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Introduction

Social identity and self-categorization theories embody a theoretical and research tradition which now stretches back over a quarter of a century to the beginning of the 1970s. In l971 Tajfel and his colleagues (Tajfel, Flament, Billig&Bundy, 1971) published the results of their studies in the minimal group paradigm; and a year later Tajfel (1972a) published a chapter on social categorization in which he attempted to make sense of the minimal group data by invoking the concept of social identity and the hypothesis of a motive for positive social identity. Nevertheless, social identity theory proper only came into full shape in the mid-1970s, when the more complex elaborations of the theory which had been stead​ily developing (e.g., Tajfel, 1974; Turner, 1975) were put into a more systematic and detailed form (Tajfel, 1978a; Tajfel &Turner, 1979).By the late 1970s issues arising from social identity theory and research had helped to stimulate the ideas which subsequently became self-categorization theory (Turner, 1978a, 1982, 1985); see Turner & Oakes, 1989, for a summary of these issues). Self-categorization theory did not just resolve some issues relevant to social identity theory; it also represented a major expansion in the range of applicability of the social identity tradition, from intergroup relations and social conflict into the realm of group processes, stereotyping and social cognition. This process has continued, with social identity and self-categorization ideas also now being ap​plied to the interrelationship of self-concept and personality and in fields other than mainstream social psychology (e.g., Turner & Onorato, 1999; Turner & Haslam, in press)
Social identity and self-categorization theories are, despite some confusion on this point, different theories, but there is no question that they rest on same anti-reductionist metatheory (see Tajfel, 1972b; 1979; turner, 1996a; Turner& Bourhis, 1996; Turner&Oakes, 1986,1997) and invoke the same concept of social identity. Self-categorization theory is, as a matter of record, a continuation of the tradition begun by social identity theory, extending and elaborating its i
 that social identity processes are fundamental to understanding collective behaviour. They are different theories, but they are allied and largely complementary doing different jobs from the same broad social psychological perspective. It is this reason that the term social identity theory is sometimes used (at a more intensive level) to refer to both theories; this chapter will speak of the social identity perspective, approach or tradition to indicate, both theories.              
It is noteworthy, as this and other recent books testify (Abrams& Hogg, 19..; Brewer&Miller, 1996; Hogg&Abrams, 1993; Oakes, Haslam&Tuber, 19..; Robinson, 1996; Spears, Oakes, Ellemers&Haslam, 1997; Tyler, Kramer &John 1999; Worchel, Morales, Paez & Deschamps, 1998), that after some twenty-.. or more years not only does social identity research continue unabated, but in it is being pursued more vigorously now than ever before. This is quite some for a theoretical perspective in social psychology. At the same time, the so identity perspective has always been relatively controversial in the sense that it always had its share of critics Because of the complexity of the ideas, it has always been subject to significant misunderstandings. On the one hand, there is contemporary recognition of quantity and quality of the research it has stimulate and of the freshness and novelty of the insights it offers into classic and contemporary problems in social psychology. On the other, there is a persistent cl amongst its critics (and even some of its friends) that the research has failed support some of its key hypotheses and that there are significant conceptual falls. At the same time as reviewers tell us that the tradition has major difficulties influence on current research continues to grow and is felt in ever more areas There is not space in one chapter to review twenty-five years research, nor e would it be easy to review properly the work done in just any one area or on one problem. The book as a whole will review much of the relevant work. This chapter will comment on what has been learned in a  rather different way. Its summarize the perspective, and note briefly some of its most important and radical implications, at the same time responding to some of the main criticisms what  have been levelled against it. There is no claim that the theories are 'finished perfect'. This cannot be true of any scientific theory. Both still have room conceptual development and such development is taking place; Both may  …mately be proved wrong, in the sense that they may be replaced by a different better understanding of the relevant phenomena, but we shall not advance better understanding by rejecting ideas for the wrong reasons. The core insight the social identity tradition will need to be assimilated in any future theories (just as the social identity perspective has absorbed the insights of the ea group dynamics tradition), which means that we must be clear as to what they In many respects the business of elaborating and testing the social identity  perspective has still really only just begun, even given the work that has been dr… since the ideas have continued to develop year in and year out, preserving vitality and relevance of the original vision.    
The Social Identity Perspective
Social identity theory

The body of ideas that has become known as 'social identity theory' (a term coined by Turner & Brown, 1978, to simplify the various descriptions of the ideas that Tajfel employed) began as an attempt to explain intergroup discrimination in the 'minimal group paradigm' (Tajfel, 1972a; Turner, 1975, 1978b). In that paradigm Tajfel, Flament, Billig and Bundy (1971) found that the mere social categorization of people into distinct groups could produce intergroup behaviour in which subject favoured ingroup over outgroup members (see Brewer, 1979; Turner,
1975, 1981; Turner & Bourhis, 1996). It appeared that the mere awareness of being in one group as Opposed to another was sufficient under certain conditions to trigger processes of intergroup discrimination and competition. Tajfel ( 1972a) and Turner (1975) argued that the social categorization of subjects in this minimal paradigm created a social identity for them. The subjects accepted the assigned social category membership as a relevant self-difinition in the situation. 'Social identity was conceptualized as that aspect of a person's self-concept based on
their group memberships; it was a person's definition of self in terms of some social group membership with the associated value connotations and emotional significance (e-g., a self-definition as 'us women' or 'we Americans' ). It was argued that since people evaluated themselves under certain conditions in terms of their ingroup memberships, there was a psychological requirement inher​ent in social identification that relevant ingroups compare favourably with relevant otgroups. There was, in effect, a need for positive social identity, expressed through a desire to create, maintain or enhance the positively valued distinctive-ness of ingroups compared to outgroups on relevant dimensions, and aroused under conditions where people defined and evaluated themselves in terms of their group memberships. Tajfel (e.g., 1979, p. 184) referred to this basic psychological analysis of a motivation for positive social identity producing a drive for ingroup superiority as the sequence of social categorization-social identity-social comparison-positive ingroup distinctiveness. The basic hypothesis here - which is at the psychological heart of the theory - is the notion that social comparisons be​tween groups which are relevant to an evaluation of one's social identity produce pressures for intergroup differentiation to achieve a positive self-evaluation in terms of that identity. (or 'collective self-esteem'; see Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990).  Many readings of the theory assume that this psychological analysis was the end of the story. In fact, it was only the beginning. The psychological analysis was then applied to the complexities of real-life intergroup relations in socially strati​fied societies (see Tajfel & Turner, 1979, for a summary). It was used to explore the psychological consequences for members of the different status positions of groups (e.g., high or low) and the perceived nature of intergroup status differences (e.g., secure or insecure) and to elaborate the different ways in which group mem​bers could and would react to the challenges posed to their social identities by their different locations in the social structure and their shared beliefs about the nature of the social structure.                                                                  
Moreover, this was not a simple matter of arguing that low status group members would be more discriminatory or ethnocentric than high status group mem​bers, or that people would show more outgroup discrimination the more they identified with some ingroup. (For Tajfel and Turner (1979) the character of intergroup attitudes and action is predicted by an interaction between the need for positive social identity and group members' collective definition, perception and understanding of the social structure of intergroup relationships (Turner, 1996b, 1996c). Thus, for example, depending on whether they perceived group bounda​ries as permeable or impermeable and status relationships as secure or insecure (stable and legitimate or unstable and illegitimate), low status group members might adopt a strategy of upward individual mobility or social creativity! or a strategy of collective, ethnocentric, social competition. Similarly, high status group members might be highly discriminatory and ethnocentric under conditions where they saw their legitimate superiority as threatened by the low status group, but not where they perceived their superiority as illegimate. Group  would adopt quite different strategies to achieve positive social identity (and ingroup bias or social competition' is only one of these strategies) as a function of an interaction be​tween their status position (high or low), their beliefs about the nature of group boundaries, the intensity of ingroup identification and their collective ideologies and shared beliefs about the nature of the social system and intergroup differences of status, power and wealth. To suppose, therefore, as many researchers have done, that social identity theory holds that there should be simple correlations between ingroup bias in some real-world setting and degree of ingroup identifica​tion, or status position, or some measure of personal self-esteem, is seriously to misconstrue the theory.                                                                            
Tajfel (1979) pointed out explicitly that social identity theory had three aspects, each of which was an indispensable part of the story. One was the psychological analysis of the cognitive-motivational processes producing a need for positive social identity. Another was the elaboration of this analysis in its application to real-world intergroup relations noted above. The third was the hypothesis' of the 'interpersonal-intergroup continuum' (Tajfel, 1974,1978a, ch. 2). Tajfel suggested that social behaviour varied along a continuum from interpersonal to intergroup.  At the 'intergroup' extreme, all of the behaviour of two or more individuals to-   wards each other is determined by their membership of different social groups or categories (i.e., by group affiliations and loyalties to the exclusion of individual characteristics and interpersonal relationships). The 'interpersonal' extreme refers to any social encounter in which all the interaction that takes place is determined by the personal relationships between the individuals and their individual charac​teristics (i.e., idiosyncratic personal qualities are the overriding causal influences). Tajfel used the interpersonal-intergroup continuum to explain when social identity processes are likely to come into operation and how social interaction differs qualitatively between the extremes. He argued that, as behaviour became more intergroup, attitudes to the outgroup within the ingroup tend to become more uniform and consensual and outgroup members tend to be seen more as homogeneous and undifferentiated members of their social category.
Shift along the continuum was a function of an interaction between psychologi​cal and social factors. Tajfel emphasized, in particular, the degree to which group members shared an ideology of 'individual mobility' or 'social change' and saw the social system as characterized by rigid and intense social stratification. He suggested that subjective and objective barriers to moving between groups, lead​ing to the perceived impermeability of group boundaries, tended to be associated with a 'social change' belief-system, a view that people cannot resolve their iden​tity problems through individual action and mobility, but can only change their social situation by acting collectively in terms of their shared group membership. In social identity theory, then (but not self-categorization theory, in which ingroup identification and the relative salience of that identification in a specific social context are given causal prominence - see, e.g., Ellemers, Spears & Doosje, 1997), it was impermeable group boundaries and the social change belief system that were seen as the key factors in shifting behaviour along the continuum towards the intergroup pole. They played a central role in determining collective reactions by groups members to insecure status in the social system.
The hypothesis of an interpersonal-intergroup continuum has several implica​tions. It points to the idea of a qualitative psychological distinction between indi​vidual and group behaviour. It draws a clear distinction between 'identification' with a social group and the current 'salience' of that social identity in a specific social situation, similar to the distinction between the 'stored' and the 'working' self-concept (Markus & Wurf, 1987; Turner, 1982). It also directs one to look more carefully at the issue of how social identity processes come into play and, in particular, at how social identities become 'salient' (Oakes, 1987). Finally, the questions are raised of the interrelationship of interpersonal and intergroup be​haviour and of the processes that determine their specific characteristics. These questions, amongst others, led to the development of self-categorization theory (see Turner & Oakes, 1989), which began with the insight that the distinction between interpersonal and intergroup behaviour could be explained by a parallel and underlying distinction between personal and social identity (Turner, 1978a, 1982). 

Self-categorization theory
Self-categorization theory began (Turner, 1978a, 1982, 1984) with the distinction between social identity (self-definitions in terms of social category memberships) and personal identity (self-definitions in terms of personal or idiosyncratic at​tributes). It drew on evidence of situational variations in self-concept functioning (salience) to suggest that 'social identity is sometimes able to function to the rela​tive exclusion of personal identity' (Turner, 1984, p. 527) and hypothesized that: The adaptive function of social identity is to produce group behaviour and attitudes it is the cognitive mechanism which makes group behaviour possible' (ibid.).                                                                                                 
The basic process postulated is self-catcgorization, leading to self-stereotyping and the depersonalization of self-perception. It is argued that where people define themselves in terms of a shared social category membership, there is a perceptual accentuation of intragroup similarities and intergroup differences on relevant correlated dimensions. People stereotype themselves and others in terms of salient social categorizations, leading to an enhanced perceptual identity between self and ingroup members and an enhanced perceptual contrast between ingroup and outgroup members. Where social identity becomes relatively more salient than personal identity, people see themselves less as differing individual persons and more as the similar, prototypical representatives of their ingroup category. There is a depersonalization of the self - a 'cognitive redefinition of the self- from unique attributes and individual differences to shared social category member-ships and associated stereotypes (Turner, 1984, p. 528) and it is this process that transforms individual into collective behaviour as people perceive and act in terms of a shared, collective conception of self: 'The identity perspective ... reinstates the group as a psychological reality and not merely a convenient label for describ​ing the outcome of interpersonal processes and relations' (Turner, 1984, p. 535). Thus, social identity was reconceptualized as the process which transforms interpersonal into intergroup behaviours. Initially, following the hypothesis of the Interpersonai-intergroup continuum, it was assumed that personal and social iden​tity were also at the poles of a bipolar continuum. However, subsequently (Turner. 1985; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell, 1987; Turner & Oakes, 1989). this conception was substantially revised. The idea that salient personal arid social identities would tend to have opposing effects on self-perception, producing, re​spectively, personalization and depersonalization, was retained, but the conceptualization of personal and social identity as forming a bipolar continuum was replaced by the notion that they represented different levels (of inclusiveness of self-categorization. The self can be categorized at many different levels and the factors which make for the salience of any given level need not be inversely related. On the contrary, it can be assumed that in many situations there will be factors making for the salience of both the personal and the social categorical levels of self-definition. It is the relative salience of different levels of self-categorization in a specific situation which determines the degree to which self-perception is personalized or depersonalized, the degree to which behaviour expresses individual differences or collective similarities. Thus, although the forces determining the salience of different levels of self-categorization need not be inversely related the perceptual effects of the different levels will still tend to work against each other as a function of their relative strength. In its present form the theory provides an analysis of variation in self-categorization. It assumes that self-conception reflects self-categorization, the cognitive grouping of the self as identical to some class of stimuli in contrast to some other class of stimuli. As is the case with all systems of natural categories, self-categorizations can exist at different levels of abstraction related by class inclusion. That  is, a given self-category (e.g., 'scientist') is seen as more abstract than another (e.g.,  'biologist') to the extent that it can contain, but cannot be contained by, the other: all biologists are scientists, but not all scientists are biologists. Self-categories can be both more or less inclusive than personal and social identity, but these are the most important levels for understanding group behaviour.
Personal identity refers to self-categories which define the individual as a Unique person in ‘term’, of their individual differences from other (ingroup) persons. Social identity refers to social categorizations of self and others, self-categories which define the individual in terms of his or her shared similarities with members of certain social categories in contrast to other social categories. Social identity is the social categorical self (e.g., 'us' versus 'them', ingroup versus outgroup, us women, men, whites, blacks, etc.). It is a more inclusive level of self-perception than personal identity in the sense that the category 'scientist' is more inclusive than 'biologist'. 
The theory implies that when we perceive ourselves as 'we' and 'us' as opposed to 'I' and  'me', this is ordinary and normal self-experience in which the self is  definite in terms of others who exist outside of the individual person doing the experiencing and therefore cannot be reduced to purely personal identity. At cer​tain times the subjective self is defined and experienced as identical, equivalent, similar to or interchangeable with a social class of people in contrast to some other class. Psychologically, the social collectivity becomes self.
The central hypothesis for group behaviour is that, as shared social identity becomes salient, individual self-perception tends to become depersonalized. That is individuals tend to define and see themselves less as differing individual persons and more as the interchangeable representatives of some shared social category membership. For example, when an individual woman tends to categorize herself is a woman in contrast to men, then she (subjectively 'we') tends to accentuate perceptually her similarities to other women (and reduce her idiosyncratic per​sonal differences from other women) and enhance perceptually her stereotypical differences from men (Hogg & Turner, 1987; Lorenzi-Cioldi, 1991; Onorato &: Turner, 1996,1997). Her self changes in level and content and her self-perception and behaviour become depersonalized. Depersonalization of the self is the subjective stereotyping of the self in terms of the relevant social categorization.
The theory explains variation in the salience of any given level of self-categori​zation as a function of an interaction between the relative accessibility of a par​ticular self-category (or 'perceiver readine s', the readiness of a perceiver to use a particular categorization) and the fit between category specifications and the stimu​lus reality to be represented (the match between the category and reality). Relative accessibility reflects a person's past experience, present expectations and current  motives, values, goals and needs. It reflect, the active selectivity of the perceiver inbeing ready to use categories which are relevant, useful and likely to be confirmed by the evidence of reality. One important factor affecting a person's readiness to use a social category for self-definition in specific situations is the extent of their identification with the group, the degree to which it is central, valued and ego-involving (see, e.g., Doosje & Ellemers, 1997; Gurin & Markus, 1988).       
Fit has two aspects: comparative fit and normative fit (Oakes, 1987). Compara​tive fit is defined by the principle of meta-contrast (Turner, 1985), which states that a collection of stimuli is more likely to be categorized as an entity (a higher-order unit) to the degree that the average differences perceived Between them are less than the average differences perceived between them and the remaining stimuli which comprise the frame of reference. Stated in this form, the principle defines fit in terms of the emergence of a focal category against a contrasting background. It can also be used to define fit for the salience of a dichotomous classification. For example, any collection of people will tend to be categorized into distinct groups to the degree that the intragroup differences perceived within the relevant com​parative context are smaller on average than the perceived intergroup differences.
Normative fit refers to the content aspect of the match between category speci​fications and the instances being represented. For example, to categorize a group of people as Catholics as opposed to Protestants, they must not only differ (in attitudes, actions, etc.) from Protestants more than from each other (comparative fit ), but must also do so in the right direction on specific content  dimensions of comparison. Their similarities and differences must be consistent with our norma​tive beliefs about the substantive social meaning of the social category (Oakes. Turner & Haslam, 1991; Turner, Oakes, Haslam & McGarty, 1994).      
Self-categorization is seen as a dynamic, context-dependent process, determined by comparative relations within a given context. The meta-contrast principle indi​cates that, to predict categorization, the entire range of stimuli under considera​tion, rather than isolated stimulus characteristics, must be considered. By proposing that categories form so as to ensure that the differences between them are larger than the differences within them, meta-contrast contextualizes categorization, ty​ing it to an on-the-spot judgement of relative differences. For example, we might categorize an individual as 'Australian' to the extent that, in the current comparative context, the differences between individual Australians are less than the differ​ences between Australians and Americans. Alternatively, the salient category might be 'English-speaking' in a context where the difference between various English speaking groups (such as Americans and Australians) is less than the difference between English and non-English speakers (Haslam & Turner, 1992).     
The emphasis on categorization as highly variable and context-dependent pro​duces a concomitant emphasis on the context-dependence of perceived similarity and difference, the major outcome of categorization. People who are categorize and perceived as different in one context (e.g., 'biologists' and 'physicists' within a science faculty) can be recategorized and perceived as similar in another context (e.g., as 'scientists' rather than 'social scientists' within a university) without any actual change in their own positions. Whether people see themselves as similar of different, and the extent to which they do so, is not a fixed, absolute given, but varies with how, and the level at which, people categorize themselves and others. Arising from the comparisons specified in the meta-contrast principle, self-catego​rization subjectively transforms people's relations into similarities and differences, and from perceived similarities and differences flow, the theory hypothesizes, per​ceptions of attraction and dislike, agreement and disagreement, cooperation and conflict. Self-categorization is assumed to provide the fundamental basis of our social orientation towards others.
In sum, as an account of the psychological group, the theory's key ideas are that, first, the level and kind of identity used to represent self and others vary with one's motives, values and expectations, one's background knowledge and theories, and the social context within which comparison takes place; second, the salience of shared social identity leads to the depersonalization of self-perception; and, third, depersonalization produces group behaviour (i.e., collective action and, processes regulated by a shared social categorical self). 
Implications and Criticisms of the Social Identity Perspective
 The social identity perspective has generated and is generating a vast amount of empirical research. It has stimulated a plethora of specific analyses, hypotheses and approaches in a wide range of different areas. Apart from the particular findings and ideas generated in specific studies, perhaps its chief value has been to open up areas by providing new ways of thinking about major social psychologi​cal phenomena, in particular, the individual-group relationship and group pro​cesses, prejudice and intergroup relations, social stereotyping, and, most recently, the-self-concept and personality. The perspective represents a major new approach to social psychology in that it embodies a general metatheory, which we have termed social psychological 'interactionism' (see Tajfel, 1972b, 1979; Turner, 1996a; Turner & Bourhis, 1996; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell, 1987; Turner & Oakes, 1986, 1997). In what follows we shall not try to review specific studies or areas (which is simply impossible in the space), but to indicate the radical thrust of its contributions and discuss briefly some of the relevant criticisms that have been aired.
A new way of thinking about groups

The fundamental principle that follows from self-categorization theory is that psychological group formation is an adaptive process that produces socially uni​tary, collective behaviour and makes possible group relations of mutual attrac​tion, cooperation and influence between members. Factors which, in a given social setting, tend to create and make salient shared group membership, shared social identity, tend to produce a mutual orientation of attraction, cooperation and in​fluence, as members define and react to each other in terms of their common social category membership rather than as differing individual persons. (Group forma​tion is a not merely an effect of interpersonal relationships; it actively determines and qualitatively changes people's attitudes and behaviours towards each other. This view has provided new analyses of group formation and cohesion, social cooperation, social influence (conformity, polarization, minority influence and leadership), crowd behaviour and 'de-individuation'.
The key idea is that group behaviour represents a shift from action in terms of differing personal identities to action more in terms of a shared social identity. The evidence that salient social identity depersonalizes the perception of self and oth​ers is now quite extensive (e.g., Oakes, Haslam & Turner, 1994; Spears, Doosje & Ellemers 1997; Turner, Oakes, Haslam & McGarty, 1994). Reasonably direct evidence comes from studies on self-stereotyping (e.g., Hogg & Turner, 1987a; Onorato & Turner, 1996, 1997; Simon, 1993; Simon & Hamilton, 1994; Simon, Pantaleo & Mummendey, 1995; Spears, Doosje & Ellemers, 1997), perceived ingroup and outgroup homogeneity (Ellemers & Van Knippenberg, 1997; Haslam, Oakes, Turner & McGarty, 1995, 1996) assimilation and contrast effects (Brewer & Weber, 1994;Haslam& Turner,1992, 1995;Wilder& Tompson, 1988) and the effects of differences in ingroup identification (Branscombe & Wann, 1994; Doosje & Ellemers, 1997; Ellemers, Spears & Doosje, 1997).
Anastasio, Bachman, Gaertner and Dovidio (1997), Hogg (1992) and Turner (1984) report research on the role of self-categorization in producing social cohe​sion within groups and between (sub)groups. The main idea here is that psycho​logical group formation is not based on interpersonal attraction (attraction between members as unique individual persons) but creates identity-based liking between members in terms of their mutually perceived group similarities (Hogg, 1992; Turner, 1982; Turner, Sachdev & Hogg, 1983; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell, 1987). There is also evidence of its role in social cooperation (Brewer & Kramer, 1986; Brewer & Schneider, 1990; Caporael, Dawes, Orbell & van de Kragt, 1989; Dawes, van de Kragt & Orbell, 1988; Kramer & Brewer, 1984; Morrison, 1995a, 1995b; 1998; Orbell, van de Kragt & Dawes, 1988; Turner & Bourhis, 1996; Tyler & Dawes, 1993). It is proposed that the perceived interde​pendence of people can function as both a cause and an effect of psychological group formation (Turner, 1981, 1982, 1985). Any variable such as common fate, shared threat, proximity, similarity, shared interests, cooperative interaction or positive interdependence, which can function cognitively as a criterion of social categorization to produce an awareness of shared social identity, can lead to group formation. We can define ourselves as a distinct we-group on the basis of our shared interests in contrast to others. Similarity of fate, shared goals, etc. can directly create a group through social identification prior to any experience of positive outcomes mediated by group membership. Conversely, group formation can produce perceived interdependence; it can transform people's perception of goals. It is assumed that, in depersonalizing the self, salient social identity also depersonalizes self-interest, transforming differing personal self-interests into a collective we-group interest and creating a cooperative orientation within the group.                                                                                             
Probably most work applying self-categorization theory to group processes has looked at social influence (Turner, 1991). As with cooperation, the theory argues that shared social identity is the basis of mutual influence between people. It is assumed that depersonalization, the creation of mutually perceived similarity be​tween ingroup members, not only leads to more consensual behaviour in terms of the norms and values that define one's group, but that it also produces shared expectations of agreement between ingroup members. Where the latter are disconfirmed (i.e., where there is disagreement within the group), subjective un​certainty about the validity (appropriateness, correctness, etc.) of one's judge​ments is produced, which has to be resolved. The uncertainty is created by individuals' implicit awareness that people who are similar and who are judging a similar (shared, publicly invariant) stimulus situation ought to agree (i.e., react in the same way). Furthermore, where they do so agree, the agreement provides evidence that ingroup members' responses reflect an external, objective reality, rather than personal biases or idiosyncrasies. If some response to the stimulus situation is depersonalized, shared with similar others, if it is consensual and normativ for the group, their it can be attributed to external reality, it provides information about reality. In fact, the response is experienced as subjectively valid and appropriate precisely because it is perceived as in some sense 'objectively demanded' by reality. By the same token, disagreement within the group raises basic questions to do with the perceived cause of one's response, which amount to the experience of uncertainty: do we differ in some relevant way after all? are we confronting the same reality, approaching it from the same perspective? am I or are they wrong?
Thus the basic ideas are that (a) shared social identity is the precondition of mutual influence, (b) disagreement within the ingroup creates uncertainty, which must be resolved (through recategorizing self and others as different, differentiat​ing the stimulus situation into one that is not shared, or engaging in mutual influ​ence) and (c) one's own judgement or behaviour is subjectively validated (as correct, desirable, appropriate, informative of reality) to the degree that it participates in and exemplifies an ingroup norm. The traditional distinction between 'informa​tional' and 'normative' influence (see Turner, 1991) is rejected in this formulation. It is assumed that ingroup norms induce private acceptance rather than merely public compliance because they provide information about appropriate behav​iour. They define congruent responses as informationally valid for members, as shared within the ingroup and hence as reflecting reality rather than personal bias or the incompetence and/or prejudice of outgroups. Informational influence is influence as a function of the perceived validity of information, and here perceived validity is a function of the degree to which the message (judgement, response, etc.) is consensual (i.e., normative) within the ingroup. Thus for self-categorization theory, informational and (ingroup) normative influence represent the same-process. Compliance, on the other hand, going along with social norms as a func​tion of the social power of the source, rather than its capacity for persuasive influence, is seen as specifically a reaction to the norms and power of an outgroup. Several hypotheses follow from this analysis (see Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell, 1987; Turner &; Oakes, 1989). One currently being applied to the issue of leadership (e.g., Fielding 6c Hogg, 1997; Haslam, 1998; Haslam, McGarty, Brown, Eggins, Morrison & Reynolds, 1998; Platow, 1998; Turner, 1998; Turner & Haslam, in press) is the idea that group members will differ in their relative persuasiveness as a function of the degree to which they embody the ingroup and its norm. The notion that people vary in the extent to which they represent the group as a whole is operationalized by means of the concept of relative prototypicality (in turn based on the meta-contrast principle). To the degree that, on average, an individual differs more from outgroup members and less from ingroup members on some dimension or attribute than other ingroup members, the more he or she can be defined as relatively prototypical of the ingroup (com​pared to other ingroup members), that is, the more he or she will be perceived as representative of the ingroup as a whole in this intergroup context, and the more influential will he or she be within the ingroup.
In self-categorization theory, the expert/leader is the individual who best represents the group consensus ... The theory uses the concept of 'prototypicality' derived from research on categorization (Rosch, 1978) to explain how there can be differences between category members in the degree to which they represent categorical identity. Thus there can be individual differences between members in the degree to which they exemplify the group as a whole ... and a person can be perceived as different from one's individual self in better expressing one's shared social identity. The idea of levels of self-identity clarifies that [a leader] may be different from one's personal self at the same time as being (and indeed just because they are) more similar to our shared social categorical self. (Turner, 1991, pp. 164-5)
This notion that there is variation within groups in the degree to which particu​lar individuals and subgroups represent the group as a whole, and the additional notion that the relative prototypicality of extremist and moderate members varies as a function of the social context within which the ingroup is defined, have been used to explain group polarization (Turner, 1991). The related idea that who is categorized as part of the ingroup at any given time varies with the social context of comparison has been used to explain minority influence and conversion (David & Turner, 1992, 1996, in press a and b). It is hypothesized that ingroup minorities (radical subgroups who are 'on our side' but more extreme than the moderate ingroup majority) will tend to be categorized as outgroup in the context of intra​group comparisons and as ingroup in the context of intergroup comparisons. In the context of disagreement within the sociological group, we shall tend to define who 'we' are as the majority in contrast to the deviant minority. 'We' will be defined as excluding the deviant minority, as 'us' the majority as opposed to 'them' the minority. However, in the context of a wider intergroup conflict with a more different 'them', some more fundamentally discrepant outgroup, the deviant mi​nority will tend to be recategorized as 'us' in contrast to the even more opposed outgroup. 'We' will not now be restricted to the orthodox majority of the ingroup, but will be extended to include all ingroup members in comparison to the higher-order outgroup. In self-categorization terms the 'ingroup' changes from being a lower-level, majority 'us' to being a higher-level, combined majority and minority 'us'. Whether a minority is ingroup or outgroup, therefore, will vary with the specific social context and it is this variation in self-categorization which deter​mines when minorities influence.  
A new way of thinking about intergroup relations and prejudice
Rabbie and colleagues (Horwitz & Rabbie, 1989; Rabbie, 1991; Rabbie & Horwitz, 1988; Rabbie, Schot&Vissen, 1989) have criticized the social identity analysis of the group and intergroup discrimination on a number of grounds. Their argu​ments have already been answered in some detail by Turner and Bourhis (1996) and Bourhis, Turner and Gagnon (1997), and this debate will not be reproduced here. There, we have answered the criticism that the effects of the minimal group paradigm can be explained by interdependence and individual self-interest, pro​viding a conceptual critique and empirical evidence against this reductionist move. Social identity theory never denied the importance of the material basis of con​flicts, or the role of self-interest, although by now it should be clear that the self does not have to be conceptualized at the level of the individual. Indeed, social identity theory not only provides a specific theory of intergroup relations, it also resurrects the intergroup approach to social conflict pioneered in social psychol​ogy by Sherif (e.g., 1967) and his colleagues. Although Sherif was a realistic group conflict theorist, pointing to the role of conflicts of interest between groups in social conflict, he stressed as fundamental the idea that intergroup relations rather than individual and interpersonal processes determined intergroup attitudes. So​cial identity theory is an intergroup theory in exactly the same sense. It argues that intergroup attitudes are always the product of an interaction between people's collective psychology as group members and the perceived social structure of intergroup relationships. The interaction between collective psychology and social reality is assumed to be mediated by group members' socially shared and socially mediated understanding of their intergroup relations (i.e., their collective beliefs, theories and ideologies about the nature of the social system and the nature of the status differences between groups).
In this respect, as I have argued elsewhere (Turner, 1996b, 1996c), the social identity perspective provides a way of going beyond the 'prejudice' model of social conflict which has dominated the field since the 1920s. The implicit orthodoxy inintergroup relations research is that social antagonism in its various forms is a product of prejudice, that is, of defect, irrationality and pathology at the level of individual psychology. Negative outgroup attitudes are assumed to be inherently pathological, irrational, invalid and unjustifiable. This notion is summarized by three main ideas that pervade much research: that specific dysfunctional indi​vidual-difference or personality factors more or less directly predispose people to more or less hostility against outgroups; that there are individual-level cognitive and/or motivational processes which directly produce negative outgroup attitudes which are socially irrational since they are purely psychologically caused; and that intergroup attitudes are inherently mindless, meaningless and devoid of rational content.
The social identity perspective rejects each of these ideas. It emphasizes that we need to understand social conflict as psychologically meaningful, as an expression of how people define themselves socially and of their understanding of the reality of their intergroup relationships. Social conflict can be a rational reaction to people's historically evolved understanding of themselves in interaction with their theories of the social world and the reality of social structure. We do not need to positive defecitive personality types, individual lever psychological processes which directly cause outgroup hostility as a result of some single variable, factor or state (social categorization, ingroup identification, frustration, low self-esteem, low social sta​tus, positive or negative mood, etc.), or inherent defects in human cognition, moti​vation or emotions (e.g., the supposed over-simplification and over-generalization of stereotyping) to explain social antagonism. It is a result of ordinary, adaptive and functional psychological processes in interplay with the realities of social life. This is an important and radically different approach to social conflict which has implica​tions for research in any and every area of 'prejudice'.
It is somewhat paradoxical then that the social identity perspective is often reduced to a 'prejudice' theory and then criticized because the evidence fails to support the revised version of the theory. Some of the main examples of this reduction are assertions that social identity theory predicts that social categoriza​tion automatically and inevitably leads to ingroup bias, that intergroup relations should be characterized by universal ethnocentrism, that there should be positive correlations between individual differences in ingroup identification and ingroup bias, that low status groups should always be more biased than high status groups, that intergroup discrimination is driven by an individual need for self-esteem and should directly enhance individual self-esteem and so on. There is a notion in many reviews that social identity theory is simply the assertion of a universal, irrational drive for ethnocentrism, unconstrained by social realities or the social meaning of intergroup attitudes, that this drive serves some individual, almost quasi-biological need for self-esteem, and that some simple, single factor which triggers or relates to this drive should be positively cоrrelated with intergroup discrimination, virtually independent of social context or the perceived nature of intergroup relations. Any serious reading of the theory (let alone the explicit state​ments of its originators) illustrates that this is a caricature.

There are two major lines of research which illustrate these kinds of claim. These concern the hypothesis of a causal link (expressed as a positive correlation) between ingroup identification and ingroup bias and the so-called 'self-esteem hypothesis'. Another line of research, on positive/negative asymmetries in intergroup discrimination, can be understood as compatible with basic ideas of the social identity analysis (Mummendey & Often, in press; Reynolds, Turner & Haslam, 1998a), but is sometimes used to argue that social identity theory is not applicable to real social conflict. Critics (e.g., Brown, 1995) underplay the subtleties of the social identity analysis of ingroup bias both as an experimental phenomenon and in its highly mediated relationship to real social hostility. A mistaken assumption is made that the theory directly equates ingroup bias (reflecting the search for positive distinctiveness) with aggression between groups (but see Tajfel & Turner, 1979).
Ingroup identification and ingroup bias
 Several researchers (e.g., Hinkle and Brown, 1990; Kelly, 1993) state that the basic proposition of social identity theory is that there should be a direct causal link between ingroup identification and ingroup bias. This is Understood to mean that positive correlations should be obtained between individual differences in identification with some ingroup and individual differences in the degree to which that group is fayoured over the outgroups in the setting. In fact, such correlations are not uniformly positive but often tend to be weak and quite variable (Brown, Hinkle, Ely, Fox-Cardamone, Maras & Taylor, 1992; Hinkle & Brown, 1990). Such data are then cited as evidence against the theory, justifying attempts at major revision (Brown, Hinkle, Ely, Fox-Cardamore, Maras & Taylor, 1992). The inference that these data call the theory into question is unjustified on a number of grounds, ranging from the problematic nature of the derivation to weak​nesses in the relevant studies. We can briefly note the main problems.
Social identity theory never advanced the hypothesis of a direct causal connec​tion between ingroup identification and ingroup bias. The summary above indi​cates that the causal relationship was always assumed to be mediated by a number of complicating factors. Ingroup bias (or social competition) is only one of several individual and group strategies which group members can pursue to achieve posi​tive distinctiveness (others being individual mobility and social creativity). Factors relevant to determining whether ingroup bias is likely to occur include: (a) the degree of identification with a group (understood in self-categorization theory terms as a 'readiness' to categorize self in terms of some group membership under appropriate conditions); (b) the salience of the relevant social identity in relation to which a specific comparative judgement is being made (which is not the same as degree of identification); (c) the perceived social structure of intergroup relation​ships; (d) the relevance of the comparative dimension to the intergroup status relationship; and/or (e) the relevance of the outgroup to the particular compara​tive judgement being made. Social identity theory did not derive ingroup bias directly from the motivation for a positive social identity. It always assumed that whether or not ingroup bias was observed was a function of the specific intergroupcomparison being made and the interaction between the relative status position of the ingroup, the perceived impermeability of group boundaries and the nature of perceived status differences on the relevant dimension. Turner and Brown (1978), for example, showed early on just how complex the relationship between ingroup bias and different intergroup status differences could be, just as the theory expected. In this light the variable relationship between measures of ingroup identification and ingroup bias is only to be expected. Nothing in the summary of the theory above implies simple positive correlations.
Three early studies widely cited as failing to confirm the hypothesis (Brown, Condor, Mathews, Wade & Williams, 1986; Brown & Williams, 1984; Oaker & Brown, 1986) illustrate other difficulties. Ingroup identification is not experimen​tally manipulated but is a correlational, individual difference measure. This raises the problem of other correlated individual differences which may be confounded with ingroup identification. Why, after all, do the respondents differ in their de​gree of self-reported identification? This issue is almost never discussed. The in​strument used to measure identification focuses more on personal identity than social identity. For example, the questionnaire items commonly begin with 'I am a person who', where the implicit comparison in the self-report is within the ingroup between one's personal self and other ingroup members. It is not between the ingroup and the relevant outgroup(s) in terms of a collective self, that is 'I am a person who identifies more with x than do my fellow members', not 'we identify more with x than with group y\ There is also evidence that the measure is not unitary; it has multiple components which may be only weakly correlated with each other (Hinkle, Taylor, Fox-Cardamone & Crook, 1989).
Furthermore, use of an individual difference methodology is inconsistent with the discontinuity hypothesis of the social identity perspective, the hypothesis that there is a psychological discontinuity between people acting as individuals and people acting as group members (Turner, 1996b, 1996c; Turner & Onorato, 1999). A related point is that in these studies identification tends to be confused with salience. If one obtains intergroup attitudes from subjects responding in terms of their personal differences from others, in terms of their personal identities, then the attitudes obtained are not likely to remain unchanged when the subjects' social identities become salient. Where one makes a strong intergroup comparison and one's shared social identity becomes salient, intergroup attitudes are likely to be​come depersonalized, consensual and normative. Why would one expect such responses to reflect a personalized level of self? Self-categorization theory predicts directly that depersonalizing subjects enhances intragroup homogeneity and thus will modify correlations between the intergroup responses and a prior individual difference score (Haslam & Wilson, in press; Reynolds, Turner & Haslam, 1998b, Verkuyten & Hagendoorn, 1988.).
An example of this problem is provided by Brown et al. (1986), where different groups of workers (all unionized) rated the management least favourably of all outgroups: Where groups of workers make judgements about management as 'workers' rather than as members of some departmental or functional subgroup, the might expect their social identity as workers versus management to become salient, their personal and subgroup identities to decrease in salience and their attitudes to become more consensual and negative as a function of their superordinate identity as workers. This hypothesis was not tested directly, but perceived conflict between the subgroup and management was the strongest pre​dictor of ingroup bias (against management) in the whole sample. If this conflict had become the focus of intergroup comparison and workers had reacted as workers and union members with more consensual anti-management attitudes, then, para​doxically, the relationship between pre-conflict individual differences in identifi​cation with the subgroup and attitudes to management might well have decreased or become irrelevant. Such an outcome would show the power of identification (with the superordinate group) in interaction with salience and perceived intergroup relations in predicting intergroup attitudes, but it would not be reflected in the predictive power of any prior individual difference measure of subgroup identifi​cation.        
The actual social categorizations in the studies are selected by the researchers with often only weak or no evidence that they correspond to the subjective division of the social world by the subjects in relation to the intergroup attitudes obtained. For example in Brown et al. (1986) only about a third of the subjects spontaneously mentioned the groups which the researchers employed as the basis for their measures of identification and ingroup-outgroup bias. Thus the researchers' ingroup-outgroup categorizations may have no real meaning or relevance to the subjects in relation to thе outcomes measured. The same point applies to the dimensions of intergroup comparison selected to measure ingroup bias (which seem frequently to be selected a priori for the convenience of the researcher rather than because there is any real evidence of their relevance to the intergroup relationship they are supposed to reflect, e.g., Oaker & Brown, 1986). Similarly, bias is measured against all the 'outgroups' in the setting as if they were equivalent, even though it is clear that they may be in different relationships to the ingroup and differ in the degree to which they are included in superordinate social identities.
There is often good evidence that the intergroup relationships are not insecure, but relatively positive and that there are powerful superordinate social identifica​tions at work (e.g., as nurses, workers, trade unionists). The latter often imply superordinate values and norms which prescribe that discrimination is not appro​priate between the subgroups. This also means that the evaluative direction of the comparison can be ambiguous. Is it positive for a subgroup of nurses to discrimi​nate against another group who work together with them in a complementary, cooperative relationship as nurses? Would this reflect a positive value held by the subgroup? No effort is made to determine whether the subjects are using other relevant strategies to achieve positive and secure social identity as social identity theory would predict. The claimed support for other theories is often quite con​tentious, Correlations between perceived conflict with another group and ingroup bias,  for example (which seems close to an operationalization of insecure intergroup comparison), are cited as evidence for realistic conflict theory, even though it isadmitted in the same paper that there are positively interdependent goals between the groups as 'workers' and 'trade-unionists', of which the subjects are aware. Perceived conflict, therefore, is not persuasive as a measure of objective or per​ceived conflict of interests.
This is not the place to review Hinkle and Brown's (1990) own taxonomic approach to ingroup bias. Suffice to say, the problems with taxonomic approaches were detailed long ago by Kurt Lewin (1931; see Oakes, 1996). Further, the evi​dence for this approach is not compelling or consistent (e.g., Capozza, Voci, Volpato & Pozzeto, 1996). Self-reported identification is not a static attribute. We know from research by Ellemers (e.g., 1993b) and self-categorization theory (Haslam & Turner, 1992,1995,1998) that self-reports of ingroup identification are a variable outcome of self-categorization and social identity processes in the specific setting; it cannot be assumed that they are direct reflections of fixed psychological struc​tures (see Turner & Onorato, 1999). The same is also probably true of the other variables used to construct a supposedly stable taxonomy (individualist/collectivist and autonomous/relational orientations). We need a process account of intergroup relations which derives specific intergroup responses from the application of gen​eral principles to the concrete situation as defined by the values of relevant param​eters.
This does not mean that differences in identification are unimportant. From a self-categorization viewpoint, measures of identification may be a way of getting at the individual's readiness to self-categorize in terms of some identity, reflecting the psychological resources a person will tend to bring to the task of understand​ing self and constructing self-categories in some setting. They will reflect the centrality of some group membership in a person's understanding of their place in the social order and their relationships to others and also their commitment to that identity as a consequence of that understanding and their social values. The mis​take is to think that identification expresses some kind of fixed and stable self-structure or personality trait which is chronically salient and directly expressed independently of the social meaning of the situation. If we think of identification as measured in some relevant context as providing information about the different readiness of people to use certain social categories, then it becomes evident that it will be an important variable with relevance for predicting a whole range of ef​fects. There is now good evidence (much of it reported in following chapters) that high versus low identifiers will react in a variety of different ways to various challenges to the ingroup, with high identifiers tending to act more in terms of a 'social change' pattern and low identifiers more in terms of 'individual mobility' (e.g., Branscombe & Ellemers, 1998; Doosje & Ellemers, 1997; Ellemers, Spears & Doosje, 1997; Kelly, 1993; Kelly & Breinlinger, 1996; Spears, Doosje & Ellemers, 1997). These effects, however, are more general than simply showing ingroup bias. This area is one where real progress has been made, but it is only comprehen​sible if one moves away from a simplified version of social identity theory and recognizes that one needs to incorporate a self-categorization analysis into its contemporary elaboration. 
Self-esteem and intergroup discrimination 
The self-esteem hypothesis refers to two supposed corollaries of social identity theory advanced by Hogg and Abrams (1990): that (a) successful intergroup discrimination elevates self-esteem and (b) depressed or threatened self-esteem promotes intergroup discrimination because of a need for self-esteem. Walsh & Banaji (1997) provide a recent discussion. The predictions which tend to be made and which receive very mixed support are that ingroup bias should increase or be correlated with (individual) self-esteem and that low (individual) self-esteem or ingroup status should increase or be correlated with ingroup bias. Some of the problems with these corollaries and the research have already been noted by Farsides (1995), Long and Spears (1997) and Rubin and Hewstone (1998). Many of the difficulties are similar to those applying to the hy​pothesis relating ingroup identification to ingroup bias. Social identity theory does not actually contain these corollaries. In fact, in many respects it specifically rejects them. Although the theory assumes that there is a need for positive self-evaluation, it does not equate this need with an individual-level motive. On the contrary, the theory refers quite specifically to social identity, not individual-level self-esteem as such, and, once again, it is quite explicit that insecure (not low) social status in interaction with other factors motivates efforts to achieve, restore or protect (in the case of high status groups) positive distinctiveness and that positive distinctiveness can be achieved through a variety of strategies, not simply ingroup bias.
Why therefore should an individual-level need for self-esteem motivate intergroup behaviour? Why should only low group status motivate a search for positive dis​tinctiveness? Why should the latter only be expressed in intergroup discrimination and why should positive social identity be reflected in a measure of personal self-esteem? Under conditions where social identity is salient, it is insecure identity in interaction with high or low status that prompts the need for positive distinctive​ness, and positive distinctiveness can take a variety of forms. Social identity proc​esses are only expected to come into play where social identity is salient, and under such conditions people act in terms of their shared social identity, not in terms of their individual-level self-esteem.
For example, a low status group whose inferiority is stable and legitimate on the status dimension is not likely to discriminate on that dimension; it may display individual mobility and/or social creativity. A high status group whose superiority is subjectively legitimate but unstable may be highly discriminatory. The indi​vidual self-esteem of group members predicts nothing here, and nor even does positive or negative social identity on the status dimension. What matters is status position in interaction with the perceived nature of status differences. Further, where discrimination takes place and successfully achieves positive distinctive​ness, this might be reflected in a relevant status-related measure of collective self-esteem (but perhaps not for a high status group protecting what it has), but there is no reason why it should be reflected in a measure of personal self-esteem (which is governed by intragroup comparisons). If positive distinctiveness is achieved through some strategy other than social competition on the status dimension, then collective self-esteem could increase or be maintained without any basis in
intergroup discrimination.
To determine whether ingroup bias or some other intergroup strategy enhances positive social identity, one has to measure the self-evaluative aspects of the specific social not personal identity, in relation to the specific situational dimension of comparison, what Rubin and Hewstone (1998) refer to as 'social', 'specific' and 'state' self-esteem, not 'personal', 'global' and 'trait' self-esteem.
Why would a more positive social identity affect personal, global and trait self-
esteem? Perhaps, where there is no other outlet, the subjects may sometimes employ whatever measure is available to express the situationally relevant intergroup comparison, but this is prediction-testing on the basis of a hope and a prayer. It may be, as Long and Spears (1997) hypothesize, that individual self-esteem interacts in complex ways with high or low social identity in particular conditions. For example, perhaps low ingroup status is more threatening to high personal, global, trait self-esteem persons. Data supporting or disconfirming this kind of hypothesis may be interesting for all kinds of reason, but whether they are directly relevant to the validity of social identity theory depends on how ultimately they are explained.
The social identity perspective makes, a core assumption of a psychological discontinuity between individual and group behaviour, personal and social identity and, therefore, personal and social categorical self-esteem (e.g., Branscombe & Ellemers, 1998, Brewer & Weber, 1994; Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990; Turner, 1982; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell, 1987, pp. 57-65). As Rubin and Hewstone (1998) show, research on the self-esteem hypothesis has by and large proceeded in blithe disregard of this discontinuity, looking at 'global, personal, trait' self-esteem (but see Branscombe & Wann, 1994; Gagnon & Bourhis, 1996; Long & Spears, 1997; Platow, Harley, Hunter, Hanning, Shave & O'Connell, 1997). Abrams (e.g. 1996) and Hogg have acknowledged the need for a self-categorization analysis of self-esteem (see Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell, 1987, pp. 57-65). The misunderstandings embodied in the self-esteem hypothesis seem to arise because instead of seeing the social identity analysis as being concerned with self-evaluative motives which arise from the interaction of social identity, social comparison and valued dimensions of comparison, there is an implicit model of self-esteem as a fixed psychological structure which drives and motivates behaviour independently of the social context. In general, the social identity perspective pro​vides a different way of thinking about self-esteem from the traditional personality way. It distinguishes between personal and collective self-esteem and other levels as a function of different levels of self-categorization (e.g., Brewer & Weber, 1994). It relates self-esteem to judgements of self (at various levels) in relation to higher-level identity-based norms and values through relevant self-other comparisons on spe​cific dimensions. It does not reify self-esteem as an abstract chronic drive independ​ent of the social comparative nature of self. Self-esteem is an outcome of a social psychological process of self-categorization and social comparison in the context of group values and ideologies, not a fixed universal biological or learned structure.
For 60-70 years, with only a few highly distinguished exceptions, the great major​ity of social psychologists have taken for granted the invalidity of stereotyping, that it is cognitive distortion, over-simplification and over-generalization, in the service of cognitive economy and social prejudice. Self-categorization researchers have finally broken with this view on the basis of a coherent and empirically novel and testable theoretical analysis (Oakes & Turner, 1990; Oakes, Haslam & Turner, 1994). Self-categorization theory argues that stereotypes are social categorical judgements, perceptions of people in terms of their group memberships. They represent (categorizations at the level of social identity, in which people are defined in terms of the characteristics of the group as a whole in the context of intra- and intergroup relations. They are fluid, variable and context-dependent. A stereotype of the same people may vary in categorical level, kind, content and prototypical meaning as a function of the relationship between self and others, the frame of reference, the dimensions of comparison and the background knowledge, expec​tations, needs, values and goals of the perceiver (Haslam, Turner, Oakes, McGarty & Hayes, 1992; Haslam 8c Turner, 1992, 1995, 1998; Oakes, Haslam & Turner, & Oakes, 1997; Turner, Oakes, Haslam & McGarty, 1994).
Contrary to popular wisdom, it suggests that stereotypes are not rigid or fixed, but vary with intergroup relations, the context of judgement and the perspective of the perceiver. They are probably not stored in the head as enduring cognitive structures, but are better seen as the product of a dynamic process of social judge​ment and meaningful inference. We do not impose fixed mental images, but con​struct stereotypes flexibly to explain, describe and justify intergroup relations. The myth of rigidity arises from looking for stereotype change in the wrong place, from the assumption that stereotypes should change with information about the individual-level characteristics of group members. Nor can stereotypes be seen as irrational, invalid cognitive prejudices. Social groups and collective relationships exist as much as do individual personalities and individual differences. Social categorizations become salient to fit group realities and provide veridical contex​tual representations of people's group relationships. Stereotypic accentuation re​flects the rational selectivity of perception in which it is more appropriate to see people in some contexts at the level of social category identity than at the level of personal identity. It is no more a distortion to see people in terms of their social identity than in terms of their personal identity. Both are products of the same categorization processes. It is not true that individual differences are real but that social similarities are fictions. It is unjustifiable to assume that one level of catego​rization is inherently more real than another.
Stereotypes reflect fit in interaction with perceiver readiness. They are selective, constructive, evaluative and motivated: Like all perception, they vary with the expectations, needs, values and purposes of the perceiver. Their psychological validity is relative to the perspective of the perceiver. Psychological validity, how-lever, is not the same as social validity. As social beings, human perceivers engage in social reality testing to validate or invalidate their judgements (Haslam, Turner, Oakes, McGarty & Reynolds, 1998; Turner, 1991). Social and political conflict over stereotypes is not evidence of underlying psychological deficit, but of the political dimension of stereotype validity (Oakes, Haslam & Turner, 1994; Oakes, Reynolds, Haslam & Turner, 1998). Disagreement, argument and conflict between individuals and groups over the correctness of specific stereotypes is part of the social, political, historical process through which society moves (or tries to move) towards stereotypes which are valid from the perspective of the whole community. Individual cognition and social influence are interdependent processes for producing valid stereotypes.
At any given time, a stereotype may be produced which is wrong in the sense that it will be rejected later. At any given time, we may, as a matter of fact, be in error. But self-categorization theory sees nothing in the functioning of stereotyp​ing as a psychological process which in principle works to promulgate error (see Oakes & Turner, 1990, and Spears & Haslam, 1997, for a discussion of the supposed role of limited information-processing capacity). It may be plausible that there are social processes which systematically distort the images which some
groups form of certain other groups (indeed, social psychologist are expert in
creating experimental arrangements which lead people into error), and this issue is one which deserves further exploration.
There are several implications of this perspective on stereotyping. Perhaps the most important are, first, that the general cognitive model of stereotyping implicit in the field for so long is in need of revision. It may not be meaningful to think of stereotypes as fixed mental representations, stored in memory. This picture is consistent with rigidity but awkward if social categorizations are fluid, contextual judgements. Second, social categorical perception is a basic, normal and adaptive process of group life. It defines people in terms of their group relationships and underlies group formation and collective behaviour (Turner, Oakes, Haslam & McGarty, 1994). Group life is not based on a cognitive distortion of the self and prejudice: it is, in Asch's words, one of 'the two permanent poles of all social processes' (1952, p. 251) and is an authentic expression of self. Third, much of the plausibility of the 'cognitive miser' metaphor of social cognition has rested on the dominant view of categorizing and stereotyping as over-simplification. Self-cat​egorization theory argues that this view is false. It is not necessary to assume that people have limited information-processing capacity to explain why people stere​otype. Stereotyping does not impoverish, but enriches social perception, since it captures one of the two poles of human social behaviour; without it, we should be seeing only one half of human life and sociality. It reflects important aspects of social reality and is meaningful, explanatory, theory-laden, with content derived from people's complex higher-order beliefs about the nature of intergroup rela​tions (Tajfel, 1969,1981b). It is time to lay the cognitive miser metaphor to rest; it embodies an ideology of one-sided individualism which rejects the distinctive psychological reality of group life a priori. Consistent with this message, we note that the heyday of research on cognitive biases, errors and illusions seems already past. Researchers are once again talking of social perception as flexible, adaptive, com​plex, meaningful and purposeful. Self-categorization theory has gone a step fur​ther in exploring how and in what sense stereotyping is veridical. This is not a simple but a complex matter, which goes to the heart of one's theoretical approach to social cognition (Haslam & Turner, 1998; Oakes, Haslam & Turner, 1994; Turner & Oakes, 1997). Fourth, much of the difficulty researchers have had in understanding the rationality of stereotyping arises from a failure to put the analy​sis of cognition into a social context. Categorization processes do not function in a social vacuum, in the minds of isolated, asocial perceivers; human cognition is not purely individual, private, asocial, unaffected by group memberships, social norms and values. We believe that individual cognitive activity is always mediated by the social context within which it takes place, and that research on stereotyping shows the need for a fully social psychological perspective on cognition.

A new way of thinking about the self and personality

The nature of self and its relationship to cognition is at the theoretical core of social psychology (Turner & Oakes, 1997). Explicit research on the self-concept has never dominated social psychology in the way that research on group dynam​ics, attitude change or social cognition has. Yet, in fact, virtually all the phenom​ena and theories of social psychology touch on the self-process in one way or another. This is not accidental. The idea that the mind is social psychological can be rephrased as the idea that the human mind cannot be understood by theories which leave out the self and its activities. It is the fact of self which makes human cognition social cognition. It is the self-process which is the dynamic principle which acts to internalize society as part of cognitive functioning. In the words of a recent paper, the self is 'a mechanism for the social determination of cognition, for translating variation in one's "social place" into relevant "cognitive choice" ' (Turner, Oakes, Haslam & McGarty, 1994, p. 462). What we mean by 'cognitive choice' is the selective representation of phenomena from the vantage point of the perceiver.
Recent work on the self, however, has tended to borrow theories and concepts from individual cognitive psychology in order to devise models of self which re​duce it to a cognitive structure which processes information just like other cogni​tive structures (e.g., Kihlstrom & Cantor, 1984).The self is seen as a relatively fixed, separate mental structure which is activated according to the situation and which defines one's personality (or personality core). The 'true' self is personal, unique and private and stored as an organized system of interrelated self-concepts. The public self is what one presents to and is perceived by others, though it is not a self that one shares with others in the sense of social identity. In its cognitive aspects, therefore, the self-structure is strangely asocial, a set of cognitive generalizations largely built up from one's past experience, from observations of one's past behaviour. It comprises core self-schemata reflecting past experience and provid​ing stability of interpretation and resistance to change.
This idea of self as a fixed cognitive structure or system that processes informa​tion has a number of problems (Turner & Oakes, 1997; Turner & Onorato, 1999). For example, it must face the empirical fact that there is great variability in self-perception. The idea of an underlying mental structure sits awkwardly with this fact and complicates the task of explaining such variability. Understanding the fluidity of self-perception has thus become a matter of explaining when, why and how some specific subset of cognitive structures is activated. The idea of structure itself makes no direct contribution to the answer. It simply puts the question of variability at second remove: not why does self-perception vary, but why does some (completely hypothetical) mental structure (which is supposed to produce self-perception) get activated?
Our research suggests a different approach (Turner & Oakes, 1989,1997; Turner, Oakes, Haslam & Turner, 1994; Turner & Onorato, 1999). It argues that self-categorizing varies lawfully and systematically (in level of inclusiveness, specific kind of self-category at each level, comparative attributes and relative prototypicality of instances) so as to express the varying social comparative properties of the perceiver. The self is a varying, reflexive representation of the perceiver which is inherently fluid and flexible because it is a comparative, relational judgement. It defines the individual in a social context or, if one prefers, it defines the individual in social relational terms. To define the self as male is to represent it in terms of similarities with other males and differences from females, reflecting the perceiver's goals, theories and knowledge and employing particular relevant dimensions of comparison in a given situation. This is the outcome of an active process of judge​ment in which the self-category of male is given a specific meaning and form as a function of the particular set of relations being represented. It is not the activation of some stored, invariant generic concept of 'maleness'.
The argument we have made is that self-categorizing provides a varying social definition of the perceiver, and that the varying, socially defined self actively shapes and determines cognition by directing its functioning from the specific vantage point of a given self. Changing one's self-definition can, in turn, change values, self-relevance, goals, knowledge, the boundaries of social influence, the perception of agreement and disagreement, and so on. Are we Australians very similar to each other, or very diverse? Does one share the values of radical feminists, does one agree or disagree with them? Is one's discussion partner creative and tolerant, or is she systematic and logical? Our research has shown that these judgements vary, as salient self-categorization is affected by the demands of different comparative con​texts. The answers will vary depending on whether one is comparing Australians with other nationalities, whether there are anti-feminists around or not, and whether one is taking part in this discussion as a science student or as a woman (see David & Turner, in press a; Haslam, Oakes, Turner & McGarty, 1995; Oakes, Reynolds, Haslam & Turner, 1998; Reynolds, 1996). All cognition, including basic pro​cesses such as categorization, takes place from a specific vantage point, a singular perspective: that of the self currently salient. Perception and thought are not neu​tral or disinterested, but actively involved in representing and understanding the world fr6m the point of view of the participating perceiver. Hence, cognition varies as the socially defined self varies, and there is socially mediated cognitive variation within and between individuals.
These arguments cannot be fully elaborated here. In essence, we are suggesting that the self is indissolubly social and that all cognition is social because of the impact of self. It is the fact of self that transforms cognition into social psychology. Cognitive principles can only provide an adequate account of human perception if they involve the self, and in so doing they become social psychological. This is what Tajfel (1972b) meant when he described cognitive dissonance theory as so​cial psychological because it used concepts such as 'commitment' and 'justifica​tion', concepts which invoke the self. Far from being able to reduce the self to a cognitive structure, it is the socially variable self that transforms cognition into social psychology.
This general view has implications for the link between self and personality. Much contemporary work in social psychology is guided by a 'personality' model of self-concept (Turner & Onorato, 1999). This model is apparent in four major themes: that, first, the self-concept is a representation of one's personal identity; second, the self-concept is a unique psychological property of the perceiver, not shared with others; third, the social self is a 'looking-glass' self, a reflection and internalization of others' reactions to one's public self as presented in social interaction; and, fourth, the self-concept is a relatively enduring, stable cognitive structure, These ideas indicate a strong affinity between traditional views of self and personality. In a sense the self-concept is a person's implicit theory of their own personality (Epstein, 1973; Kihlstrom & Cantor, 1984). It is 'an intimate counterpart of personality, constituting its subjective representation as it were' (Kruglanski, Miller & Geen, 1996, p. 1061). Likewise, it functions as a scientific theory of personality for social psychologists, providing an explanation of indi​viduality, stability across time and consistency across situations. It is the core psychological structure which embodies personal history, relates the individual to the social situation, shapes cognition and functions as the anchor for a range of individual motives, goals and needs. The personality view of the self is the idea that the self-concept is one's idiosyncratic and relatively stable knowledge struc​ture about one's personal identity, reflecting personal experience and the internal​ized appraisals of others.
Research and thinking in the social identity tradition, however, qualifies each of these major themes. Self-categorization theory argues that the self is not based predominantly on personal identity, but varies in level and includes collective identities, reflecting group memberships and collective similarities, that actively depersonalize self-perception. Social identities are not idiosyncratic but under ap​propriate conditions, can be shared and highly normative (Haslam, Turner, Oakes, McGarty & Reynolds, 1998) and produce relatively unitary, collective behaviour when salient. Further, social identity is not personal identity as reflected in the looking-glass of social interaction, but is a subjective collective identity which includes others defined as ingroup members. Finally, social identities and other self-categories arise from an active process of judgement and meaningful infer​ence, in which they are constructed from an interaction between motives, expecta​tions, knowledge and reality, rather than being passive activations of a fixed self-structure. All these points are at odds to some degree with the personality model. Do they also call into question traditional ideas of individuality, stability and consistency? What of stable individual differences, of personality structure? Is the self completely fluid and malleable, merely an epiphenomenon of the immedi​ate social context? Individuality, stability and consistency under certain condi​tions are not incompatible with the self-categorization perspective, but the latter does reinterpret and limit the significance of these phenomena.
The social identity analysis posits that people are both individuals and group members and display both individuality and collective identity. Individuality, ex​pressed in personal identities and individual differences, is one basic level at which the self is categorized and behaviour takes place. It may be an empirically preva​lent level under many conditions, in that people's relationships and social interaction are almost by defenition more commonly with ingroup than outgroup members. We live our lives ordinarily, but not always, in intragroup contexts, within which the individual differentiates him- or herself in terms of personal differences from ingroup members.
Just like groupness, however, individuality is seen as dynamic, variable and context-dependent. It is not seen as some fixed, basic substratum of the self. It, too, is a function of an interaction between motives, expectations, knowledge and reality. People are relatively personalized in some contexts just as they are deper​sonalized in others. Further, the dimensions and attributes of personal identity will vary with the ingroup contexts and the level of the social identity that provides the frame of reference. It is not universalistic. It appears so only to the degree that the higher-order group, society or culture is invisible, implicit, unquestioned. Indi​vidual differences are not theoretical primitives. They are products, not abstract causes. As Epstein and O'Brien (1985) note, they are there to be explained, not in themselves explanations.
Similarly, the analysis is not arguing against the stability of self-categories as an empirical fact or possibility. It is not saying that self-categories vary chaotically, whimsically. The same general processes that predict variation under some condi​tions also predict stability under others. Self-categorizing is an active, interpreta​tive, judgemental process, reflecting a complex and creative interaction between motives, expectations, knowledge and reality, but the outcomes can still be similar and stable. If perceiver motives and expectations do not vary, if background know​ledge does not vary and if the stimulus reality to be represented does not vary, then the interactive outcomes will be similar. Groups and cultures do not, after all, change their values on a daily basis, and these values become individual motiveswhich constrain variation. Similarly, ideologies, theories, scientific knowledge and reality, the releyant social contexts, do not change overnight, but they can change and sometimes do, sometimes gradually and moderately, sometimes rapidly and dramatically. Stability of self-categories across time is assumed to reflect the stabil​ity of the perceiver factors and judgemental conditions which interact to produce them, and is restricted to conditions which are invariant in these respects. One does not need the concept of a fixed underlying self-structure to explain why and when self-categories may be stable.
Are there broad stable consistencies across situations in self-conception as, ap​parently, in personality? It can be assumed that self-categorizing is always deter​mined by an interaction between characteristics of the 'person' and characteristics of the 'situation', just as in individual behaviour. Thus consistency at the level of specific self-categories across specific situations is not to be expected other than where situational differences are irrelevant to the factors determining the self-categorization process. Indeed, there seems to be wide agreement in social psy​chology, personality and self-concept research for variability at the level of the specific situation (Epstein & O'Brien, 1985; Markus & Wurf, 1987; Mischel & Shoda, 1995; Ross & Nisbett, 1991). As we move from specific to more global self-concepts, then consistency across situations may well become more likely. If we think of global as opposed to specific self-concepts as more abstract, summary judgements of the self in relation to some broad class of situations, then consist-
ency across situations seems plausible, providing that the situations being com​pared are all contained within the broad class from which the global judgement is abstracted. However, it is assumed that even such global self-categories are the product of an active, interpretative process. Thus the same general principle ap​plies: consistency in self-categorizing at either the specific or global level can only be expected where there is similarity or consistency of the perceiver motives, know​ledge bases and situational realities or broad class of situational realities which determine self-categorizing.
The picture of the self that emerges from social identity work is one more suited to research on-intergroup relations and group processes than is the personality model, but one that is also compatible with research on individual differences and interpersonal relations. 

Conclusion
This chapter has outlined selected themes in current research on social identity and self-categorization theories as a prelude to the chapters to come and as gen​eral background for the book as a whole. In the space available it has been neces​sary to put ideas more boldly and generally than might otherwise be desirable, without the tentativeness which is ideal in science and without the details and qualifications they deserve in terms of dealing with other viewpoints and empirical research. Apart from space limitations, given the extent of the ground to be covered (and much has still been omitted), the only excuse is that many of the laborations and empirical illustrations of the ideas are referenced in the text. The social identity perspective is not a dogma but a view that emerged from and is based on research. The ideas in this chapter should be read as hypotheses to be bested further both by those who find them congenial and those who wish to dispute them.
The themes emphasized in this book - context, commitment and content emerge as central in varying ways to all the issues discussed in the chapter. Social identities, self-categories and stereotypes are social comparative and reality-based representations of self and others, and hence vary with the social context. The need for positive social identity emerges from an interaction between salient social identities, specific contexts of comparison and situationally relevant social values. Its effects depend on the interplay between collective psychology, shared beliefs and ideologies, and the character of the particular intergroup relationship. Commitment to and/or identification with group membership are fundamental variables for conceptualizing the subjective aspects of group belongingness, for recognizing that the social identity perspective, just like the earlier Gestalt and Lewinian tradition, focuses on psychological or reference-group processes, not sociological categories as defined by an outsider. Commitment is also a way of lapping the centrality of a particular identity to a-person's background knowledge and naive theories of their place in the social world, to their model of the social world (Reicher, 1996b). It is relevant to Tajfel's concept of a 'social change' orien​tation, solving group problems through group actions, in that it indicates the process of investing the self in the group, of binding them together so tightly that individual action ceases to be a subjective option. For some people in relation to some groups, to leave the group for another or as an individual is as meaningful as trying to become someone else. The situation can only be dealt with collectively because it's particular challenges only arise in relation to the collective self which defines it.                                                                                                     
The theme of content is apparent in the idea that specific values, expectations, knowledge, theories and ideologies are used to construct self-categories, that self-categories reflect the social location of the perceiver and that judgements are so​cially relative even where determined by the same psychological processes. It is apparent in the role of relative status position and shared beliefs about the social system and the nature of intergroup status differences in predicting which specific strategy group members will adopt to solve identity problems and pursue other goals, and in the political dimension of stereotype content reflecting the group ideologies which describe, explain and justify intergroup relations. Content is important in a more general way. Individualism in social psychology leads to the reification of socially specific beliefs, actions and motives as universal processes or structures, to the creation of an abstract individual psychology which supposedly functions independently of rather than in interaction with a socially structured life (Reicher, 1987; Tajfel, 1979; Turner, 1996a). Process theories such as social iden-tity and self-categorization require the incorporation of specific content into their analyses before they carl make predictions either in the laboratory or the field and are designed to require such an incorporation. They cannot be reduced to abstract, one factor notions in which some purely psychological event leads to some purely psychological outcome. As Tajfel put it: The processes of social categorization social identity and social comparison, as used in the theory, cannot be con​ceived to originate outside of their social contexts' (1979, p. 185). Acknowledging the causal role of social and psychological content is a way of facing the specific political, historical and ideological facts of society and moving to the interactionist social psychology which Tajfel advocated so powerfully
