sycophancy; (e) disconfirm another’s negative
expectations regarding one’s skills, attributes, or
abilities; and (f) distance oneself or group from
dissimilar, disliked, or unattractive others.

An example of this distancing occurred in the
1930s following the rise of Nazism. Prior to
World War II, a type of swastika had been the
official insignia of the U.S. Army’s 45th Infantry
Division. The swastika of the 45th was chosen
initially because it had been an ancient cosmic and
religious symbol in many cultures (e.g., Navajo
Indian culture). After a mirror-image swastika
was adopted by Hitler and the Nazis in 1935,
however, ranking officers in the 45th Division felt
obliged to change their insignia in order to dissoci-
ate the 45th from anything related to Nazism. The
division’s swastika was replaced in 1939 by a

thunderbird.

Anticonformity by Overconformity

Another probable example of anticonformity based
on disassociation from the Nazis was demon-
strated by Freud following the Nazi annexation of
Austria in 1938. According to a biographer, the
82-year-old Freud was allowed to emigrate to
England, but only after he had signed an affidavit
stating that he had been under no pressure from
Nazi authorities. After signing, Freud offered to add
“I can recommend the Gestapo to anyone,” but his
offer was turned down. Given that the intent of
Freud’s offer was to register his disagreement with

and opposition to the Nazis, in perhaps the only
way available to him under the circumstances, his
offer reflects anticonformity.

This example is important because it illustrates
that although anticonformity is usually measured
by movement away from a group’s position, it
can sometimes be indicated, ironically, by move-
ment toward the group, provided that such
movement is excessive. This brand of anticonfor-
mity was first identified by Willis and dubbed
overconformity.

The Anticonformist

Anticonformity refers to a type of behavior. Yet, a
person who consistently engages in anticonformity
across time and settings can be regarded as a type
of person—the anticonformist. Most evidence sup-
porting the existence of anticonformists is anec-
dotal. Nevertheless, there have been a few
systematic attempts to identify the characteristics
and etiology of anticonformists. One provocative
account was offered by historian of science, Frank
Sulloway. Based on archival records, Sulloway
found significant evidence that innovators, icono-
clasts, and rebels in the history of science, religion,
and politics tend to be later-borns.

To explain these findings, Sulloway proposed
that because of firstborns’ typical role as surrogate
parents, and through the normal process of sibling
competition for parental attention, firstborns gen-
erally identify with their parents. Firstborns, there-
fore, are predisposed to conformity and
conventionality. Later-born children, in contrast,
are outsiders to an established group from birth—
their parents and older siblings. Thus, they are
primed to rebel against the establishment, particu-
larly against the seemingly arbitrary authority that
is typically exerted over them by elder siblings, and
hence tend toward anticonformity.

The primary force that drives change in history,
therefore, is not located between families divided
by social class, as Marx proposed. Rather,
Sulloway argued, it is located within families
divided by birth order, a function of small-group
dynamics.

Paul R. Nail

See also Conformity; Groupthink; Innovation; Minority
Influence; Self-Fulfilling Prophecy; Social Deviance



22 Anti-Semitism

Further Readings

Argyle, M. (1957). Social pressure in public and private
situations. Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, 54, 172-175.

Brehm, J. W. (1966). A theory of psychological reactance.
New York: Academic Press.

Crutchfield, R. S. (1962). Conformity and creative
thinking. In H. E. Gruber, G. Terrell, &

M. Wertheimer (Eds.), Contemporary approaches to
creative thinking (pp. 120-140). New York: Atherton.

Nail, P. R., MacDonald, G., & Levy, D. A. (2000).
Proposal of a four-dimensional model of social
response. Psychological Bulletin, 126, 454-470.

Sulloway, F. J. (1996). Born to rebel: Birth order, family
dynamics, and creative lives. New York: Pantheon.

Willis, R. H. (1963). Two dimensions of conformity-
nonconformity. Sociometry, 26, 499-513.

ANTI-SEMITISM

Anti-Semitism is prejudice toward Jews and Jewish
culture. From a social psychological perspective, it
is a devaluation of the group of Jews and their
culture or a devaluation of a Jewish person,
because she or he is a member of the social cate-
gory. A common definition refers to anti-Semitism
as hostile beliefs—expressed by attitudes, myths,
ideology, folklore and imagery, discrimination,
and violence—which destroy the worth of Jews
and Jewish culture. In its most comprehensive
sense, it is hostility toward Jews as “Jews,” and
thus an expression of devaluation and of inequal-
ity between groups. Anti-Semitism is expressed by
individuals, groups, or institutions against Jewish
people, groups, or culture through the categoriza-
tion of Jews as negatively different or Jewish cul-
ture as strange. Jews are seen not as individuals
but as a collective that brings problems to a com-
munity, often in a secret way.

The group-focused nature of anti-Semitism
links it to other expressions of prejudice, such as
anti-immigrant prejudice, prejudice against
Muslims, and sexism, all within a syndrome of
group-focused enmity. The special importance of
anti-Semitism is derived from two features. First,
anti-Semitism has occurred worldwide for centu-
ries. Second, its most destructive expression has
been reflected in persecution: the German Crusade

of 1096, the expulsion of Jews from England in
1290, the Spanish Inquisition, the expulsion from
Spain in 1492 and from Portugal in 1497, and the
Holocaust of Nazi Germany.

Anti-Semitism seems to be prototypical of a
number of prejudices. It encompasses nearly every
aspect of prejudice toward an outgroup. Anti-
Semitism has many individual-level facets, ranging
from subtle anti-Semitic stereotyping and antipa-
thies to blatant expressions of anti-Semitic racism
and discrimination. In many societies, the collec-
tive memory has retained anti-Semitic racial stere-
otypes (Jewish character or appearance), religious
stereotypes (Anti-Christ), secular stereotypes (prof-
iteer), and political anti-Semitic stereotypes (Jewish
conspiracy). Some modern expressions of anti-
Semitism, which have been a subject of contro-
versy since the 1990s, are Islamist anti-Semitism
and a critique of Israeli policies that is fed by anti-
Semitic prejudices.

Psychological Foundations

Stereotypes and images of the “collective Jew” are
very persistent. Cultures transport and transfer
anti-Semitic stereotypes and myths through social
representations that are part of the collective
memory. The social psychology of anti-Semitism
focuses on individual causes within social contexts,
reaching from prejudices to genocide.

Early psychodynamic approaches attribute its
causes to intrapsychic crises and conflicts, resulting,
for example, from feelings of guilt or infirm ego
strengths. The Frankfurt School’s project on the
authoritarian personality by Theodore Adorno and
his colleagues had a particularly significant influ-
ence on research on anti-Semitism. This personality
approach refers to psychodynamic processes and
explains anti-Semitism by reference to the individ-
ual trait of an authoritarian personality, which is
developed through punitive socialization and char-
acterized by obedience. The researchers believed
that this personality primes individuals to be per-
suaded by propaganda and anti-Semitism. Several
studies have shown that authoritarianism predicts
anti-Semitism. Current studies also demonstrate
that dominance-orientated people are prone to be
anti-Semitic. Social dominance theory criticizes the
psychodynamic approach of the Frankfurt School.
Authoritarianism is a pathological condition that
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does not explain institutional behavior and ideo-
logical processes in society. Prejudices are legiti-
mizing ideologies for social hierarchies between
groups within a society, and people who are high
in social dominance orientation are motivated to
keep groups like Jews in lower status positions.

The social identity approach taken by Henri
Tajfel and his colleagues gives a clearer picture of
the link between individual and contextual causes
of prejudices. From this perspective, anti-Semitism
is explained as a group-focused devaluation in the
context of intergroup relations. The social-cognitive
categorization of Jews and Jewish culture as an
outgroup is thought to be responsible for the devel-
opment of some anti-Semitic sentiments. Primary
reference groups (ingroups), which define the social
identity of an individual group member, communi-
cate anti-Semitism. Members of an ingroup differ-
entiate themselves from Jews and Jewish culture
and demand conformity to the ingroup’s norms
and ideologies. The ingroup’s social-cognitive char-
acterization of Jews as an outgroup is thought to be
responsible for the development of anti-Semitic
beliefs and attitudes. Anti-Semitic sentiments in
extremist groups clearly show this dynamic, but it
can also be detected in anti-Semitism of peer groups
or familial socialization.

The satisfaction of several overlapping needs
and motives by anti-Semitism is linked to its group-
focused nature. Five such needs and motives are:

1. Anti-Semitism functions to reinforce self-esteem
derived from group membership. Anti-Semitism
can strengthen social identities, such as those
defined by the ideology of a homogeneous
nation. Difference and differentiation can have
a detrimental effect on self-esteem through
social identity processes, and may trigger
prejudices—especially if social identities are felt
to be threatened. Anti-Semitic stereotypes of
Jewish conspiracies keep such threats alive.

2. Anti-Semitism fulfills the function of
legitimizing devaluation of those who compete
or are perceived to compete with the ingroup,
contributing to the suppression of outgroups
and the superiority of the ingroup. Racist
images of Jews serve this function.

3. Anti-Semitism can bind individuals to groups
and their opinions. Anti-Semitism links people

to a “group of regulars.” People gain
recognition by others through expressing the
normatively “correct” opinion of the group.

4. Anti-Semitism fulfills a knowledge function. It
explains what is going on, and why things
happen. For example, a belief in Jewish
conspiracy explains why some groups suffer.
Myths about the Zionist threat and the
conspiracy of Judaism that wants to rule the
world are extreme examples. These functions
are fed by anti-Semitic stereotypes, which bind
these beliefs together and relate them to other
prejudices.

5. Anti-Semitism may alleviate feelings of guilt
about matters of historical fact. An often-
reported expression of anti-Semitic sentiments is
blaming the victims.

In addition to such cultural and individual causes,
several other contextual factors permit or promote
anti-Semitism. Studies show that stereotypical
media presentations of Jews and Jewish culture
over time, a denial of collective anti-Semitism by
political and cultural elites, and lack of contact
and experiences with Jews and Jewish culture also
are critical causes of anti-Semitism. The power of
the old anti-Semitism can be evoked by those who
rely on threats to groups and sentiments that can
be linked to stereotypes kept in the historical
memory. Studies in Europe show that anti-Semitism
is a regular part of right wing populism, together
with xenophobia and authoritarian orientations.
These attitudes are especially exerted by populists
who make use of freedom of speech and rely on
the assumption that the majority feels and thinks
the same way. Right wing populists frequently
challenge and break laws against anti-Semitism,
and anti-Semitic racism is a core element of right
wing extremism. However, groups and individuals
who are aware of the norm against anti-Semitism
also sometimes fall back on anti-Semitic stereo-
types, for example, in the manner in which they
criticize Israeli policies.

New Anti-Semitism

Current research on anti-Semitism is characterized,
in particular, by controversies about the difference
between the old and new forms of anti-Semitism.
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The old or classical anti-Semitism is an overt
devaluation of Jews that refers to negative, racist
stereotypes (e.g., racist images or stereotypes asso-
ciated with the Anti-Christ or Devil) and is often
tabooed and outlawed. The new anti-Semitism is
based on traditional anti-Semitic stereotypes that
are expressed in claims about current societal
events such as a worldwide Jewish conspiracy or
Israeli terror, which is interpreted to be Jewish. For
example, the new anti-Semitism is represented by
a specific Islamist, anti-Zionist anti-Semitism
founded on myths of conspiracy. Several studies
show that since 2000 (the Second Intifada), anti-
Semitism has been on the increase in Muslim com-
munities. Large parts of this Islamist anti-Semitism
are being justified by claims that Muslims are vic-
tims of Israeli policies, which are represented and
mythologized as Jewish. Another facet of the new
anti-Semitism is the “secondary anti-Semitism,”
occurring in Germany and other European coun-
tries, that involves denying historical anti-Semitic
events, such as the genocide at Auschwitz, and
demanding a Schlussstrich (“final closure”) to the
history of the Holocaust. Other facets of the new
anti-Semitism are the positions that Jews benefited
from exploiting their suffering during the Holocaust
and that other communities suffered more from
World War II than the Jews did. These arguments
entail denying the persecution of the Jews and their
status as victims. Polls show that this secondary
anti-Semitism is increasingly spreading into the
mainstream of many civil societies.

Often anti-Semitism is hidden by a critique of
Israel. This new expression of anti-Semitism is
found in right wing populism, Islamist propa-
ganda, and sometimes left wing ideologies. Israeli
policies against Palestinians are sometimes defined
as “Jewish” and are thus attributed to religious
rather than nationalistic causes. This anti-Semitic
critique is linked to two other themes: first, a com-
parison of Israeli policies to the crimes of the Nazis
in the Third Reich; and second, a separatist ideol-
ogy categorizing Jews as a strange community that
is not part of society. A topic causing serious dis-
putes and ideological debate is the question of
which criticisms of Israeli politics represent anti-
Semitism. For example, some argue that any criti-
cism of Israel represents anti-Semitism, whereas
others claim that virtually no criticism of Israel has
anti-Semitic roots.

The German study group on “group-focused
enmity” proposes that the presence of one or more
of the following four criteria indicates that a criti-
cism of Israel may be considered anti-Semitic:

1. The denial of the right of Israel to exist and the
right of its self-defense (i.e., anti-Zionism);

2. a historical comparison between Israeli policy
concerning Palestine and the persecution of Jews
in Nazi Germany;

3. the evaluation of Israeli policy with double
standards (i.e., political measures are criticized
in Israel but not in other countries); and

4. the transference of anti-Semitic stereotypes to
Israel and, in turn, the transformation of Israel
into the myth of “the collective Jew.”

If criticism of Israel does not meet any of these
criteria, it is not considered anti-Semitic. Criticism
of Israeli policies in Palestine is possible with-
out anti-Semitic sentiment, but analyses show
that it seems to be very difficult to criticize Israel
without referring to one of these components of
anti-Semitism.

Implications

The group-focused enmity criteria mentioned ear-
lier give a basis for detecting new expressions of
anti-Semitism from a nonideological point of view.
Unfortunately, the discourse on anti-Semitism has
always been charged by ideological positions. This
partly explains why current surveys show that it is
difficult for people to speak about Jews and Jewish
culture without referring to stereotypes. In many
societies, such anti-Jewish sentiments are misused
for propaganda. In Europe, anti-Semitism has
become a critical part of right wing populism.
Additional elements tied to anti-Semitism are
anti-immigrant prejudices and authoritarian orienta-
tions, which are often precursors of attacks on Jews,
synagogues, and Jewish schools. In many European
cities, Jewish buildings still have to be protected by
police. Also, innumerable efforts are being made to
combat traditional and modern anti-Semitism.
Above all, programs focus on the education of
schoolchildren and young adults, but anti-Semitism
is still prevalent among elderly people. However,
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although many organizations and countries sup-
port campaigns against anti-Semitism, evidence
about the effectiveness of these approaches is rare.
Social psychological research offers evidence
showing that actions that promote positive inter-
group contacts and self-esteem, lower intergroup
threats, and strengthen empathy and perspective
taking can reduce prejudices like anti-Semitism.
However, evidence is needed to establish the effec-
tiveness of such interventions specifically with
anti-Semitism. In addition to analysis of interven-
tionist approaches, more substantive research on
other aspects of anti-Semitism is needed. Although
many scientists agree that anti-Semitism still exists
and poses a severe threat to democracy, some fun-
damental questions have to be answered. For
example, rising anti-Semitism in Eastern Europe
has to be explained more exactly. The rise and dis-
semination of anti-Semitic stereotypes, anti-
Semitism in elderly people, Islamist anti-Semitism,
the anti-Semitism of elites, and many more phe-
nomena need to be understood. And over and
over again, we have to explain the unexplainable:
Auschwitz.

Andreas Zick
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APARTHEID

Apartheid is an Afrikaner word that means “sep-
arateness” or “apartness.” It represents a cluster
of policies that were designed to achieve “total
separation” between races in South Africa, the
effect of which was to preserve the economic and
political privilege of the White minority. The
application of apartheid led to a vast program of
social engineering that lent constitutional legiti-
macy to the subjugation of the non-White major-
ity. In this entry, the theory, practice, demise, and
legacy of apartheid will be discussed, with a focus
on its effects on intergroup thoughts, feelings, and
behaviors.

Historical and Theoretical Context

Apartheid in South Africa cannot be understood
without being placed in its historical context.
For centuries, descendents of the Dutch settlers
(the Afrikaners) coexisted uneasily with native
African tribes who were being displaced by
Afrikaner territorial expansion. Afrikaners also
found themselves increasingly in competition
with the British, who began to assume political
and economic control of much of southern
Africa. The tension between the two imperial
forces reached a head during the Boer Wars,
which entrenched British influence and extin-
guished the political independence of the
Afrikaner republics. The period after this defeat
was marked by the growth of a distinct Afrikaner
identity, which gradually reasserted itself cul-
turally, linguistically, and politically under
British rule.

As South Africa became increasingly urban-
ized, Afrikaners began drifting into the cities,
where they perceived themselves to be the vic-
tims of British racism and cultural imperialism.
A new class of urban Afrikaner poor emerged
that had to compete with cheap labor from Black
migrants. Traditional racial hierarchies were
realigning around class, and many poor White
Afrikaners found their traditional privileges to
be under threat. The fear was that British capi-
talist imperialism would result in Afrikaners
being “lumped together” with other minority
ethnic groups and afforded the same kind of
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second-class citizenship that Black, Colored, and
Indian South Africans had received. Political
sympathies began drifting toward segregation-
ists, who worked to revive the fortunes of the
Afrikaners relative to the British colonizers and
the ethnic minorities.

The policy that became known as apartheid
was designed to entrench Afrikaner power relative
to these two traditional threats. The model for
race relations in South Africa (and many other
nations) in the early 20th century was a British
imperialist model, in which Blacks and Whites
were geographically segregated within a single
polity. Whites ruled over Blacks politically, and
Blacks were expected to assimilate to White cul-
ture in order to become competitive within the
socloeconomic system.

Apartheid theorists in the 1940s argued that
this horizontal system of White supremacy was
unsustainable because it would breed frustration,
violence, and rebellion from the ethnic minorities.
Under apartheid, Afrikaners, Anglos, Coloreds,
and various Black tribes would be given separate
homelands, which would coexist within the nation
of South Africa. By giving each ethnic group its
own political and cultural space, it was argued that
racial conflict would be reduced because each eth-
nic group would be free to develop its own politi-
cal and cultural identity independent of the
others.

As an intellectual abstraction, apartheid is con-
sistent with “dual identity” models of intergroup
relations, whereby subcultures are encouraged to
foster a distinct identity while at the same time
embracing what they share at the superordinate
(national) level. Indeed, much of the rhetoric that
was used to promote apartheid focused on its
potential to liberate Afrikaners from British dom-
ination and to reduce interracial conflict.

In reality, though, the implementation of apart-
heid reinforced the type of horizontal White
supremacy it defined itself against. Rather than
reducing racial conflict, it dramatically deepened
inequities between White and Black South Africans,
and intensified the frustration, violence, and rebel-
lion that it was designed to diminish. Rather than
allowing for subcultures to flourish, apartheid
became an intellectual masquerade that allowed
both Afrikaners and British descendents to main-
tain their traditional racial privilege.

How It Worked

In practice, the policy of apartheid comprised two
separate programs: “grand apartheid” and “petty
apartheid.” Grand apartheid involved an ambi-
tious and brutal process of social engineering.
Black immigration into White areas was halted,
and many Black migrants considered “surplus” to
economic requirements were deported to “home-
lands.” Mass relocations of ethnic minorities in
South Africa resulted in hundreds of thousands of
people being forcibly removed from their homes.
The “homelands” offered Blacks were dispropor-
tionately small and arid.

Slums that had grown up after World War II
were demolished and replaced with “townships,”
where Blacks had no permanent property rights.
Many of the townships were placed just inside
Black homeland borders, and White-run industrial
plants were relocated just outside the borders. This
was designed to encourage Blacks to migrate to the
homelands, at the same time as offering South
African industrialists access to “foreign” labor
that was not entitled to the same rights offered to
those in Afrikaner areas.

Services for Black people were boosted in the
Black homelands but dramatically cut in “White
areas,” a strategy designed to coax Blacks to settle
in the Black homelands. This epic program of
relocation required that Blacks be under close sur-
veillance and that their movements be closely
regulated. Black workers needed permits to leave
the homelands to seek work and to live in Black
townships: Hundreds of thousands of Blacks were
imprisoned for not having a pass or for traveling
to a place without permission. Institutions were
manipulated to prevent the desegregation of the
races. For example, school curricula were rede-
signed to actively discourage economic assimila-
tion of Blacks. Interracial marriage and even
sexual relations between races were prohibited
by law.

Those Black and Colored South Africans who
remained in White areas were segregated from the
White population. This policy—known as petty
apartheid—involved racial segregation of services
and facilities such as parks, public transportation,
and restaurants. The policy was essentially a for-
malized version of the segregation policies that
existed in many countries in the early- to mid-20th
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century, such as those used in the United States
during the Jim Crow era. “Grand apartheid” was
the most dramatic and distinctive manifestation of
the policy of total separation, but for outsiders, it
was “petty apartheid” that came to symbolize the
injustices of South African race relations. Although
the complexities of grand apartheid were difficult
to capture and communicate to international audi-
ences, the “White only” signs associated with petty
apartheid provided images that pricked the con-
sciences of liberal Whites around the world.

South Africa’s policy of institutionalized segre-
gation (masquerading as the defense of cultural
identity) emerged at about the same time that rac-
ist practices were being actively contested and
overthrown in many parts of the Western world.
As a result, South African apartheid became a
high-profile cause among international activists
who campaigned for civil liberties and the disman-
tling of institutionalized racism.

Opposition and Demise

For Black South Africans, the introduction of
apartheid resulted in economic marginalization,
disempowerment, humiliation, and organized
resistance. Intellectuals such as Steve Biko drew
inspiration from the Black Power movement in the
United States and worked to develop Black pride
and nonviolent opposition to apartheid in Black
South Africans. Advocates of Black consciousness
reinforced the notion that Blacks must stop their
psychological subservience to and economic depen-
dency on Whites, and that Blacks should ultimately
rule South Africa. The psychological transforma-
tion was buttressed by a military operation, largely
coordinated by the African National Congress
(ANC). Led by Nelson Mandela, the ANC coordi-
nated underground cells of militia who carried out
sabotage attacks and assassinations.

In response, White South Africa was galvanized
in their antipathy toward what they perceived to
be agents of terrorism and communism. An army
of police, intelligence agents, and conscripts was
built up to crush resistance. A covert civil war
developed between Black militias and the
Broederbond, a secretive society of pro-Afrikaner
advocates who engaged in their own military
resistance with the blessing of the South African
government.

From the mid-1970s, a number of insurrections
broke out in poor Black townships. These expres-
sions of people power were often poorly organized
and easily crushed. But images of Black protest
and heavy-handed attempts by police to quell the
revolts increased pressure on the international
community to coerce South Africa into reform. In
the 1970s, economic sanctions and sporting boy-
cotts turned South Africa into a pariah state. A
gulf developed between mainstream Whites within
and outside South Africa. To outsiders, apartheid
was illegitimate, irredeemable, and morally repug-
nant. In contrast, many Afrikaners perceived
themselves to be a misunderstood last line of
defense against chaos, communism, terrorism, and
godlessness. The apartheid debate became severely
polarized within and outside South Africa.

In the 1980s, the energies of the ANC gradually
moved from armed resistance to collective protest
and mobilization. South Africa experienced an
unprecedented wave of marches, riots, and boycotts,
this time with significant support from Indian South
Africans and international media and activists. In the
face of social and economic decline, the National
Party diluted some of the more interventionist aspects
of apartheid, before formally negotiating ways to
resolve the 40-year conflict. In 1994, multiracial elec-
tions were held for the first time, and Mandela
became the first Black president of South Africa.

Since then, apartheid has been morally and
intellectually discredited within South Africa as
well as outside it. Morally, it is considered indis-
putable that governments need to protect the rights
of all its citizens, not just those of racial elites. The
intellectual case for apartheid has been dismantled by
social psychological work on the contact hypotbhesis,
which argues that intergroup relations are best man-
aged when members of different cultures are allowed
to interact with equal status, and with support from
norms and institutional authorities that protect
against racism. Today, the term apartheid lives on as
a metaphor that is occasionally invoked to describe
and condemn any policy that is seen to segregate and
promote inequities between social groups.

Matthew |]. Hornsey
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AscH, SOLOMON
(1907-1996)

Solomon Asch was born in 1907 in Warsaw,
Poland, and emigrated in 1920 to the United States.
He remains one of the most influential social psy-
chologists of the 20th century. His research on
impression formation and social influence consti-
tuted innovations that revolutionized the field of
social psychology. The questions he sought to
answer, namely how people form impressions of
others and when they are influenced by others,
continue to inspire research to this day.

His ideas about impression formation and
social influence, borrowed from the domain of
vision, are examined in this entry and illustrated
with some of his most famous experiments. The
importance of his work for the subfield of group
processes and the more general field of social psy-
chology is also discussed.

Impression Formation

Asch’s research was based on German Gestalt
theory, which can be translated as the theory of
the “whole.” According to Gestalt theory, when
we see a face, we do not first perceive one eye,
then the other eye, then the mouth, and so on.
Instead, we immediately see the entire face (a
gestalt), and this face is more than the sum of its
parts (e.g., if an eye and the mouth changed
places, we would perceive a very different face).

Asch was not the first psychologist to be inter-
ested in how people perceive others, but his
approach was radically different from that of
previous researchers. Earlier scholars were inter-
ested primarily in percetual accuracy—whether
people could accurately guess the personalities
of other individuals, whereas Asch was more
interested in process—in learning how people
form impressions of others. He conducted
research designed to answer three questions
about impression formation, which were derived
from Gestalt theory. First, when people receive
items of information about an individual, do
they form a coherent and unified impression of
that individual? Second, do some items of infor-
mation organize the overall impression? And
third, do early items influence how later items
are interpreted?

Fundamental Questions

To answer his first question, Asch gave par-
ticipants the following list of traits characterizing
a fictitious “person X”: intelligent, a hard-
worker, skillful, warm, determined, practical,
and cautious. Participants then wrote a sketch of
person X and answered questions about other
characteristics (e.g., generous, friendly) of that
person. Asch found that participants formed a
coherent and positive impression of person X
based on the traits they were given.

To answer his second question, Asch gave par-
ticipants another list of traits with a single change:
warm was replaced by cold. This time participants
formed a negative impression of person X. When
Asch replaced the traits warm and cold with blunt
and polite, nothing happened. Thus, in regard to
his second question, Asch found that certain traits
(warm and cold ) were central for organizing par-
ticipants’ impressions of person X, whereas other
traits (blunt and polite) were not.

To answer his third question, Asch gave partici-
pants one of two lists in which the order of the
traits was reversed (either intelligent, hard-worker,
impulsive, critical, envious or envious, critical,
impulsive, hard-worker, intelligent). He found that
participants’ impressions of person X were more
favorable when they received the first list than the
second, revealing a primacy effect in which early
traits in the list guided participants’ interpretation
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of later traits (e.g., impulsive may be understood to
mean spontaneous in the first list and aggressive in
the second list).

Explaining Attitudes

The results Asch obtained suggest that people
have implicit theories about others. For instance,
we may believe that if someone is warm, then he
or she is also generous. Such implicit theories may
help to explain certain stereotypes. For example,
we may believe that if X is a gypsy, then he or she
is also a musician. Asch’s theory-driven approach
to impression formation did not go unchallenged.
For example, Norman Anderson argued that
when forming an overall impression of an indi-
vidual, people use a data-driven approach in
which they evaluate each trait associated with the
individual (intelligent, hardworking, etc.) and
then combine (e.g., through adding or averaging)
these evaluations.

The controversy between theory-driven and
data-driven impression formation went on for
some years, but was finally resolved by Susan Fiske
and Steven Neuberg in 1990. According to these
scholars, people’s first tendency is to place others
into a familiar category (e.g., French). If the cate-
gorization does not fit the evidence, and if people
are motivated to obtain a better fit and have the
cognitive capacity (and time) to do so, they will go
through additional steps. First, they will try to
confirm their initial categorization. If this fails,
they will try to recategorize the person in a way
that makes sense of most of his or her characteris-
tics. Finally, if this fails, they will default to “piece-
meal integration,” which involves simply adding
or averaging all of the person’s characteristics.

Social Influence

Social influence is another domain in which Asch
had an indelible impact. Imagine a sentence assert-
ing that a little rebellion now and then is a good
thing and is as necessary in the political world as
storms are in the physical world. In addition,
imagine that this sentence is attributed either to
U.S. President Thomas Jefferson (the real author)
or to Vladimir Lenin, one of the leaders of the
Communist Revolution in Russia. Not surpris-
ingly, Asch found that participants in the United

States were more likely to agree with the sentence
when it was attributed to Jefferson than to Lenin.
One could interpret this result as evidence that
admiration for Jefferson generalized to the sen-
tence when it was attributed to him, whereas dis-
dain for Lenin generalized to the (same) sentence
when it was attributed to him.

This is not the best explanation for what Asch
found, however. Rather than terminating his study
after participants expressed their level of agree-
ment with the sentence, Asch also asked them the
meaning of the sentence. He found that this mean-
ing differed depending on the ostensible author.
When Jefferson was the author, rebellion was
interpreted to mean peaceful political change.
When Lenin was the author, rebellion was inter-
preted to mean violent revolution. In line with the
Gestalt perspective, Asch concluded that changing
the ostensible author of the sentence did not
change participants’ attitude toward the statement,
but rather the meaning of the statement.

Surprising Results

In all the experiments summarized so far, the
stimuli that participants judged were rather ambig-
uous (i.e., there were no clear-cut right and wrong
answers). In subsequent studies, Asch sought to
determine whether he could obtain the same results
using unambiguous stimuli. In these studies, he
showed two cards to participants. One card con-
tained three lines of different lengths (a, b, and c).
The other card contained a single (standard) line
that was the same length as one of the lines on the
first card. Participants’ task was easy: They simply
had to say which line on the first card was the
same length as the standard line. The stimuli were
unambiguous, as indicated by the fact that partici-
pants tested alone hardly ever made errors.

Asch was interested, however, in whether par-
ticipants tested in a group situation where other
people made incorrect judgments about the line
lengths would still answer correctly. So, he created
a situation in which a single naive participant was
confronted by several people (experimental con-
federates) who gave unanimously incorrect answers
on several trials of the line judgment task. Asch
expected that the incorrect majority would have
little or no influence on participants’ judgments,
but his prediction turned out to be wrong.
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Participants conformed to the erroneous majority
answer about one third of the time. This finding
surprised Asch, but turned out to be one of the
most influential findings in social psychology.
Asch did subsequent experiments to clarify the
conditions under which people do and do not con-
form to group pressure. For instance, he varied the
number of confederates and their level of unanim-
ity. He found, for example, that the presence of a
single confederate who gives correct answers sub-
stantially reduces the group’s tendency to yield to
the majority. Later research by others demon-
strated that conformity can also be affected by such
factors as the publicness of participants’ responses
and their liking for other group members. The
impact of these variables has often been explained
in terms of two motives: the desire to respond accu-
rately and the desire to be liked. Asch’s research on
conformity also inspired other important work on
social influence. Two examples are Stanley
Milgram’s studies on obedience to authority and
Serge Moscovici’s research on minority influence.

His Legacy

The enduring legacy of Asch’s work is due to sev-
eral factors. His theoretical perspective was ele-
gant,and his results were clear-cut. More important,
the two phenomena he studied—impression for-
mation and social influence—are everyday occur-
rences and play a major role in interpersonal and
intergroup relations. Although Asch was not a
highly prolific writer during his lifetime, the fact
that his 1952 textbook is still widely cited provides
strong evidence for his influence in the field.

Jacques-Philippe Leyens
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ASSIMILATION AND
ACCULTURATION

During much of the 19th and early 20th centuries,
the term assimilation was used to describe the
process by which immigrants inevitably gave up
their culture of origin for the sake of adopting the
mainstream language and culture of their adopted
country. However, by the late 20th century, the
term acculturation was adopted by scholars to
describe the more fundamental process of bidirec-
tional change that occurs when two ethnocultural
groups come into sustained contact with each
other. From this latter perspective, assimilation is
only one of the many acculturation strategies that
immigrant and national minorities may adopt as
they strive to adapt to mainstream society.

Such strategies have become more and more
necessary as immigration, legal or illegal, has
become increasingly common across the globe.
Through immigration and the recognition of the
rights of indigenous and national minorities, most
19th-century nation-states have been transformed
from being more or less unicultural to being mul-
ticultural, multi-ethnic, and multilingual states.
Following the height of nation building in 19th-
century Europe, the term host majority was
ascribed to the “core founding members” of a
nation who constituted the dominant ancestral
community in control of the state.

Traditionally, host majorities expected immi-
grants to assimilate to the culture and values of the
receiving society. Host majorities have found it
easier to assimilate immigrants when their cultural
differences were reduced to exotic manifestations
such as ethnic restaurants, music, and dance.
However, host societies have found it difficult to
share jobs, housing, and welfare with immigrants,
whom they often see as unentitled to compete for
such limited resources and as contributing to the
growing cultural and physical insecurity of the soci-
ety. At stake is whether or not host communities
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wish to accept, nurture, assimilate, or reject the
distinctiveness of immigrants as members of cul-
tural communities. Ultimately, will dominant
majority members allow immigrant minorities not
only to maintain their distinctive culture and lan-
guage, but also to transform the institutions, cul-
ture, and values of the host society?

This entry examines various models of accul-
turation and how strategies of acculturation may
be linked to political views, socioeconomic charac-
teristics, and personality traits.

Acculturation and Deculturation

From the cross-cultural psychology perspective,
acculturation implies that both immigrants and
host majority members are influenced and trans-
formed by their intercultural contact and are
expected to modify some aspects of their respective
cultures. Host majority members enjoy some con-
trol over the degree of contact they have with
immigrants and may experience acculturation
either through direct interpersonal contacts in
school and at work or through indirect contacts
via mass media portrayals. However, relative to
dominant majorities, cultural minorities are more
likely to be transformed by such intergroup con-
tacts. Immigrants and national minorities have in
common their vulnerability to the tolerance or
intolerance of dominant host majorities, whose
demographic strength, prestige, and institutional
power within the national state can result in much
acculturative pressure.

The following types of minorities are likely to
experience much acculturation pressure: first- and
second-generation immigrants, sojourners, refu-
gees, asylum seekers, and national minorities. An
extreme case of acculturation pressure was that of
South and North American aboriginals in the 17th
through 19th centuries, as they had no control
over the unwanted, massive, and sustained immi-
gration of Northern Europeans whose demo-
graphic, economic, technological, and military
supremacy physically decimated their indigenous
communities while causing acculturation pressures
that often resulted in outright deculturation. The
term deculturation is used to describe the cultural,
linguistic, religious, psychological, and health
breakdown that occurs in minority communities
that experience sustained contact with a dominant

majority, which by ignorance, indifference, or
design has sought to subjugate immigrant or indig-
enous communities through forced assimilation,
segregation, cultural genocide, ethnic cleansing, or
extermination.

From Uni-Dimensional to
Bi-Dimensional Models of Acculturation

In Western societies, much of the early accultura-
tion research focused on the adaptation strategies
of immigrant minorities as they interacted with
the dominant host majority. This almost exclusive
focus on the acculturation process of immigrants
imposed a form of “collective dispositional bias,”
which often blamed immigrants for not suffi-
ciently or successfully adapting to the culture,
habits, and values of the receiving society.
Furthermore, traditional models of immigrant
acculturation were uni-dimensional, as they pro-
posed that during immigrants’ lifetime, they shifted
from exclusive grounding in their culture of origin
to a bicultural phase reflecting maintenance of the
heritage culture and adoption of the host culture,
to complete assimilation to the dominant host
majority culture.

Criticisms of the uni-dimensional model led to
the development of bi-dimensional models of
acculturation. In his bi-dimensional model, John
Berry proposed that the maintenance of the immi-
grant culture and adoption of the host majority
culture could be portrayed as independent dimen-
sions instead of contrasting points on a single con-
tinuum of cultural change. Thus, whether
immigrants achieve competence in the host major-
ity language could have little to do with their
maintenance of their heritage language. An adap-
tation of the Berry model asserts that immigrants
and national minorities may endorse five accul-
turation orientations, including the assimilationist
strategy proposed in traditional uni-dimensional
models. Immigrants with an integrationist orienta-
tion want to maintain certain aspects of their cul-
ture of origin while also adopting key features of
the culture of the host community. Those with a
separatist perspective seek to maintain their lan-
guage and culture of origin while rejecting key
aspects of the host community culture. Immigrants
who adopt the assimilationist strategy want to
abandon their culture and/or language of origin
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for the sake of adopting the culture and/or lan-
guage of the host community. The marginalized
feel alienated from their culture of origin and expe-
rience sustained rejection by members of the
dominant host majority, a double jeopardy often
leading to anomie. Immigrants may also endorse
an individualist acculturation orientation as they
define themselves and others on the basis of their
personal characteristics and achievements rather
than on their group membership. Such individual-
ists are not concerned with maintaining the immi-
grant culture or adopting the host culture, as they
are more involved with achieving their personal
goals in their country of adoption.

The Interactive Acculturation Model

It is only in the last decade that researchers have
focused their attention on the acculturation orien-
tations held by host communities, which by virtue
of their dominant position and control of immigra-
tion and integration policies have a substantial
impact on the acculturation orientations adopted
by immigrant and national minorities. The interac-
tive acculturation model (IAM) was proposed by
Richard Bourhis to better account for the inter-
group processes that characterize relations between
host majority members and cultural minorities.
The IAM framework includes the following
elements: (a) immigration and integration policies
that can affect the climate of intergroup relations
between immigrant and host communities,
(b) acculturation orientations adopted by host
community members toward specific groups of
immigrants, (c) acculturation orientations adopted
by immigrants within their country of adoption,
and (d) interpersonal and intergroup relational
outcomes that are the product of combinations of
immigrant and host community acculturation ori-
entations. As a complement to other acculturation
frameworks, the IAM focuses on the cultural
adoption strategies of immigrant and host major-
ity members rather than on their dual group identi-
ties or desires for intergroup contact.

The IAM takes into account how public policies
regarding immigration and integration relate to
the acculturation orientations endorsed by host
majority and immigrant group members. While
most democratic states have formulated and
applied immigration policies regulating the national

origin, type, and rate of immigration accepted
within their boundaries, public policies designed to
facilitate the integration of immigrants and national
minorities within mainstream society remain the
exception rather than the rule. State integration
policies consist of the approaches adopted by
national, regional, and municipal governments to
help immigrants and host communities adapt to
the growing ethnic, linguistic, and religious diver-
sity of modern states.

The IAM proposes four clusters of ideologies that
can shape the integration policies adopted by demo-
cratic governments of multiethnic states. As a heu-
ristic for analyzing integration policies, these four
clusters can be placed along a continuum ranging
from the pluralism and civic ideologies at one end of
the continuum to the assimilationist and ethnist ide-
ologies at the other end. Depending on political,
economic, demographic, and military events occur-
ring at the national and international levels, state
integration policies can shift from one ideological
orientation to the other. The IAM proposes that
adoption of state integration policies may reflect
and also shape host community acculturation orien-
tations, as well as more general opinions concerning
the ideal or preferred ways of integrating minorities
within mainstream society. Political tensions may
emerge between factions of the host majority hold-
ing rival ideological views on immigration and inte-
gration issues. The polarization of ideological
positions regarding such issues may lead to the for-
mation of political parties whose main platform is
to change state policies on immigration and integra-
tion issues. While left wing parties may endorse
public policies at the pluralist pole of the ideological
continuum, right wing nationalist or religious par-
ties may advocate integration policies situated at the
assimilationist or ethnist side of the continuum.

The IAM proposes that the acculturation ori-
entations of dominant host majority members can
have a major impact on the acculturation orienta-
tions of immigrant minorities. Dominant host
community members may endorse five accultura-
tion orientations they wish immigrants to adopt:
integrationism, assimilationism, segregationism,
exclusionism, or individualism. These accultura-
tion orientations are measured using the validated
Host Community Acculturation Scale (HCAS).

Integrationism is endorsed by host community
members who accept that immigrants maintain
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some aspects of their heritage culture, and also
accept and value that immigrants adopt impor-
tant features of the host majority culture.
Integrationists value a stable biculturalism/bilin-
gualism among immigrant communities, which,
in the long term, may contribute to cultural and
linguistic pluralism as an enduring feature of the
host society. Assimilationism corresponds to the
traditional concept of absorption, whereby host
community members expect immigrants to relin-
quish their language and cultural identity for the
sake of adopting the dominant culture and lan-
guage of the host majority. Segregationism is
exemplified by host community members who
accept immigrants’ maintenance of their heri-
tage culture, as long as the immigrants keep
their distance from host members, as they do
not wish immigrants to transform, dilute, or
“contaminate” the host culture and value sys-
tem. Host community members who adopt this
orientation discourage cross-cultural contacts
with immigrants, prefer immigrants to remain
together in separate urban or regional enclaves,
and are ambivalent regarding the status of
immigrants as rightful members of the host soci-
ety. Exclusionism is adopted by members of the
host majority who deny immigrants the right to
adopt features of the host community culture.
Exclusionists also deny immigrants the choice to
maintain their heritage language, culture, or
religion and believe that some immigrants have
customs and values that can never be socially
incorporated within the host community main-
stream. Individualism is an orientation endorsed
by host community members who define them-
selves and others as individuals rather than as
members of group categories such as immigrants
or host community members. Because it is per-
sonal qualities and individual achievements that
count most, individualists will tend to interact
with immigrants in the same way they would with
other individuals who happen to be members of
the host community.

The TAM proposes that acculturation orienta-
tions endorsed by host community members may
be concordant or discordant with those held by
members of specific immigrant communities. The
degree of concordance between the acculturation
orientations of host community members and immi-
grants may result in harmonious, problematic, or

conflictual relational outcomes. Intergroup rela-
tional outcomes include cross-cultural and bilin-
gual communications, interpersonal and
intergroup misunderstanding, prejudice and ste-
reotyping, social and institutional discrimination
in employment, housing, education and interper-
sonal relations. Harmonious relational outcomes
include optimal intergroup understanding and
can be expected when immigrants and host
community members both adopt the integration-
ist and individualist acculturation orientations.
Problematic relational outcomes are expected
when the acculturation orientations of host
majority members and immigrants are partially
concordant or discordant. For instance, problem-
atic outcomes, including intergroup misunder-
standing and miscommunication, may emerge
when immigrants endorse integrationism while
host community members endorse assimilation-
ism for immigrants. Problematic outcomes may
also emerge when host majorities represent immi-
grants as endorsing mainly separatism, while
immigrants perceive the host majority to be
mainly segregationist or exclusionist. Conflictual
relational outcomes including discrimination,
hate crimes, and intergroup violence can be expected
from host majority members who endorse segrega-
tionism or exclusionism, especially for immigrants
perceived as threatening. Faced with systemic dis-
crimination and hostility from host majority mem-
bers who are segregationist and exclusionist,
immigrants who adopt separatism or marginaliza-
tion may eventually resort to outright conflict
strategies through civil disobedience, rioting, crim-
inal activity, armed struggle, or terrorism.

Studies of Host Community
Acculturation Orientations

Numerous empirical acculturation studies have
been conducted with dominant host community
undergraduates, thus controlling for the educa-
tional and socioeconomic status of respondents in
urban centers such as Los Angeles, Montreal, Paris,
Brussels, Geneva, and Tel Aviv. These studies have
shown that individualism and integrationism are
the most strongly endorsed acculturation orienta-
tions toward immigrants. Endorsement of welcom-
ing acculturation orientations such as individualism
and integrationism may reflect the meritocratic
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and individualistic university organizational cul-
ture, which favors the equal treatment of individu-
als, regardless of race, color, or creed. Studies have
shown that assimilationism, segregationism, and
exclusionism are the least endorsed acculturation
orientations among college students, though in
recent years endorsement of segregationism by
students has increased somewhat in both Québec
and France.

Overall, undergraduates endorsed more wel-
coming acculturation orientations toward “valued”
immigrants than toward “devalued” immigrants or
national minorities. For instance, undergraduate
students in Tel Aviv more strongly endorsed the
individualism and integrationism orientations
toward Jewish immigrants from Russia and Ethiopia
than toward the devalued Israeli Arab national
minority in Israel. Conversely, Jewish undergradu-
ates more strongly endorsed the segregationism and
exclusionism orientations toward Israeli Arabs
than toward Jewish immigrants from Russia and
Ethiopia.

Does left wing versus right wing political affili-
ation influence acculturation orientations toward
devalued groups? In Israel, left wing Labour iden-
tifiers more strongly endorsed the individualism
and integrationism orientations toward Israeli
Arabs than did Likud party identifiers. Conversely,
Likud Party identifiers more strongly endorsed the
segregationism and exclusionism orientations
toward Israeli Arabs than did Labour party identi-
fiers. Most important, right wing Likud Party
identifiers were unique in more strongly endorsing
the segregationism and exclusionism orientations
than the individualism and integrationism orienta-
tions toward Israeli Arabs. Political parties are
created and remain popular to the degree that they
offer “solutions” to the fears and aspirations of
their electorate. The right wing Likud Party plat-
form nurtures a sense of threat to the vitality and
national security of the Jewish majority in Israel.
Threats felt from the presence of Israeli Arabs
make it particularly difficult for Likud Party sym-
pathizers to accept any type of relationship with
Israeli Arabs, and “justifies” keeping Arabs segre-
gated and excluded from the Jewish dominant
majority.

Right wing nationalist parties in other settings,
such as France and Québec, also nurture feelings

of threat and cultural insecurity toward devalued
immigrants as a way of maintaining mobilization
in favor of their respective nationalistic causes.
Right wing nationalist parties gain much of their
support from host majority electorates by nurtur-
ing feelings of symbolic and realistic threats espe-
cially from the presence of “devalued” immigrants
whose demographic presence is often portrayed as
overwhelming and out of control.

Even though host majorities may endorse each
acculturation orientation to a different degree
cross-culturally, the social psychological profile of
each acculturation orientation remains similar
regardless of the national background of respondents.
Study results obtained in Montreal, Los Angeles,
Paris, Geneva, Brussels, and Tel Aviv suggest that
this is the case. Individualism and integrationism
are two “live and let live” acculturation orienta-
tions the correlates of which were quite similar
cross-culturally. Individualists and integrationists
felt comfortable with immigrants, wanted close
relations with both valued and devalued immi-
grants, including as best friends, and felt that
immigrants in general wanted good relations with
members of the host majority. Individualists and
integrationists did not endorse the authoritarian or
social dominance orientation and ethnocentric ide-
ologies, and they were more likely to identify with
“left of center” political parties in their respective
sociopolitical settings.

Assimilationists, segregationists, and exclusion-
ists all rejected immigrants and their culture,
endorsed the social dominance orientation and
authoritarian and ethnocentric ideologies, and
were more likely to identify with right wing politi-
cal parties. Importantly, they were more likely to
feel that their ingroup identity was threatened by
the presence of immigrants, especially “devalued”
ones. They were also more likely to feel insecure
culturally, linguistically, and economically as mem-
bers of their own group, while wishing to avoid
immigrants as colleagues at work, as neighbors, or
as best friends. In each cultural setting, specific social
psychological variables differentiated the assimila-
tionist, segregationist, and exclusionist acculturation
orientations. Taken together, these social psycho-
logical correlates of acculturation orientations
attest to the construct validity of the HCAS and
also support some basic premises of the IAM.
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Studies of Immigrant
Acculturation Orientations

Empirical cross-cultural studies have examined
acculturation orientations endorsed by immigrants
and national minorities using variants of the
Immigrant Acculturation Scale (IAS) developed by
John Berry and his colleagues. In many cultural
settings, immigrants endorse integrationism to a
greater degree than assimilationism and separat-
ism, and marginalization is rarely endorsed.
Exceptions to these findings are Turks in Germany,
lower economic status Turks in Canada, and some
indigenous minorities in various parts of the world,
who endorse separatism more than integrationism.
Overall, feelings of being the victim of prejudice
and discrimination are the most important corre-
lates of separatism and marginalization. While
newly established immigrants may at first adopt
integrationism or assimilationism, sustained expe-
rience of discrimination and exclusion in the host
society may shift acculturation orientations to
separatism or marginalization. Acculturation ori-
entations can also be endorsed differently in the
public and private domains. In the public domain,
immigrants may endorse linguistic integration
through bilingualism and assimilation at work,
whereas in the private domain they may practice
separatism through religiously and ethnically
endogamous marriages.

Acculturative stress may be experienced as a
result of intercultural contacts that highlight differ-
ences between the heritage culture of immigrants
and that of the dominant host majority. This is more
likely to occur when the “cultural distance” between
the heritage culture of immigrants and that of the
receiving society is large. As proposed by Anthony
Richmond, immigrants may suffer more accultura-
tive stress when their migration was involuntary
(reactive emigration) than in cases where individuals
voluntarily chose to emigrate to a country to which
they were attracted (proactive emigration). For most
immigrants, acculturative stress is related to the
experience of culture loss and anxieties about how
to adapt to the country of settlement.

While higher education is associated with less
acculturative stress, immigrants who suffer an
important drop in occupational status can suffer
much acculturative stress, especially when their

foreign diplomas are not recognized in the country
of settlement. Immigrant women who seek more
egalitarian sex roles in their country of settlement
are more likely to experience acculturative stress
than men, especially when sex roles in the country
of origin were quite traditional. While accultura-
tive stress is more likely to be experienced by
immigrants who settle at an older age in their
country of adoption, personality factors such as
introversion or extraversion, internal or external
locus of control, and degree of self-efficacy have
also been linked to acculturative stress.

As developed by Colleen Ward, ethnocultural
identity conflict (EIC) stems from identity conflict
occurring when the multiple social identities devel-
oped as a result of emigration become incompati-
ble with each other. EIC can be prevalent for
immigrant youth, who experience difficulties in
harmonizing the traditional values of their parents
with the modern values of their host majority age
peers. Infrequent contact with host majority peers,
interethnic tensions, threats to cultural continuity,
and perceived discrimination are aggravating fac-
tors that contribute to EIC. Furthermore, immi-
grants who endorse the separation, assimilation,
and marginalization acculturation orientations are
more likely to experience EIC than those who
endorse integrationism.

Despite the pressures of acculturative stress and
ethnocultural identity conflict, immigrants can be
quite resilient in their psychological and sociological
adaptation to their country of adoption. While psy-
chological adaptation refers to good mental health
and a sense of well-being, sociocultural adaptation
involves a set of social competencies that enable
minority individuals to live successfully in their
intercultural world. Studies with immigrants showed
that the relationship between psychological and
sociocultural adaptations increased over time and
tended to be stronger in cases where the cultural
distance between the immigrant culture and that of
the host community was small rather than large.
The complementary link between psychological and
sociocultural adaptation was stronger for immi-
grants with the integrationism and assimilationism
orientations than for those with the separation and
marginalization acculturation orientations.

A recent comparative study of immigrant youth
from 13 countries showed that better psychological
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and sociocultural adaptation was related to
endorsement of the integrationism orientation but
not very related to endorsement of assimilationism
and separatism, and least related to the marginal-
ization acculturation orientation. Results also
showed that perceived discrimination against
ingroup members was the single strongest predic-
tor of poor psychological and sociocultural adapta-
tion. The 13-country study showed that immigrant
youth who endorsed the integration orientation
experienced less ethno-cultural identity conflict,
less anxiety and depression, and fewer psychoso-
matic symptoms than their peers who endorsed
assimilationism, separatism, and especially the
marginalization acculturation orientation. Immi-
grant endorsement of integrationism was also
shown to be positively correlated with the traits of
extraversion, emotional stability, sociability, agree-
ableness, sensation seeking, and open-mindedness.
In addition, endorsement of integrationism was
found to be related to higher self-esteem, which in
turn was a strong predictor of immigrant adapta-
tion. Immigrant youth who endorsed integration-
ism were those whose social identification was
dual, who were more likely to be bilingual, and
who had both ingroup and outgroup peer con-
tacts. Conversely, separatism was positively cor-
related with neuroticism, anxiety, impulsivity,
sensation seeking, and aggressiveness, and nega-
tively correlated with extraversion, sociability,
self-assurance, and self-esteem.

Studies found that assimilationism is positively
related to task-coping and emotion-coping orien-
tations, and thus contributes to the reduction of
emotional distress associated with stressful situa-
tions. Personality traits that were associated with
assimilationism were agreeableness and sociabil-
ity, as well as neuroticism, anxiety, closed-mind-
edness, and field dependence. In immigrants’
quest to endorse integrationism and assimila-
tonism, they may also adopt the less desirable
habits and customs of the host majority. For
instance, one study showed that immigrant youth
who endorsed integration and assimilation were
at higher risk than separatists of adopting health-
compromising behavior such as smoking and
drinking alcohol. In line with the TAM, immi-
grants who are confronted by mainly segregation-
ist and exclusionist host majority members may
reduce acculturative stress and avoid conflictual

relational outcomes by adopting separatism
rather than integrationism or assimilationism.
Finally, marginalization is the acculturation ori-
entation associated with the least desirable psycho-
logicalandsociocultural correlates. Marginalization
is associated with neuroticism, anxiety, closed-
mindedness, and unsociability. Similarly, a link has
been found between marginality, alienation, ano-
mie, deviance, and psychosomatic stress. Being a
victim of discrimination was found to be the single
most important predictor of marginalization.

Conclusion

Much fundamental and applied research remains
to be done to do justice to the complexity and
subtlety of immigrant-host community relations in
multi-ethnic settings. In line with the interactive
acculturation model (IAM), more empirical studies
are needed to explore how concordant and discor-
dant acculturation orientations between immigrant
and host communities can result in harmonious,
problematic, or conflictual relational outcomes,
not only in regard to intercultural communication
and prejudicial attitudes but also in behavioral
outcomes such as prosocial behaviors, employ-
ment equity, discrimination, intergroup conflicts,
and hate crimes.

Emerging research is currently exploring the
acculturation orientations of immigrant communi-
ties toward coexisting, competing, or rival “other”
immigrant communities, either long established
following earlier immigration cycles or more
recently arrived as a result of current immigration
waves. Likewise, in culturally divided societies,
acculturation orientations endorsed by national
minorities toward the dominant majority are being
explored. More acculturation research should be
conducted with sojourners, refugees, and asylum
seekers as they adapt to increasingly multi-ethnic
and multilingual receiving societies. Multiple iden-
tity research dealing with the interplay of subna-
tional, national, supranational, and transnational
identities across the world also calls for more com-
plex elaborations of current acculturation models.
The very premise of considering host societies as
being composed of single or dual host communi-
ties may already be an oversimplification, both
conceptually and empirically. Host societies of the
future may well be constituted of multiple host
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communities, all of which are ethnic and linguistic
minorities sharing two or more official national
languages but no obvious core founding majority.

Richard Y. Bourhis and Shaba El-Geledi
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Diversity; Immigration
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ATTACHMENT THEORY

Attachment theory was developed by John Bowlby
to explain personality and social development
from the cradle to the grave. The theory focuses on
the experience, expression, and regulation of emo-
tions at both normative (species-typical) and indi-
vidual difference (person-specific) levels of analysis.
This focus is not surprising given how important
emotions and affect regulation are to interpersonal
functioning in all types of close relationships.
Bowlby believed that the attachment system
serves two primary functions: (1) to protect vulner-
able individuals from potential threats or harm and
(2) to regulate negative affect following threatening
or harmful events. The normative component of
attachment theory specifies the stimuli and con-
texts that normally evoke and terminate different
kinds of emotions, as well as the sequence of emo-
tions usually experienced following certain rela-
tional events. The individual difference component
addresses how an individual’s personal history of
receiving care and support from attachment figures

shapes the goals, working models (that is the inter-
personal attitudes, expectancies, and cognitive
schemas), and coping strategies that she or he uses
when emotion-eliciting events happen in relation-
ships. This entry examines Bowlby’s original ideas
and the evolution of his theory among later
researchers.

Normative Features of Attachment Theory

Bowlby’s fascination with the emotional ties that
bind humans to one another began with an astute
observation. In all human cultures and indeed pri-
mate species, young and vulnerable infants display
a specific sequence of reactions following separa-
tion from their stronger, older, and wiser caregiv-
ers. Immediately following separation, infants
protest vehemently, typically crying, screaming, or
throwing temper tantrums as they search for their
caregivers. Bowlby believed that vigorous protest
during the early phases of caregiver absence is a
good initial “strategy” to promote survival, espe-
cially in species born in a developmentally imma-
ture and very dependent state. Intense protests
often draw the attention of caregivers to their
infants, who would have been vulnerable to injury
or predation during evolutionary history if left
unattended.

If loud and persistent protests fail to get the
caregiver’s attention, infants enter a second stage,
known as despair, during which they usually stop
moving and become silent. Bowlby believed that
from an evolutionary standpoint, despondency is a
good second strategy to promote survival. Excessive
movement could result in accident or injury, and
loud protests combined with movement might
draw predators. According to this logic, if protests
fail to retrieve the caregiver quickly, the next best
survival strategy would be to avoid actions that
might increase the risk of self-inflicted harm or
predation.

After a period of despair, infants who are not
reunited with their caregivers enter a third and
final stage—detachment. During this phase, the
infant begins to resume normal activity without the
caregiver, gradually learning to behave in an inde-
pendent and self-reliant manner. Bowlby believed
that the function of emotional detachment is to
allow the formation of new emotional bonds with
new caregivers. He reasoned that emotional ties
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with previous caregivers must be relinquished
before new bonds can fully be formed. In terms of
evolution, detachment allows infants to cast off
old ties and begin forming new ones with caregiv-
ers who might be able to provide the attention and
resources needed for survival. Bowlby also conjec-
tured that these normative stages and processes
characterize reactions to prolonged or irrevocable
separations in adult attachment-based relation-
ships, which might also have evolutionary adap-
tive value in terms of maintaining, casting aside, or
forming new romantic pairs.

In addition to identifying the course and func-
tioning of these three distinct stages, Bowlby also
identified several normative behaviors that infants
commonly display in attachment relationships.
Such hallmark behaviors include sucking, clinging,
crying, smiling, and following the caregiver, all of
which serve to keep the infant or child in close
physical proximity to the caregiver. Bowlby also
documented unique features of the caregiver and
his or her interaction with the infant that are likely
to promote attachment bonds. The features include
the competence with which the caregiver alleviates
the infant’s distress, the speed of responsiveness
of the caregiver to the infant, and the familiarity of
the caregiver. These behaviors and features are also
believed to be critical to the development of adult
attachment relationships. Debra Zeifman and
Cynthia Hazan, for example, have noted that most
romantically attached adults repeatedly engage in
hallmark attachment behaviors such as sucking,
clinging, prolonged eye contact, and extensive
belly-to-belly body contact. Mario Mikulincer and
Phillip Shaver have documented the importance of
the responsiveness of romantic partners in the for-
mation of attachment security.

Individual Difference Features
of Attachment Theory

Attachment theorists after Bowlby have proposed
that different attachment patterns (in children) and
attachment styles or orientations (in adults) reflect
different ways of regulating affect, particularly
controlling or dampening negative affect in stress-
ful, threatening, or overly challenging situations.
Individual differences in patterns of attachment in
12- to 18-month-old children were first docu-
mented by Mary Ainsworth and her colleagues

using the Strange Situation. The Strange Situation
involves a sequence of separations and reunions of
caregivers (usually mothers) and their children. It
assesses how children regulate negative emotions
vis-a-vis their caregivers when the children are
upset. Even though most children are distressed
when left alone at this age, securely attached chil-
dren tend to reduce their negative emotions by
using their caregivers as a “secure base,” and they
resume other activities fairly quickly after reunit-
ing with them in the Strange Situation. Anxious—
resistant children, by comparison, remain distressed
and often exhibit anger or resentment toward their
caregivers during reunions episodes. Anxious—
avoidant children, who display fewer overt signs of
distress but usually have elevated heart rates,
remain distant and emotionally detached from
their caregivers during reunions, opting to calm
themselves in a self-reliant manner.

During later stages of development, one of the
key differences between secure and different types
of insecure individuals is how their negative emo-
tions are regulated and controlled based on their
specific beliefs and expectancies about the avail-
ability of comfort and support from their attach-
ment figures. Highly secure individuals have
learned from past caregiving experiences to follow
“rules” that permit distress to be acknowledged
and motivate them to turn toward attachment
figures as sources of comfort and support. Highly
avoidant adults, in contrast, have learned to fol-
low rules that limit the acknowledgment of dis-
tress and encourage the use of self-reliant tactics
to control and reduce negative affect when it
arises. Highly anxious people have learned to use
rules that direct their attention toward the possible
source of distress, to ruminate about it, and to
worry that their attachment figures will never
fully meet their persistent needs for comfort and
support.

Mikulincer and Shaver have recently proposed a
process model that outlines the sequence of events
that underlie the emotional coping and regulation
strategies of people who have different attachment
histories. For example, when stress or a potential
threat is perceived, highly secure individuals remain
confident that their attachment figures will be
attentive, responsive, and available to meet their
needs and help them lower their distress and anxi-
ety. These beliefs, in turn, should increase their
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feeling of security, which should deactivate their
attachment systems, allowing them to use con-
structive, problem-focused coping strategies that
over time are likely to solve their problems.

Highly insecure individuals follow different
pathways. When highly anxious individuals
encounter attachment-relevant stress or threats,
they are uncertain as to whether their attachment
figures will be sufficiently attentive, available, and
responsive to their needs. Such worries should sus-
tain their distress and keep their attachment
systems activated, resulting in the use of emotion-
focused coping strategies such as hypervigilance to
signs of possible relationship loss and ruminating
over worst-case scenarios. When highly avoidant
individuals feel stressed or threatened, they experi-
ence—but may not consciously acknowledge—
anxiety at a physiological level. To keep their
attachment systems deactivated, highly avoidant
persons work to inhibit and control their
emotional reactions by using avoidant coping
strategies.

These three emotion regulation/coping strategies—
problem-focused, emotion-focused, and avoidance-
focused strategies—are the source of many of the
interesting cognitive and behavioral outcomes that
have been discovered in people who have different
attachment styles or orientations. More securely
attached individuals, for instance, typically experi-
ence more intense and mild positive emotions in
their romantic relationships and fewer intense and
mild negative emotions, whereas the reverse is true
of more insecurely attached persons. Recent longi-
tudinal research has also documented connections
between an individual’s early attachment pattern
(being classified as secure or insecure in the Strange
Situation at age 1) in relation to his or her mother
and emotions experienced and expressed with a
romantic partner 20 years later. In addition, indi-
viduals classified as insecure (either anxious—
avoidant or anxious-resistant) in the Strange
Situation at age 1 are rated by their teachers as less
socially competent during early elementary school.
Lower social competence, in turn, predicts greater
likelihood of being rated as insecurely attached to
same-sex friends at age 16, which in turn predicts
both the experience and expression of greater nega-
tive affect in relationships with romantic partners
when individuals are in their early 20s. Thus, indi-
rect but theoretically meaningful links exist between

early attachment experiences and later attachment-
based relationships in early adulthood, just as
Bowlby anticipated.

Conclusion

In conclusion, attachment theory was developed to
account for different patterns of personality and
social development across the entire life span.
According to Bowlby, understanding the experi-
ence, expression, and regulation of emotion—par-
ticularly negative emotion in response to events
that activate the attachment system—is essential to
understanding how and why individuals with dif-
ferent attachment histories behave as they do in
their close relationships.

Jeffry A. Simpson and Lane Beckes
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ATTITUDES TOWARD WOMEN
SCALE

The Attitudes Toward Women Scale (AWS),
developed by Janet T. Spence and Robert Helmreich
in the early 1970s, measures attitudes about the
rights and roles of women—relative to men—in
occupational, educational, and relational domains.
As an attitude measure focusing on gender roles,
the AWS assesses opinions about the behavioral
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patterns deemed appropriate for men and women
in society. Examples include believing that men
should be more responsible for supporting their
families, whereas women should be more respon-
sible for nurturing their children.

Spence and Helmreich created versions of the
AWS with 55 items, 25 items, and 15 items, which
were published in 1972, 1973, and 1978, respec-
tively. Sample items on the AWS are as follows:
“There are many jobs in which men should be
given preference over women in being hired or
promoted” and “Under modern economic condi-
tions with women being active outside the home,
men should share in household tasks such as wash-
ing dishes and doing the laundry.” Respondents
indicate their level of agreement with each state-
ment on a four-option scale. A summary score is
created across all scale items such that higher num-
bers indicate more egalitarian gender-role atti-
tudes. More than three decades of research have
demonstrated all three versions of the AWS to be
reliable, consistently yielding the same results, and
valid, accurately measuring what they are intended
to measure. These properties have added to the
usefulness and importance of the scale.

This entry addresses the background of the
AWS, the significance of the scale, changes over
time in gender-role attitudes, and new directions in
their measurement.

Background and History

When discussing the history of the AWS, it is inter-
esting to note the relevance of the career history of
its primary founder, Janet Spence. Earning her
PhD in 1949, Spence was a pioneering figure for
women in psychology at a time when the field was
largely dominated by men. In 1984, with the
American Psychological Association approaching
its centennial, she served as its sixth female presi-
dent, and in 1988, she served as the first member-
elected president of the American Psychological
Society (now the Association for Psychological
Science).

In the 1970s, during the second wave of the
feminist movement, Spence’s research interests
turned to gender. In response to research findings
that people liked competent, academically success-
ful males more than incompetent ones, Spence
became interested in how people would perceive

competent women in stereotypically masculine
domains and whether this would relate to their
gender-role attitudes. Although there were gender-
role attitude measures already in existence, such as
Clifford Kirkpatrick’s Belief-Pattern Scale for
Measuring Attitudes Toward Feminism published
in 1936, the items were relatively outdated. In
need of a more contemporary means of measuring
gender-role attitudes, Spence, along with her col-
league Robert Helmreich, developed the original
55-item version of the AWS. They then discovered,
to their surprise, that male and female college stu-
dents, even those with more traditional gender-role
attitudes, formed positive impressions of compe-
tent women with masculine interests.

Significance of the AWS

Though neither the first, nor the most recent,
measure of gender-role attitudes, the AWS is the
most widely cited and used, serving as a reference
point for more recently developed measures.
Spence has attributed the popularity of the AWS
to its emergence as one of the first gender-role
attitude measures in the early 1970s, when inter-
est in gender research was growing exponentially
in psychology.

Because the AWS has been used so widely to
measure gender-role attitudes, comparisons of these
attitudes can be made across time (as discussed in
the next section) and across cultures. Investigators
have used the AWS in at least 15 different countries
(including Brazil, Canada, Croatia, Czech Republic,
India, Philippines, South Korea, and Spain) on five
different continents (Asia, Australia, Europe, North
America, and South America). In addition, the
AWS used on college students has also been adapted
for use with adolescents and with the general popu-
lation in the United States. Although findings from
these studies are diverse, consistent patterns emerge.
For example, women and female adolescents typi-
cally report more egalitarian gender-role attitudes
than their male counterparts. Though the gender-
role attitudes of parents and their children show a
moderate degree of association, students consis-
tently report more egalitarian attitudes than their
parents or grandparents. In addition, more tradi-
tional gender-role attitudes are reported by those
lower in socioeconomic status and those stronger in
religious affiliation.
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Change Over Time

The consistent use of the AWS over a period of
more than three decades has allowed gender
researchers to track changes in gender-role atti-
tudes over time. It is interesting—and no acci-
dent—that the AWS appeared at a time when
women in the United States were more forcefully
asserting their rights to attain the same educational
and employment status as men. Given that the
actual behaviors and roles of U.S. women were
changing as they increasingly entered traditionally
male-dominated domains, it became important to
examine whether there were corresponding changes
in societal attitudes about male and female gender
roles. Research does, indeed, indicate that gender-
role attitudes are becoming less traditional over
time, especially among college students in the
United States For example, Janet Spence and Eugene
Hahn compared gender-role attitudes (using the
AWS) in four different student cohorts assessed at
the same university in 1972, 1976, 1980, and
1992, finding the most egalitarian attitudes in
1992 and the least egalitarian attitudes in 1972. In
a more comprehensive examination of changes in
gender-role attitudes that included 71 different
samples of U.S. college students, Jean Twenge
found that gender-role attitudes became steadily
more egalitarian in both male and female students
over a 25-year period from 1970 to 1995. In addi-
tion, although males had more traditional attitudes
than females at every point in time, these gender
differences decreased in size from 1986 to 1995.

Limitations and New Directions

Despite its usefulness, the AWS has limitations.
Certain items on the scale appear outdated (e.g.,
“It is ridiculous for a woman to run a locomotive
and for a man to darn socks”). Another criticism
levied against the scale, which applies particularly
to more recent samples of female college students,
is that it shows ceiling effects. Ceiling effects occur
when most or all responses on a measurement
scale cluster around the high (or, in the case of the
AWS, the more egalitarian) end. This lack of vari-
ability in scale responses can lead to difficulty in
determining what relationships the scale shows
with other variables (e.g., educational level or reli-
giosity), an important goal of research. Despite

this problem, these ceiling effects are, in and of
themselves, a phenomenon of interest. That is,
because these ceiling effects are a more recent
phenomenon occurring mostly on certain AWS
items in female college students, researchers can
gain a better understanding of change over time
in gender-role attitudes and can also make inter-
esting comparisons between male and female
students.

Over time, it has become less socially acceptable
in the United States to express negative attitudes
toward women openly. Because the AWS is an
overt measure of attitudes, it could be argued that
some of the egalitarian responses on the AWS
might not accurately reflect the respondents’ true
beliefs. This has led to the construction of more
subtle measures of gender-role attitudes, such as
the Modern Sexism Scale developed by Janet Swim
and her colleagues. This scale assesses the extent to
which respondents deny that discrimination against
women still exists, and it has been shown to be a
different kind of gender-role attitude measure than
more overt measures. It might seem sensible, there-
fore, to discontinue the use of overt measures of
gender-role attitudes in favor of more subtle mea-
sures; however, this action would be short-sighted
in the end. Both overt and subtle gender-role atti-
tude measures are vital because they serve distinct
research purposes. Most importantly, because the
AWS has been used consistently in research since
the early 1970s, its continued use will allow gender
researchers to examine how gender-role attitudes
change over time well into the future.

Camille E. Buckner
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ATTRIBUTION BIASES

Attribution refers to the way in which people
explain their own behavior and that of others. An
attribution bias occurs when someone systemati-
cally over- or underuses the available information
when explaining behavior. There is evidence that
when we are making judgments about the behav-
ior of our own group (the ingroup) and that of
other groups (outgroups), we show attributional
biases that favor the ingroup. Specifically, where
ingroup members are concerned, we explain posi-
tive behaviors in terms of internal characteristics
(e.g., personality) and negative behaviors in terms
of external factors (e.g., illness). Conversely,
where outgroup members are concerned, we
explain positive behaviors in terms of external
characteristics and negative behaviors in terms of
internal characteristics. The study of attribution
biases is an essential aspect of group processes and
intergroup relations because these biases can fuel
negative relations between opposing groups.
Understanding how and why attribution biases
arise, however, facilitates the development of
interventions to reduce them.

This entry outlines the basic theory, discusses
how it applies in individual and group contexts,
and describes research showing how attribution
bias may be mitigated.

Attribution Theory

Following the pioneering work of Fritz Heider, Harold
Kelley developed a theory of causal attribution based

on a scientific analysis of how people should
explain, or attribute, their own or others’ behavior
by using the available information in a systematic
manner. Heider and Kelley investigated the locus
of causality, whether behavior is caused by some-
thing internal or external to the actor (the person
performing the behavior). Later work, by Bernard
Weiner, identified three further causal dimensions
in terms of which attributions can be classified:
stability, the extent to which causes are stable and
permanent versus temporary and fluctuating; con-
trollability, the extent to which causes can be influ-
enced by the actor; and globality, whether a cause
is global in nature or specific to a given situation.

Of most relevance to the issue of intergroup
attribution biases is locus of causality. An internal
attribution is any explanation that locates the
cause as being internal to the person, such as per-
sonality, mood, abilities, attitudes, and effort. An
external attribution is any explanation that locates
the cause as being external to the person, such as
the actions of others, the nature of the situation,
social pressures, or luck. Thus, if people see a
mother shouting at her child and decides that she
is doing this because she is an aggressive person,
they are making an internal attribution. In con-
trast, if they decide that she was reprimanding the
child for behaving badly, they are making an
external attribution.

Individual Attribution Biases

Kelley’s model is a rather idealized account of how
people make causality judgments. Given that we
normally have limited time and resources, we have
a tendency to use heuristics, or shortcuts, when
making social judgments, rather than taking into
account all of the available information. As a
result, researchers have observed a number of sys-
tematic biases that are made when people are
assessing the causes of behavior.

There are three well-documented attribution
biases. The correspondence bias refers to the fact
that behavior is often viewed as a reflection of an
actor’s corresponding internal disposition even
when it was actually caused by situational factors.
The actor-observer bias arises when we attribute
other people’s behavior to internal causes and our
own behavior to external causes. Both of these
effects can be explained by perceptual salience.
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The people being observed are the most salient
aspect of the situation, as they are actually per-
forming the action—they and their behavior appear
to go together, so an internal attribution is made.
In contrast, when making self-attributions, we are
focused outward and the situation is salient, and
thus we attribute causality for our behavior to
external factors.

The self-serving attribution bias refers to our
tendency to make internal attributions for our
successes and external attributions for our fail-
ures. If students excel in an exam, for example,
they are likely to think this is because they are
very intelligent, but if they fail, they may attribute
this to the poor quality of their teacher. In con-
trast to the perceptual processes underlying cor-
respondence and actor—observer biases, the
self-serving attribution bias has a motivational
basis. We are motivated to view ourselves in a
positive light, to have high self-esteem. Attributing
success to internal causes boosts our feelings of
self-worth, whereas attributing our failures to
external causes protects us from feeling bad when
we do not do well. Together, these processes
enable us to maintain and enhance our self-
esteem. Extending these findings, research has
shown that as well as making attributions that
favor the self, we are also motivated to make attri-
butions that favor groups to which we belong
over groups to which we do not.

Intergroup Attribution Biases

Intergroup attribution refers to the ways in which
members of different social groups explain the
behavior of members of their own and other social
groups. A person attributes the behavior of another
person not simply to individual characteristics, but
also to characteristics associated with the group to
which the other person belongs. Moreover, the
group membership of the perceiver, or attributor,
can also affect the intergroup attribution process.
Social psychologists have investigated how we
make attributions in an intergroup context. Hindus
(a minority group) and Muslims (a majority group)
in Bangladesh read scenarios about an individual
from either their ethnoreligious group or the other
group, and they were instructed to imagine that
this person had behaved in either a positive or a
negative way toward them (e.g., a passerby either

helped or failed to help the participant when he or
she had fallen off a bike). Among Muslim partici-
pants, positive behavior of a Muslim (an ingroup
member) and negative behavior of a Hindu (an
outgroup member) tended to be attributed to
causes rated as internal, stable, uncontrollable by
others, and global. In contrast, positive behavior
of a Hindu and negative behavior of a Muslim
were typically attributed to causes rated as exter-
nal, unstable, controllable by others, and specific.
Notably, Hindu participants showed considerably
less intergroup bias in attributions, suggesting that
these biases are stronger among majority groups
than minority groups.

Research has also considered whether there are
biases in attributions made for the historical
actions of entire outgroups. (Non-German) Jewish
and (non-Jewish) German participants were asked
why they thought Germans mistreated Jewish
people during the Second World War. Jewish par-
ticipants were more likely to attribute the behavior
of the Germans to internal characteristics such as
German aggression than were German partici-
pants. In a further study, Dutch participants were
asked to make internal or external attributions for
behavior in two historical contexts: Dutch behav-
ior toward Indonesians during the colonization
period (negative ingroup behavior) and German
behavior toward the Dutch during the Second
World War (negative outgroup behavior). Partici-
pants were more likely to make internal attribu-
tions about negative outgroup behavior than
negative ingroup behavior, and more likely to
make external attributions about negative ingroup
behavior than negative outgroup behavior.

Finally, there is evidence for linguistic inter-
group attribution biases. People tend to use rela-
tively abstract terms to describe the negative
behavior of an outgroup member and the positive
behavior of an ingroup member, because this
implies that the behavior is generalized to the
personality of the actor. In contrast, people use
relatively concrete terms to describe the negative
behavior of an ingroup member and the positive
behavior of an outgroup member because this
implies that the behavior is specific to a particu-
lar context.

To summarize, in an intergroup context, we
tend to make attributions regarding locus of cau-
sality that favor the ingroup over the outgroup.
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This is a form of self-serving attribution bias, but
instead of enabling us to view ourselves in a positive
light compared to other individuals, it enables us
to view the groups to which we belong positively
compared to other groups. Specifically, we tend to
explain the positive behavior of ingroup members
in terms of internal characteristics but the positive
behavior of outgroup members in terms of exter-
nal characteristics. In contrast, we tend to explain
the negative behavior of ingroup members in terms
of external characteristics, but the negative behav-
ior of outgroup members in terms of internal char-
acteristics. We also have also a tendency to make
biased intergroup attributions based on linguistics,
globality, stability, and controllability.

So why do we make these intergroup attribu-
tion biases? According to social identity theory, we
tend to favor our own group over other groups to
maintain a positive perception of the ingroup and
therefore maintain a high level of self-esteem. We
make intergroup attribution biases to ensure that
our group is perceived in a positive light compared
to other groups. Three findings support this social
identity explanation. First, making group member-
ship salient prior to completing an intergroup
attribution task increases the extent to which par-
ticipants show intergroup attribution biases.
Second, intergroup attribution biases are stronger
among participants who highly identify with their
ingroup. Third, it has been demonstrated that
making internal attributions about ingroup mem-
bers and making global attributions about the
negative behavior of outgroup members predicts
higher self-esteem.

Reducing Intergroup Attribution Biases

According to social identity theory, making our
group membership salient increases intergroup
bias, as we are motivated to maintain a positive
perception of our own group relative to other
groups. To reduce attributional bias, it is therefore
necessary to change the nature of categorization.
One way of doing this is cross-categorization,
which involves crossing a dichotomous categoriza-
tion with a second categorization. In the case of
Hindus and Muslims in Bangladesh, for example,
it is possible to introduce a second categorization,
the distinction between Bangladeshi and Indian

nationality. This cross-categorization creates four
groups. For a Bangladeshi Muslim, the double
ingroup refers to those who share both group
memberships (other Bangladeshi Muslims), the
partial ingroups are those who share one group
membership (Bangladeshi Hindus and Indian
Muslims), and the double outgroup refers to those
who share neither group membership (Indian
Hindus). People tend to favor double ingroup
members and show the greatest discrimination
against the double outgroup. Intergroup bias
against partial ingroup members, however, is
reduced compared to the double outgroup. Thus,
seeing an outgroup member as being an ingroup
member on a second dimension has benefits for
intergroup relations. Research on intergroup attri-
bution biases mirrors these findings. Bangladeshi
Muslim study participants made the most positive
attributions about a Bangladeshi Muslim protago-
nist and the most negative attributions about an
Indian Hindu protagonist. Attributions made
about Bangladeshi Hindus and Indian Muslims
were, however, significantly more positive than
those made about Indian Hindus.

In sum, intergroup attributional biases arise
because of our motivation to maintain a positive
social identity, and these biases contribute to the
maintenance and exacerbation of conflict between
groups. Research has shown, however, that chang-
ing our perceptions of intergroup categories
through cross-categorization can lead to reduc-
tions in intergroup attribution biases. This research
therefore makes an important contribution to our
understanding of how intergroup relations can be
improved.

Rbiannon N. Turner and Miles Hewstone
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AUTHORITARIAN PERSONALITY

Why would a progressive society line up behind a
ruler who invades other nations unprovoked? What
would lead ordinary people to carry out orders that
risked their nation’s future in order to commit geno-
cide? Nazi Germany posed such questions to many
social scientists. Authoritarian personality theory
(APT), based in psychodynamic theory, was devel-
oped to explain these behaviors and their psycho-
logical underpinnings. Studies based on APT have
shown that prejudice is related to the outlook of the
people who hold such views rather than to charac-
teristics of the groups they disdain. Thus the social
significance, testable hypotheses, and intellectual
ambition of APT has drawn much attention and
criticism and inspired a wide variety of new research.
In addition, the cross-culturally robust association
of authoritarianism with prejudice, stereotyping,
political attitudes and behavior, and social and
political values continues to inspire research in per-
sonality and social psychology, political science,
sociology, and political psychology. This entry
examines the concept, supporting evidence, criti-
cisms, and responses to these critiques.

Historical and Theoretical Context

During World War II, scholars Theodor Adorno
and Elsa Frenkel-Brunswik, who were German
refugees, joined American psychologists Daniel ].
Levinson and R. Nevitt Sanford at the University
of California, Berkeley. The group was given fund-
ing from the American Jewish Committee to
research the psychological roots of anti-Semitism.
However, their study became substantially broader,
representing the intellectual ambition to solve
major societal problems by understanding the
interplay of human development, psychology, and
societies. Their theorizing incorporated two pre-
dominant schools of thought: psychodynamics,
and culture and personality, and it addressed rela-
tions within families, between groups, and between
leaders and their societies. Participants in this
research included professional men and women,

homemakers, longshoremen, civic volunteers, vet-
erans, psychiatric patients, and prisoners, among
others, from the West Coast of the United States
For this reason, the research taught Americans much
about their own authoritarianism and prejudice.

The Frankfurt/Berkeley school, as the group
was called, viewed following hateful authorities as
being at least as problematic as hateful leadership
itself, for without assent and cooperation, what
power does a leader have? Their approach was
thus one of the first to prioritize understanding
mass political psychology. According to the author-
itarian personality theory (APT) that Adorno,
Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford pub-
lished in The Authoritarian Personality in 1950,
three elements are necessary to produce an author-
itarian personality: (1) being raised in a culture
that vilifies certain groups (e.g., European anti-
Semitism and U.S. racism), (2) needing to be loved
by one’s parents, and (3) having parents who are
punitive and unaffectionate.

The psychodynamic process states that when
parents scorn their children, children adopt the
prejudices of their parents and society in an
attempt to become pleasing to their parents. As
children try to gain moral acceptability by obeying
authorities who are prejudiced, they adopt the pre-
dilections for conformity, blind submissiveness to
authority, and intolerance of difference. This
makes them especially vulnerable to messages
from authorities that denigrate the weak and the
deviant. In expressing such prejudices, children
can view themselves as acceptable. Hence, the
combination of psychological motivations, the cul-
tural context of prejudicial ideologies, and particu-
lar family practices account for how cultures
transmit prejudice across generations.

Evidence of the Authoritarian Personality

Interview studies of adults by Elsa Frenkel-
Brunswik attempted to explicate these psychody-
namic processes. Such evidence is now met with
skepticism because of concerns about retrospective
memory and interviewer biases. However, the
existence of an authoritarian “personality,” or
syndrome of traits, including conformity, submis-
sion, and intolerance, was demonstrated with stan-
dard personality techniques, including interviews,
projective tests, and extensive scale development.
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Adorno and his colleagues’ research, especially
that of Daniel Levinson, showed that people differ
reliably from one another in the general tendency
to be prejudiced. That is, those scoring high on the
F-scale (fascism scale) also tended to score high on
anti-Semitism scales; on generalized ethnocentrism
scales that tap prejudice against “Negroes,”
Mexicans, Japanese, “Okies,” immigrants, and
foreigners; and on scales measuring patriotism and
political-economic conservatism. In fact, preju-
diced individuals are likely to endorse logically
contradictory statements, so long as the statements
indicate culturally normed disdain for members of
excluded groups. For example, Adorno and his
colleagues found that authoritarians are likely to
endorse both of these anti-Semitism scale state-
ments: “Districts containing many Jews always
seem to be smelly, dirty, shabby, and unattractive”
and “Jews seem to prefer the most luxurious,
extravagant, and sensual way of living.” Such find-
ings suggest that authoritarianism does not stem
from rational beliefs, but rather from motivation
or cognitive style.

Prejudiced people often feel that their percep-
tions and feelings about denigrated groups stem
from qualities of denigrated groups themselves.
But research on authoritarianism has documented
that people prejudiced against one group tend to
be prejudiced against other groups who are disre-
spected in their societies. This finding provides a
completely different interpretation of the cause of
prejudice than that of naive psychology. Rather
than prejudice being due to properties of the vili-
fied group, such as their immorality or crudeness,
it means that prejudice stems from the psychologi-
cal outlook of the perceiver. This finding therefore
provides psychology with an agenda to research
what, exactly, that outlook is and how it works.

Criticisms of Authoritarian Personality Theory

In fact, the finding that certain individuals are
more robustly prejudiced, conservative, insecure,
and punitive than others had been empirically
documented early in the 20th century by pro-Nazi
researchers (e.g., Jaensch) and anti-Nazi (e.g.,
Lenski) researchers in Europe and the United States
APT attracted both more attention and more criti-
cism than that research. This may be because both
world wars showed the costs of intergroup hate,

but also because of APT’s moral and political
implications and of developments in psychological
theorizing and research methods.

One major criticism of APT concerns the valid-
ity of its personality measures. Richard Christie
and Marie Jahoda, among others, have noted that
the scales developed by Adorno and his colleagues
are not balanced with equal numbers of protrait
and contrait items. That is, the scales contain only
items with which someone highly authoritarian
would agree. For this reason, it is unclear whether
the scales simply measure authoritarianism as
response acquiescence (the tendency to simply
agree with statements), or whether the contents of
the scales matter. Further, this measurement prob-
lem can inflate correlations among different scales
because if some participants are “yay-sayers” and
others are “nay-sayers,” that would produce posi-
tive correlations among different scales regardless
of item content.

Another kind of criticism is both political and
theoretical. People who view patriotism and conser-
vatism as prosocial and moral may be discomfited
by the finding that patriotism and conservatism cor-
relate strongly with forms of prejudice the West
came to disapprove of following the Nazi genocide,
such as anti-Semitism and anti-Black racism. Scholars
including Edward Shils and Milton Rokeach think
that extreme intolerance could be exhibited on both
ends of the political spectrum, and they believe that
communists, for example, should score high on
intolerance. In fact, Adorno and his colleagues had
postulated the same idea, but they found no empiri-
cal evidence for left wing authoritarianism. In 1960,
Milton Rokeach proposed the D-scale (dogmatism
scale) as an alternative to the F-scale in an attempt
to capture intolerance among both right and left
wingers, but found comparable empirical results for
the F-scale and the D-scale.

Another criticism of APT is that there is very
little evidence for the psychodynamic processes it
posits. In fact, there is evidence against the hypoth-
esis that punitive parents produce authoritarian
children. From the 1950s on, as psychology came
to insist on empirical evidence and experimenta-
tion and reject the unobservable unconscious
processes associated with Freudianism, more psycho-
logists were ready to disregard Elsa Frenkel-
Brunswik’s psychodynamic research and Theodor
Adorno’s rejection of positivism.
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Finally, the research focus of APT on individual
differences produces a logical contradiction: How
can normative prejudice in a society be explained by
features that only some people in that society have?
Tom Pettigrew’s 1958 dissertation examined racism
among South African and American Whites and
showed that authoritarianism does little to explain
racist behavior when racism is normalized in a cul-
ture. This criticism led many social psychologists to
reject consideration of individual differences in preju-
dice. It can also be said that APT does not answer
important questions about the culture of prejudice,
such as why particular groups get vilified in the first
place, why prejudice against the same group rises and
falls, nor how prejudicial ideologies may change or
spread outside of socialization, although answers to
such questions are still being generated. Despite
including some progressive theorizing about gender,
The Authoritarian Personality shares a cultural short-
coming with its contemporaries: It did not develop a
sexism scale as an aspect of group prejudice.

Responses to Criticisms

After decades of neglect, the major questions raised
by authoritarian research concerning the normativ-
ity of prejudice, how psychological motives lead to
prejudice, how prejudice is socialized, and the rela-
tion of culture to intergroup relations have been
reconsidered by a wide variety of scholars.

Scale Redevelopment

Canadian psychologist Bob Altemeyer reviewed
research on authoritarianism and determined that
the most central elements of the authoritarian syn-
drome were authoritarian submission, convention-
alism, and authoritarian aggression. He developed
balanced scales called Right Wing Authoritarianism
(RWA) that include all three concepts and are reli-
able, valid, and widely used around the world.
RWA corresponds to the public’s political behav-
ior, including voting in many societies. The scales
have distinguished among the voting records of
North American legislators, evidence that connects
authoritarianism with national leadership.

Scale Balance and Left Wing Authoritarianism

Altemeyer also tried to develop a left wing
authoritarian measure, but in convenience samples

it does not show parallel patterns with RWA.
Reviews by William Stone corroborate the fact that
authoritarianism and the tendency to be prejudiced
against groups characterizes conservatives more
than liberals. In the Soviet Union and satellite
nations, Walter Stephan and his colleagues have
shown that those higher on RWA were more likely
to endorse communism and the Communist Party,
consistent with the idea that authoritarians con-
form to the norms promoted by authorities in their
societies. Recently, Alain van Hiel and his col-
leagues found that extreme left wing activists in
Western Europe have very high scores on a new left
wing authoritarianism scale, and this correlates
with liberal economic views.

Psychodynamics and Personality Development

Consistent with the psychodynamic view, but
also with other socialization and genetic develop-
ment theories, Altemeyer showed that people within
families have similar levels of authoritarianism.
More recently, Christopher Weber and Christopher
Federico have shown that RWA corresponds with
anxious attachment. In terms of general personality,
studies in several countries show that RWA corre-
lates with being less open to experience and more
conscientious. Thus, although APT appears wrong
in the particulars concerning socialization, authori-
tarianism does correspond with people’s orientations
toward close relationships and their temperament.

Other Conceptualizations

Rather than accept the description of authori-
tarianism as a prejudice syndrome or as essentially
political, theorists have sought to identify its core
psychology by emphasizing either a socioemo-
tional or cognitive orientation. Those with a
socioemotional orientation have conceived of
authoritarianism as whether an individual is tough-
minded or tender-minded (Ted Goertzel, Hans
Eysenck), is easily threatened (David Winter, Bill
Petersen), is uncomfortable and unsuccessful with
personal autonomy (Detlef Oesterreich), sees con-
formity as the means to social order (Stanley
Feldman), or perceives the world to be a dangerous
place (John Duckitt). The psychological habits that
may underlie generalized conservatism and preju-
dice may include fear of uncertainty (Michael
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Hogg), intolerance of ambiguity (Glenn Wilson),
cognitive rigidity (Richard Christie), need for
cognitive closure (Arie Kruglanski), and closed-
mindedness (Milton Rokeach). John Duckitt’s
conception of authoritarianism also addresses
how different elements of cultural context may
be important in the development of authoritari-
anism. Duckitt argues that in more collectivist
societies, conformity is emphasized, and along
with the presumption that the world is threaten-
ing, this context should especially lead to the
development of authoritarianism. Correlational
models in several countries are consistent with
this theory. Finally, Phil Tetlock and Jim Sidanius
have each developed approaches to political cog-
nition to account for extremes on both the right

and the left.

Authoritarianism and Culture

Authoritarianism in individuals correlates robustly
across nations with their right wing political affili-
ation and voting, prejudice against women, gays,
immigrants, foreigners, and subordinated ethnic
and religious groups. Cultures can also be consid-
ered more or less authoritarian, and can become
more or less authoritarian depending on how inse-
cure they are. For example, cultures that privilege
conformity and hierarchicality are considered by
some to be more authoritarian, and periods of war
may produce more authoritarian behavior, as
seen in content analyses of popular culture,
endorsement of leaders, and voting patterns.
Authoritarianism may be conducive to certain
aspects of group living, such as cooperation and
ingroup identification.

Felicia Pratto
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AVERSIVE RACISM

Aversive racism is a form of bias that is not overtly
expressed but may reflect the attitudes of a sub-
stantial portion of people in societies that have
strong egalitarian traditions and norms. Much of
the research on aversive racism has focused on the
orientation of Whites toward Blacks in the United
States, but similar attitudes have been found
among members of dominant groups in other
countries with strong contemporary egalitarian
values but discriminatory histories or policies. In
contrast to the traditional form of racism, which
is expressed openly and directly, aversive racism
operates in subtle and indirect ways. For example,
the negative feelings that aversive racists have
toward Blacks do not manifest themselves in open
hostility or hatred. Instead, aversive racists’ reac-
tions may involve discomfort, anxiety, and/or
fear. That is, they find Blacks “aversive,” while at
the same time rejecting any suggestion that they
might be prejudiced. Despite its subtle expression,
aversive racism has consequences that are as sig-
nificant and pernicious (e.g., the restriction of
minorities’ economic opportunities) as those of
the traditional, overt form. This entry provides a
fuller description of aversive racism and its expres-
sions, then looks at strategies for combating it.

Nature of the Attitudes

A critical aspect of the aversive racism framework
is the conflict between aversive racists’ denial of
personal prejudice and underlying unconscious
negative feelings toward and beliefs about particu-
lar minority groups. For example, because of cur-
rent cultural values in the United States, most
Whites have strong convictions concerning fairness,



Aversive Racism 49

justice, and racial equality; however, because of a
range of normal cognitive, motivational, and
sociocultural processes that promote intergroup
biases, most Whites also have some negative feel-
ings toward or beliefs about Blacks. They may be
unaware of these feelings or try to deny them to
retain a self-image as unprejudiced, but when
engaged in social categorization, for example, they
will find that their cultural stereotypes are sponta-
neously activated.

Identifying Aversive Attitudes

Generally, aversive racists may be identified by
a constellation of characteristic responses to racial
issues and interracial situations. First, aversive rac-
ists, in contrast to old-fashioned racists, endorse
fair and just treatment of all groups. Second,
despite their conscious good intentions, aversive
racists unconsciously harbor feelings of uneasiness
toward those of other races (e.g., Blacks) and thus
try to avoid interracial interaction. Third, when
interracial interaction is unavoidable, aversive rac-
ists experience anxiety and discomfort, and conse-
quently they try to disengage from the interaction
as quickly as possible. Fourth, because part of the
discomfort that aversive racists experience is due
to a concern about acting inappropriately and
appearing prejudiced to themselves and others,
aversive racists strictly adhere to established rules
and codes of behavior in interracial situations that
they cannot avoid. Finally, their feelings will get
expressed, but in subtle, unintentional, rationaliz-
able ways that disadvantage minorities or unfairly
benefit the majority group. Nevertheless, in terms
of conscious intent, aversive racists intend not to
discriminate against people of color—and they
behave accordingly when it is possible for them to
monitor the appropriateness of their behavior.

Recent research in social cognition has yielded
new techniques—such as the Implicit Association
Test, which uses response times to pairs of stimu-
li—for tapping the “implicit” stereotypic or evalu-
ative (e.g., good-bad) associations that people
have toward other groups, but possibly without
full awareness. These techniques are very useful
for distinguishing between aversive racists, who
endorse egalitarian views and unprejudiced ideolo-
gies but harbor implicit racial biases, and unpreju-
diced people, who also endorse egalitarian values

but do not have significant implicit prejudice or
stereotypes. Consistent with the aversive racism
framework, whereas the majority of Whites in the
United States appear “nonprejudiced” on self-
report (explicit) measures of prejudice, a very large
proportion of Whites also demonstrate implicit
racial biases. Overall, studies have found that
Whites’ generally negative implicit attitudes and
stereotypes are largely dissociated from their typi-
cally more positive overt expressions of their atti-
tudes and beliefs about Blacks.

The aversive racism framework also helps to
identify when discrimination against Blacks and
other minority groups will or will not occur.
Whereas old-fashioned racists exhibit a direct and
overt pattern of discrimination, aversive racists’
actions may appear more variable and inconsis-
tent. Sometimes they discriminate (manifesting
their negative feelings), and sometimes they do not
(reflecting their egalitarian beliefs). Nevertheless,
their discriminatory behavior is predictable.

Predicting Aversive Behavior

Because aversive racists consciously recognize
and endorse egalitarian values and because they
truly aspire to be unprejudiced, they will not act
inappropriately in situations with strong social
norms when discrimination would be obvious to
others and to themselves. Specifically, studies have
shown that when they are presented with a situa-
tion in which the normatively appropriate response
is clear, in which right and wrong are clearly
defined, aversive racists will not discriminate
against Blacks. In these contexts, aversive racists
will be especially motivated to avoid feelings,
beliefs, and behaviors that could be associated
with racist intent. Wrongdoing of this type would
directly threaten their image of themselves as non-
prejudiced.

Aversive racists still possess unconscious nega-
tive feelings and beliefs, however, which will even-
tually be expressed in subtle, indirect, and
rationalizable ways. For instance, discrimination
will occur in situations in which the normative
structure is weak, the guidelines for appropriate
behavior are vague, or the basis for social judgment
is ambiguous. In addition, discrimination will occur
when an aversive racist can justify or rationalize a
negative response on the basis of some factor other
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than race. Studies show that under these circum-
stances, White aversive racists may engage in
behaviors that ultimately harm Blacks, but in ways
that allow the racists to maintain their self-image as
unprejudiced and that insulate them from recogniz-
ing that their behavior is not color-blind.

Evidence in support of the aversive racism
framework comes from a range of paradigms. For
instance, White bystanders who are the only wit-
nesses to an emergency (and thus are fully respon-
sible for helping) are just as likely to help a Black
victim as a White victim. However, when White
bystanders believe that others also witness the
emergency (distributing the responsibility for help-
ing), they are less likely to help a Black victim than
a White victim. In personnel or college admission
selection decisions, Whites do not discriminate on
the basis of race when candidates have very strong
or weak qualifications. Nevertheless, they do dis-
criminate against Blacks when the candidates have
mixed qualifications. In these circumstances, aver-
sive racists weigh the positive qualities of White
applicants and the negative qualities of Black
applicants more heavily in their evaluations, which
provide justification for their decisions.

Analogously, aversive racists have more difficulty
discounting incriminating evidence that is declared
inadmissible when evaluating the guilt or innocence
of Black relative to White defendants in studies of
court decisions. In interracial interactions, Whites’
overt behaviors (e.g., verbal behavior) primarily
reflect their expressed, explicit racial attitudes,
whereas their more spontaneous and less controllable
behaviors (e.g., their nonverbal behaviors) are related
to their implicit, generally unconscious attitudes.

Combating Aversive Racism

Traditional prejudice-reduction techniques have been
concerned with changing conscious attitudes—old-
fashioned racism—and obvious expressions of bias.
Attempts to reduce this direct, traditional form of
racial prejudice have typically involved educational
strategies to enhance knowledge and appreciation of
other groups (e.g., multicultural education programs),
emphasize norms that prejudice is wrong, and involve
direct (e.g., mass media appeals) or indirect (disso-
nance reduction) attitude change techniques. How-
ever, because aversive racism is pervasive, subtle, and
complex, the traditional techniques for eliminating

bias that focus on the immorality of prejudice and
illegality of discrimination are not effective for
combating it. Aversive racists recognize that prej-
udice is bad, but they may not recognize that they
are prejudiced.

Nevertheless, aversive racism can be addressed
with techniques aimed at its roots at both the indi-
vidual and collective levels. At the individual level,
strategies to combat aversive racism can be directed
at unconscious attitudes. For example, extensive
training to create new, counterstereotypical associa-
tions with social categories (e.g., Blacks) can inhibit
the unconscious activation of stereotypes, an element
of aversive racists’ negative attitudes. In addition,
aversive racists’ conscious attitudes, which are already
favorable, can be instrumental in motivating change.
Allowing aversive racists to become aware, in a non-
threatening way, of their unconscious negative atti-
tudes, feelings, and beliefs can stimulate self-regulatory
processes. Such processes not only elicit immediate
deliberative responses reaffirming conscious unpreju-
diced orientations (such as increased support for
policies that benefit minority groups), but also pro-
duce, with sufficient time and experience, reductions
in implicit negative beliefs and attitudes.

At the intergroup level, interventions may be
targeted at processes that support aversive racism,
such as ingroup favoritism. One approach, repre-
sented by the common ingroup identity model,
generally proposes that if members of different
groups are induced to conceive of themselves more
as an alternative single, superordinate group rather
than as two separate groups, attitudes toward for-
mer outgroup members will become more positive
through processes involving pro-ingroup bias. Thus,
changing the basis of categorization from race to an
alternative dimension can alter who is grouped as
“us” and who is grouped as “them,” undermining
a contributing force for contemporary forms of rac-
ism, such as aversive racism.

For instance, Black interviewers are more likely
to obtain the cooperation of White respondents
when they emphasize their common group mem-
bership (such as shared university identity, as indi-
cated by insignia on their clothes) than when they
do not. Intergroup interaction within the guide-
lines of the contact hypothesis (i.e., the idea that
contact between groups improves intergroup rela-
tions) and antibias interventions with elementary
schoolchildren that emphasize increasing their circles
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of inclusion can also reduce bias through the processes
outlined in the common ingroup identity model.

The manifestations of aversive racism are more
subtle than are those of old-fashioned racism, but
aversive racism has consequences as significant as
blatant bias. Even though it is expressed in indirect
and rationalizable ways, it operates to systemati-
cally restrict opportunities for Black members of
other traditionally underrepresented groups. In
addition, because aversive racists may not be aware
of their implicit negative attitudes and only dis-
criminate against Blacks when they can justify their
behavior on the basis of some factor other than
race, they will commonly deny any intentional
wrongdoing when confronted with evidence of
their bias. To the extent that minority group mem-
bers detect expressions of aversive racists’ negative
attitudes in subtle interaction behaviors (e.g., non-
verbal behavior) and attribute the consequences of
aversive racism to blatant racism, aversive racism
also contributes substantially to interracial distrust,
miscommunication, and conflict.

Nevertheless, aversive racism can be addressed
by encouraging increased awareness of uncon-
scious negative feelings and beliefs, emphasizing
alternative forms of social categorization around
common group membership, and providing
appropriate intergroup experiences to support
the development of alternative implicit attitudes
and stereotypes and reinforce common identities.

Jobn E. Dovidio and Samuel L. Gaertner

See also Common Ingroup Identity Model;
Discrimination; Implicit Association Test (IAT);
Modern Racism; Prejudice; Racial Ambivalence
Theory; Racism; Symbolic Racism
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BANALITY OF EvIL

A recent morning’s newspaper had a charming
snapshot of a laughing soldier playing an accor-
dion, surrounded by equally cheerful, laughing
women, all clearly having a carefree time of it. But
the reader soon discovers a shocking fact. It is a
photo of a playful off-duty moment for the staff of
the Auschwitz death camp, which came from a
photo album documenting many such ordinary
moments. The article’s author, Neil Genzlinger,
comments that “yes, the genocide was conducted
by real human beings who kicked back after a
day’s work, flirted with the ladies, shared a joke,
played with the dog” (2008, B14).

The reader’s shock is much like the reaction
that Hannah Arendt had observing the war crimes
trial of the Nazi Adolph Eichmann. Arendt was
surprised, disconcerted, deeply unsettled. She
expected the man, who had sent countless Jews to
their deaths, to look and act evil, to embody
“evilness.” But instead she was struck by his ordi-
nariness, his depthless normality. Her book
Eichmann in Jerusalem characterized this as the
“banality of evil.”

The book initially generated a storm of contro-
versy from those who thought Arendt was trivial-
izing the evils that the Third Reich committed.
Now it is read as calling attention to the fact that
when acts of evil are committed by an