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The quote in the title of this chapter, “all animals are equal but some animals are more equal than others”, is taken from George Orwell’s 1945 satirical novel Animal Farm. In this novel, Orwell’s lifelong mistrust of autocratic governments was focused on Stalin’s Soviet Union; in particular the contradiction between an ideology of egalitarianism (everyone is equal), and the reality of sharp internal differentiation based on status, power and influence (everyone is not equal). The novel was an attack on what Orwell saw as the hypocrisy of Soviet communism, which he believed was actually a reincarnation of Tsarist Russia (inequality, privilege, and exclusion) merely under the guise of socialism (equality, tolerance, and inclusion).


Animal Farm captures well the more general paradox that is the starting point of this chapter. On the one hand groups accentuate commonalties among members and are about fairness, equality, and inclusion; but on the other hand they are intolerant of diversity, contain sharp divisions that identify some members as marginal and of less worth than others, and engage in social exclusion. 

One way, proposed here, to resolve this paradox of group life is to argue that groups organize themselves around prescriptive norms that are cognitively represented as prototypes. Because these prototypes define the group and thus one’s self-concept as a group member they are highly salient. Members are acutely attentive to the prototype, and the extent to which they and fellow members fit the prototype. Group life is oriented toward and influenced by the prototype itself and the extent to which self and others fit the prototype. The consequence is a dynamic of conformity to the prototype and deference to prototypical members, coupled with an array of responses towards non-prototypical marginal members, ranging from socialization to rejection. Inclusion and exclusion are inextricable facets of group life.

In this chapter I develop and expand this argument to describe a social identity analysis of the behavior of marginal group members, and their treatment by the rest of the group.

Groups, Prototypes, and Group Membership

Groups differ in a multitude of ways, such as size, longevity, entitativity, function, interdependence, and so forth (e.g., Deaux, Reid, Mizrahi, & Ethier, 1995; Lickel, Hamilton, Wieczorkowska, Lewis, & Sherman, 2000; Prentice, Miller and Lightdale (1994). Typically, slightly different definitions of “group” are associated with research on different types of group. In this chapter I adopt a social identity definition of and perspective on groups (Hogg, 2003; Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). A group is two or more people who share a definition and evaluation of who they are – they have a common social identity. This definition has wide generality and applies to almost all groups one can think of – ranging from small, short-lived, interactive task oriented groups to large, enduring, highly dispersed and non-interactive social categories. Social identity is not the only property of group life and group membership, but it is perhaps the most fundamental one.


Groups are social categories. They contain members who belong by virtue of possessing attributes that define the category and therefore allow them to be categorized as members. The defining attributes of a category are cognitively represented as a prototype – a fuzzy set of integrated attributes (beliefs, attitudes, feelings, and behaviors) that simultaneously capture similarities among group members and differences between members of one group and members of another group. Prototypes obey the meta-contrast principle – they accentuate perceived intragroup similarities and intergroup differences and thus imbue groups with greater entitativity. Because prototypes are influenced by both who is in the group and what the relevant outgroup is, they can vary as a function of the intergroup context. Group prototypes can be considered the individual cognitive representation of group norms (e.g., Turner, 1991), and typically within a group there is significant agreement on the prototype or norm. Groups tend to lose cohesion and to disintegrate if members disagree too much over what the group’s attributes are.


The essence of the social identity analysis is that group membership is a matter of identifying with the group and thus categorizing oneself and others in terms of the group prototype. Self-categorization applies the prototype to oneself and thus transforms the way one views oneself and the way one perceives, thinks, feels and behaves in that context.

Prototypicality and Group Structure


When group membership is salient people are depersonalized in terms of the relevant group prototype. Other people are viewed through the lens of the prototype, and one’s own self-conception, cognition, affect and conduct are governed by the ingroup prototype (Oakes, Haslam & Turner, 1994). The prototype defines and prescribes people in group contexts – it is the essence of group life. Not surprisingly, people in groups pay close attention to the prototype, to information that delineates the prototype, and to people who provide information about the prototype (cf. Reicher’s, 1984, 2001, analysis of crowd behavior). People also know, and strive to know, with some precision how well they themselves match the prototype, how well others match the prototype, and how prototypical others think one is (e.g., Haslam, Oakes, McGarty, Turner, & Onorato, 1995). 

Perceived prototypicality locates one within the fabric of the group – it positions people relative to the prototype and therefore relative to one another. And because the prototype governs group life, prototypicality becomes a critical influence on how people perceive one another within the group, how they treat and feel about one another, and how they interact with one another. Indeed, much of what happens within groups can be characterized as a dialogue or discourse about prototypes and prototypicality – about ‘who we are’ (Hogg & Tindale, in press). Through what they say and what they do, people identify, consolidate or change the group norm, and position themselves and others relative to that norm.

Groups are structured by perceived prototypicality – there is a prototypicality gradient with some people being viewed as more prototypical than others. Groups are certainly not flat and internally homogeneous. They are highly patterned, and are differentiated in many different ways – for example, they are differentiated in terms of people’s generic and specific roles within the group (e.g., Moreland & Levine, 2003; Ridgeway, 2001). Prototypicality is not the only way in which a group is internally structured, but it certainly is a fundamental component of group structure.

Prototype-based internal group structure is not static - it is dynamic. It hinges on the nature of the prototype, and the group prototype, as we saw above, reflects the social comparative context – ingroup members cognitively present, the salient out group, and the group’s context-dependent goals and purposes. To the extent that the comparative context remains the same then the prototype remains the same and prototype-based structure remains the same. So, for example, a political group whose manifesto remains the same and whose outgroup remains the same will have an invariant prototype and apparently fixed group structure with the same individuals being prototypically central and prototypically marginal.

--------------------------------

Figures 1 and 2 about here

--------------------------------

To illustrate context dependent prototype-based structure let us use a simple example, adapted from Hogg (2001a). Consider a 21-point attitude scale with seven ingroup members occupying attitudinal positions 8 through 14, seven outgroup members occupying positions 15 through 21, and no one occupying positions 1 through 7. The subjectively salient comparative frame is represented by all positions occupied by ingroup and outgroup members – unoccupied positions are not relevant to social comparison in that context. The ingroup prototypicality of each ingroup member can be calculated as a metacontrast ratio (MCR) – for each ingroup position the MCR is the mean absolute difference between the position and each outgroup position, divided by the mean absolute difference between the position and each other ingroup position. Figure 1 shows the MCRs for each ingroup member. Figure 2 shows MCRs for the same ingroup members, occupying positions 8 through 14, but now with the salient outgroup occupying positions 1 through 7. 

What emerges from comparison of Figure 1 (right outgroup) and Figure 2 (left outgroup) is: (1) The prototype is polarized from the scale midpoint of 11 to reflect the salient intergroup comparative context - the most prototypical ingroup position shifts from 10 to 12. (2) The person who occupies position 8 is less prototypical when the outgroup is on the left than the right (MCRs = 1.14 and 2.86 respectively). (3) The person who occupies position 14 is less prototypical when the outgroup is on the right than the left (MCRs = 1.14 and 2.86). (4) When the outgroup is on right (Figure 1) the person occupying position 14 is less prototypical/more marginal than the person occupying position 8, and vice versa when the outgroup is on the left (Figure 2).

Relative prototypicality casts some people as central members who fit the prototype closely, and others as marginal members who deviate significantly from the prototype. In this sense, perceived deviance and centrality in salient groups with which people identify strongly, are a function of metacontrast-based perceptions of prototypicality. Furthermore marginal members vary in their prototypicality depending on whether their marginal position is close to or remote from the salient outgroup.

Some Correlates of Relative Prototypicality


Perceptions of relative prototypicality structure a group into highly prototypical central members and less prototypical peripheral members. In recent years the social identity analysis of prototypically central members has largely been the social identity analysis of leadership (Hogg, 2001b; Hogg & van Knippenberg, 2003; van Knippenberg & Hogg, in press). The social identity analysis of prototypically marginal members has been the study of deviance (e.g., Hogg, Fielding, & Darley, in press; Marques, Abrams, Páez, & Hogg, 2001; Marques & Paez, 1994), and the theory of subjective group dynamics (e.g., Marques, Abrams, Paez, & Martinez-Taboada, 1998; Marques, Abrams, & Serôdio, 2001). From a social identity perspective, degree of prototypicality is associated with an array of outcomes.

Social Attraction

In salient groups patterns of social evaluation and liking are depersonalized – idiosyncratic personal attraction is transformed into prototype based depersonalized social attraction (Hogg, 1993). People are positively evaluated and liked to the extent that they embody the group prototype – more prototypical members are liked more than less prototypical members. Furthermore, since members of salient groups largely agree on the prototype, social attraction is consensual – members agree on who is prototypical and who is not, and thus agree on who they like more and who they like less, as group members. A “popularity” and evaluative status hierarchy is instantiated within the group. Prototypically central members are popular and imbued with status, whereas prototypically peripheral members are less popular and have less status.

Normative Behavior and Perceived Influence

By definition, prototypical members are perceived to embody group norms more than peripheral members (Turner, 1991). One consequence of this is that because social identity related social influence and conformity processes within the group (e.g., Abrams & Hogg, 1990; Turner & Oakes, 1989) cause members to strive to be more normative, members’ behavior appears to become more like that of highly prototypical members. This gives the appearance of differential influence, which makes peripheral members appear to be more influenced, and central members to be the source of that influence (Hogg, 2001b).


Another aspect of differential influence flows from differential liking based on depersonalized social attraction. Prototypical members are liked more than peripheral members. Research on attraction shows that if you like someone you are more likely to agree with them, and comply with requests and suggestions (e.g., Berscheid & Reis, 1998). In this way, prototypical members actually do have more influence than do marginal members – they can much more easily gain compliance with their suggestion and ideas.

Trust and Innovation


Prototypicality influences trust within groups – highly prototypical core members are trusted more by the group than are marginal members (Hogg, in press; Tyler, 1997; van Knippenberg & Hogg, in press). Core members are considered to be more strongly identified than peripheral members with the group. They embody the group to a greater extent, and their self-concept and fate is considered to be more strongly tied to the group. Members, therefore, assume that core members are less likely to act in ways that will harm the group and thus the group’s members – they are trusted to have the group’s best interest at heart. Marginal members are trusted less, and they may even be viewed suspiciously as potential traitors or members who will undermine the group in various ways. The membership credentials of core members are not in dispute, whereas the credentials of peripheral members are very much under scrutiny – marginal members have to work hard at being accepted as trusted members, core members do not.


One important and paradoxical consequence of prototypicality-based trust is that the group extends to core members a greater latitude of acceptable behavior than to peripheral members. Core members can, paradoxically, diverge from group norms much more than can marginal members (e.g., Sherif & Sherif, 1964) – this is precisely because, within limits, whatever core members do is assumed to be in the best interest of the group. Marginal members need to adhere very closely to group norms in order to demonstrate their identification with the group and to build trust in the minds of fellow members – normative divergence is viewed with suspicion or hostility by the group. Core members can therefore be more innovative and idiosyncratic and play a greater role in transforming group norms than can marginal members – this is another basis for more effective leadership of salient groups by prototypical members (e.g., Platow & van Knippenberg, 2001; cf. Hollander’s, 1958, notion of idiosyncrasy credit).

Attribution and Essentialism


The group prototype, and associated member prototypicality, are key indices of group life. They inform one how to behave as a group member and what behaviors to expect from fellow members. They structure interaction and perception, create social structure within the group, and locate self and others within that structure. People therefore attend very closely to all information that relates to the prototype. Although the outgroup can convey information about the ingroup prototype, generally the ingroup is a more direct and immediate source of reliable information – people pay more attention to the ingroup (e.g., Yzerbyt, Castano, Leyens, & Paladino, 2000). Within the ingroup, highly prototypical members are also more immediately informative than more marginal members (e.g., Reicher, 1984, 2001).


In a social cognitive sense, then, within a salient group prototypical members are likely to be figural against the background of the group – they attract disproportionate attention and sponsor associated cognitive processing. One consequence of this is that there will be an enhanced tendency to make internal/dispositional attributions for prototypical members’ behavior – the fundamental attribution error (Ross, 1977), correspondence bias (Gilbert & Malone, 1995), or essentialism (Haslam, Rothschild & Ernst, 1998; Medin & Ortony, 1989) is more pronounced for people who are perceptually distinctive (e.g., figural against a background) or cognitively salient (e.g., Taylor & Fiske, 1978). This process will be enhanced over time if the comparative context remains stable and prototypicality thus remains fixed.


Because prototypical members seem to have disproportionate influence over the group, are socially liked, and are trusted, their behavior is represented as reflecting an internal disposition or essence to behave in this way – a charismatic leadership personality is constructed (Hogg, 2001b; also see Haslam & Platow, 2001). That prototypical members attract attention, and fellow members seek to make personality attributions for their behavior has support from research by Fiske and her colleagues (e.g., Fiske & Dépret, 1996; Goodwin, Gubin, Fiske, & Yzerbyt, 2000).


It is not so well established that attribution processes operate on marginal members in the same way. However, it is plausible to speculate that they do. Although highly prototypical core members are a direct source of prototype information, marginal members are also likely to attract attention because they tell one what the group is not and also because they may pose a threat to the group’s normative integrity or even its existence. To the extent that marginal members are distinctive and stand out as a focus of attention, then their behavior is likely to be internally attributed. The fact that they are, for example, marginally normative, disliked, unpopular, and distrusted by the group, will be seen to reflect the type of people they are rather than their social position in a particular comparative context. They will be viewed as deviants and outcasts rather than people who simply have different opinions and behave in different ways within the group. Diversity is translated into deviance and pathology.


Indeed, leaders (who can be considered highly prototypical members) frequently deliberately and strategically engage in a rhetoric that identifies marginal members and goes on to pillory and pathologize them as deviants (e.g., Reicher & Hopkins, 1996, 2001).

Uncertainty and Identification


A key motivation for social identity processes is subjective uncertainty reduction, particularly self-conceptual uncertainty reduction (Hogg, 2000; 2001c). Social categorization provides a very effective solution to a sense of self-conceptual uncertainty, because it ties self-definition, behavior and perception to prescriptive and descriptive prototypes. Prototypes define who we are and who others are, how we should behave and how others will behave, and how we should interact with members of our own group and of other groups. Thus, prototypes reduce social and self-conceptual uncertainty. 

The greater the self-conceptual uncertainty the more that people strive to belong, and in particular the more they strive to belong to groups that are highly distinctive and have a simple, consensual, and prescriptive prototype (Hogg, 2004). Typically these groups are ones that are highly orthodox with a rigid and steep hierarchical leadership structure (Hogg & Reid, 2001). These are groups where leaders have enormous power and influence, and where, because a premium is placed on loyalty and conformity, marginal members suffer particularly harshly.

Generally, conditions that motivate enhanced uncertainty reduction are likely to produce more orthodox groups, with the consequence of more sharply polarized responses to central and marginal members. Such conditions would include threats to the group’s entitativity or distinctiveness, as opposed to threats to the group’s valence or social standing (Hogg, Fielding & Darley, in press; Reid & Hogg, 2003).


Uncertainty may also be affected directly by relative prototypicality within the group. Quite simply, the less prototypical a person is the more self-conceptually uncertain he or she will feel. Marginal members have less influence over the group and its destiny, and their membership status is continually called into question and under scrutiny by the group. This further adds to the burden of uncertainty. 

Differential uncertainty may not only cause core and peripheral members to behave differently due to differential uncertainty reduction motivation, but it may also introduce conflict over certainty. Marris (1996) has argued that certainty is a highly valued, but zero-sum, resource within society and that there is a fierce power struggle for greater certainty. If we extrapolate this analysis to groups as a whole, then differential uncertainty, which may be enhanced under group entitativity and distinctive threat, may sponsor intragroup competition or even conflict between those with more and those with less group membership-based certainty,

The Experience of Prototypically Marginal Membership

Based on the processes we have just discussed we can describe how prototypically marginal members may be treated by the group, and how marginal members may feel and behave.

Consequences of Being Prototypically Marginal

Due to the social attraction process, marginal members tend to be consensually disliked by the group – they are socially unpopular and have low evaluative status within the group. This phenomenon has been explored by Marques and his colleagues (e.g., Marques & Paez, 1994; also see Marques, Abrams, Páez, & Hogg, 2001). Dubbed the “black sheep effect”, they not only find evaluative rejection of prototypically marginal ingroup members, but also that a person holding a position that is on the ingroup-outgroup boundary is more disliked and rejected if he or she is an ingroup member than an outgroup member. Marginal members tend to feel affectively rejected by the group.

Marginal members have significantly less influence over the group than do prototypical members. They find it difficult to gain compliance with their ideas, to be innovative, or to take an effective leadership role in the group. The group expects them to be conformist, provides them with very little latitude to diverge from group norms, and is intolerant of deviation or non-conformity. The group may initially try to socialize marginal members to conform to group norms (e.g., Schachter, 1959; also see Levine & Moreland, 1994) but, given the group’s intolerance of deviation, if this does not quickly show effects the group will soon lose patience.

Marginal members are likely to feel disenfranchised and relatively impotent. They feel they have no effective voice in the group. This feeling of lack of recognition is accompanied by a sense of being distrusted by the group and of not being fully accepted as members by the group. The group seems suspicious, and their behavior is under scrutiny for evidence to confirm their membership credentials.

Attribution processes associated with the group’s explanation of marginal membership and deviant behavior construct a view of the marginal member as having an underlying deviant and possibly untrustworthy personality. Such an enduring and essentialist label makes it very difficult for marginal members to change the way they behave or the way they are viewed by the group. A deviant label is difficult to escape, and it may become a self-fulfilling prophecy. 

Marginal members are more uncertain about their membership status and social identity in the group than are more central members. This raised sense of self-conceptual uncertainty may cause marginal members to strive hard to be tightly conformist, endorse a rigid internal hierarchy, promote and idolize powerful leadership, and generally engage in zealotry (e.g., Hogg 2004). Ironically, marginal members may be the most fiercely intolerant of normative diversity. Not all marginal members will behave in this way – some may dissociated themselves from the group and gradually dis-identify (see below). 

The intriguing possibility exists that core members may strategically try to make marginal members as uncertain as possible about their membership status, precisely in order to elicit overconformity, leader worship, zealotry and so forth. If ‘certainty’ is power, then those central members who have less membership uncertainty are likely to try to widen the uncertainty gulf between themselves and marginal members (cf. Marris, 1996).


Group level threats, perhaps due to intergroup relations, may threaten the distinctiveness and entitativity of the group as a whole or the social status or valence of the group as a whole. The consequences for marginal members depend on the nature of the threat, and on whether the marginal member’s position is close to or remote from the salient outgroup (Fielding, Hogg, & Annandale, 2003; Hogg, Fielding, & Darley, in press; Hogg & Hornsey, in press; Reid & Hogg, 2003) - see Figures 1 and 2, and associated discussion of prototypicality. 

Where the group’s entitativity is under threat all marginal members will be unfavorably reacted to by the group. The group is motivated to consolidate itself around a clearly prescriptive and consensual prototype - marginal members do not contribute to consensuality. Prototypically marginal members will be particularly vulnerable to affective rejection, distrust, and possibly ejection from the group. Group leaders may take an active role in identifying and vilifying marginal members and in mobilizing the group to treat them as outcasts. 

Where the group’s valence or social status is under threat marginal members who are positioned away from the outgroup (position ‘8’ in Figure 1 and position ‘14’ in figure 2) will not be treated as harshly as those who are positioned close to the outgroup (position ‘14’ in Figure 1 and position ‘8’ in figure 2). They might even be treated favorably. The reason for this is that the former marginal members allow the group to distance itself evaluatively from the negatively valued outgroup – the group can claim as its own the evaluative advantage of having a positive deviant (e.g., an over-achiever) in the group.

Responding to Being Prototypically Marginal 

Marginal members are distrusted and disliked by the group. They may even be vilified and persecuted by the group – perhaps at the behest of the group’s leadership. Their membership credentials are constantly under surveillance, and they may feel uncertain about their membership and place in the group. They have little influence over the group, the group extends to them little latitude for acceptable behavior, and they feel pressure to be highly conformist and subservient. The group may even treat them as if the correlates of marginal prototypically are reflections of personality deficit. Life on the fringe of the group is not pleasant.

Not surprisingly, marginal members may decide to leave the group physically and psychologically, and perhaps gain membership in another group. If this works then the problem is solved. However, there are many hurdles to effective ‘exit’ (e.g., Ellemers, 1993; Hirschmann, 1970; Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Although the group may treat marginal members with suspicion and dislike and apparently desire them to leave, marginal members can play an important function in group life. They help define the group prototype by representing what the group is not. They also act as a common scapegoat for the group’s problems and failings, and therefore help unite the rest of the group. Groups can depend heavily on marginal members. When confronted with the stark reality of their exit, the group will often do a great deal to try to retain them – but retain them as marginal members. One way the group could do this is by nourishing membership uncertainty with vague promises of future core membership.


Another obstacle to exit is uncertainty itself. Although life on the fringe of the group is not very pleasant it may, under some circumstances, be thought to be far preferable to the self-conceptual uncertainty of not belonging and of having to forge new group ties and a new social identity (Hogg, 2000). Resistance to dis-identification and exit may be accompanied by a ‘false consciousness’ that justifies the status quo by minimizing its perceived personal harm and amplifying perceived obstacles to exit (e.g., Jost & Kramer, 2003). This false-consciousness may be encouraged and facilitated by the group, if the group wants to retain a marginal member for the reasons given above.


Problems associated with exit are not necessarily ‘false’. Intergroup boundaries are rarely as permeable as one would imagine, and psychological entry to a new group can be genuinely difficult and may simply replace marginal status in one group with marginal status in another. Indeed if one does successfully leave one group then that group may well treat one as a genuine traitor and outsider, and the new group one is trying to join may, understandably, be very suspicious about one’s motives and intentions. Exit under conditions of low intergroup permeability may leave one with a marginal identity – belonging to neither group (e.g., Breakwell, 1986).

So, for many reasons, marginal members may remain within the group or be reluctant to leave – leaving them with the challenge of trying to improve their status within the group. As individuals, attempts to change the group’s prototype so that they are more centrally located are unlikely to be effective. This leaves them with effectively three options. The first is simply to quietly and consistently conform so that over a period of time, which could be years, their membership credentials and prototypicality are finally acknowledged – they gradually come to be seen by the group as prototypical and highly identified and trusted members. This is a long process and if marginal status is particularly harmful it may simply not be possible to endure.

The second option is to gain a redefinition of self within the group. The self is multifaceted – we have many identities tied to many groups. In any context we can be categorized in many different ways – by gender, by profession, by religion, by nationality, by work group, and so forth. In any group context there are many cross cutting or nested categorizations. For example members of an organization could be categorized as members of the organizations, members of nested work groups, or cross cutting gender or ethnic categories. The consequences of marginal membership in the organization may be muted if one can get the organization to recognize that outside the organization one is a core member of a prestigious group such as ‘doctors’. So, one way to cope with marginal membership is to recruit cross cutting categorizations that cast one in a more favorable light (e.g., Brewer, von Hippel, & Gooden, 1999; Crisp, Ensari, Hewstone, & Miller, 2003).

Another, related, way to relocate oneself within the group is described by status characteristics theory (e.g., Berger, Fisek, Norman, & Zelditch, 1977; Ridgeway, 2001). There are two main sources of status within a group. One, called specific status characteristics, derives directly from how well one is perceived to fulfil the group’s functions. The other, called diffuse status characteristics, derives from one’s membership of other groups that have high social standing in society (e.g., ‘doctors’). From the perspective of the analysis provided in this chapter, prototypical marginality is a low specific status characteristic. Members in this position who have a high diffuse status characteristic might try to draw attention to that. This option is, of course, not open to marginal members who do not possess high diffuse status characteristics, for example societal minorities.

The third option for improving status within the group is collective action. In life, people can often achieve more collectively than alone. This is also true of marginal members – they can band together into a small subgroup to try to protect themselves, promote themselves, or transform the group so that they are no longer prototypically marginal. As individuals this can be difficult to achieve, but as an active minority it can be easier. Research on minority influence (e.g., Moscovici, 1980; Mugny, 1982; Nemeth, 1986; see Martin & Hewstone, 2003) suggests that if a number of marginal members form a subgroup they can be quite effective in changing the majority group norm or prototype. To do this they need to adopt minority influence tactics such as promulgating a diachronically and synchronically consistent message. Effective use of minority influence tactics can produce latent social influence over the majority, leading ultimately to sudden conversion of the majority to the minority’s position. In this way the minority can redefine the group so that the minority is no longer marginal, or so that the group comes to value diversity of positions as normative of the group.

Marginal members organized as an active minority may be better placed to criticize what the group stands for and how it treats its members (cf., Hornsey, Oppes & Svensson, 2002), or they may form a schism that recruits outsiders and helps them directly confront and change what the group stands for (e.g., Sani & Reicher, 1999).

Processes and Conditions that may Favor Deviance and Diversity

The discussion so far has rested on the rather gloomy assumption that deviance, and therefore diversity, is bad for a group. The group either tries to socialize marginal members or, if that fails, persecutes and rejects them as undesirable social outcasts. Marginal members themselves try to leave groups that cast them as outcasts, or engage in conformist behaviors to gradually be accepted as normative core members.

However, diversity may actually be desirable for groups. In support of the discussion above, there is evidence that dissent created by minorities within groups can be beneficial, largely through its impact on creativity and innovation (e.g., Nemeth & Staw, 1989; Nemeth & Wachtler, 1983), and internal criticism of a group’s culture or operations can play a crucial role in reinvigorating groups and laying the groundwork for positive change (e.g., Hornsey & Imami, in press; Hornsey, Oppes, & Svensson, 2002). There is also evidence that task-oriented groups that embrace diverse views and diverse subgroups function better than groups that are homogeneous in terms of attitudes, positions, and demographic characteristics. An effective way to combat groupthink is to ensure attitudinal diversity within a decision making group (e.g., Postmes, Spears, & Cihangir, 2001; Stasser, Stewart, & Wittenbaum, 1995), and many organizations benefit from demographic diversity (e.g., Brewer, 1996). Generally, there is evidence that unshared information can have a distinct advantage for overall group functioning (e.g., Larson, Foster-Fishman, & Keys, 1994; for reviews see Tindale, Kameda, & Hinsz, 2003; Wittenbaum & Stasser, 1996). 


Groups generally automatically react negatively to marginal membership and thus diversity, but diversity is often beneficial to group life. The key question is how can groups make a rational decision about whether to include or exclude marginal members? This may be part of a larger question to do with how, if at all, it is possible for deviance or diversity to become part of the solution to group composition rather than an obstacle to effective group composition (Hogg & Hornsey, in press). For marginal members to be fully embraced and for diversity to be celebrated, the group needs to have diversity as a key component of its prototype – the group needs to define itself as embracing and benefiting from internal diversity (cf., Niedenthal & Bieke, 1997; Roccas & Brewer, 2002; Wright, Aron, & Tropp, 2002). How a group arrives at this outcome is less easy to specify.

One obvious circumstance is when the groups task is defined in terms of diversity – for example a decision making group that is explicitly set up to discover new ideas resting on diverse views. Another condition, alluded to above, is when a group is under valence or status threat. Positive deviants, marginal members whose marginality positions them far from a salient outgroup, contribute positively to the group’s valence and will be included. However, this is likely to be transitory and instrumental, and to not reflect a true transformation of the group prototype to include diversity.


Generally speaking initiatives to celebrate diversity and exercise inclusion are most likely to come from marginalized members themselves. And for this to be effective they need to organize into active minorities, as discussed above.

Concluding Comments

********************
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Figure 1. Metacontrast ratios (MCRs) for seven ingroup members occupying positions 8 through 14 on a 21-point attitude scale with the salient outgroup to the right, occupying positions 15 through 21.
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Figure 2. Metacontrast ratios (MCRs) for seven ingroup members occupying positions 8 through 14 on a 21-point attitude scale with the salient outgroup to the left, occupying positions 1 through 7.
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