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the group were recruited specifically for that purpose. Other groups were
recruited ostensibly for very different kinds of things and on a pretext were
asked to discuss the particular issue in question. They were promised this
would never happen again in the life of the group thus making this issue of
low relevance to that particular group. Schachter found, confirming Corollary
VI B, that the tendency to reject deviates was stronger in the high relevance
condition than in the low relevance condition.

No other evidence bearing on Corollary VII B has been located.

Thus far we have discussed only factors which, in affecting the pressure
toward uniformity, affect all three manifestations of this pressure in the same
direction. There are also factors which affect the manifestations of pressure
toward uniformity differentially. We will discuss two such factors.

Hypothesis VIII: If persons who are very divergent from one’s own opinion
or ability are perceived as different from oneself on attributes consistent
with the divergence, the tendency to narrow the range of comparability
becomes stronger. ‘

There is evidence supporting this hypothesis with respect to both abili-
ties and opinions. In the previously mentioned experiment by Hoffman,
Festinger, and Lawrence (19) half the groups were told that the three persons
in the group had been selected to take the test together because, as far as could
be determined, they were about equal in intelligence. The other groups were
told that one of the three was very superior to the others. This was reported
in a manner which made it impossible for either of the subjects to suppose
that he himself was the superior one. In the “homogeneous” condition the
subjects continued to compete against the paid participant who was scoring
considerably above them. In the condition where they thought one of the
others was clearly superior they competed considerably less with the paid
participant and tended to compete with each other. In other words, when
there was the perception of a difference consistent with the fact that the paid
participant was scoring above them, they ceased comparison with him.

. There is additional evidence on this point from level of aspiration experi-
ments. Festinger (6) reports an experiment where, on an intellectual task,
subjects (college students) were told they were scoring considerably above
another group which they ordinarily considered inferior to themselves (high
school students) or were told they were scoring considerably below a group
which they considered superior to themselves (graduate students). In these
circumstances there is practically no effect on the level of aspiration. Thus, the
knowledge of this other group’s being divergent in a direction consistent
with the label of the group had no effect on their evaluation. It is interesting

. to note in this same experiment that if the reported direction of difference is
inconsistent with the level of the group this destroys the incomparability and
the effect on the level of aspiration is very great.

The evidence concerning opinions relating to Hypothesis VIII comes from
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experiments reported by Gerard (14) and Festinger and Thibaut (9). In both
of these experiments discussions were carried on in a group of persons with
a considerable range of opinion on the issue in question. In each experiment,
half of the groups were given the impression that the group was homo-
geneous. All the members of the group had about equal interest in and know-
‘ledge about the issue. The other half of the groups were given the impression
that they were heterogeneously composed. There was considerable variation
among them in interest in and knowledge about the problem. In both
experiments there was less communication directed toward those holding
extremely divergent opinions in the heterogeneous than in the homogeneous
condition. In other words, the perception of heterogeneity on matters related
to the issue enabled the members of the groups to narrow their range within
which they actively compared themselves with others.

It is interesting, at this point, to look at the data from these two experi-
ments in relation to Hypothesis III which stated that the tendency to compare
oneself with others decreased as the divergence in opinion dr ability increased.
In both the Gerard experiment (14) and the Festinger and Thibaut experiment
(9) it was found that most communication was directed toward those whose
opinions were most different from the others. Since we have just interpreted
a reduction in communication to indicate a reduction in comparison with
others, it is necessary to explain the over-all tendency to communicate most
with those holding divergent opinions in the light of Hypothesis III.

From Hypothesis III we would expect comparison to be made mainly
with those closest to oneself. This is indeed true. The support one gets for
one’s opinion is derived from those close to one’s own. However, it will be
recalled that, in the case of opinions, comparison with others who are
divergent represents a threat to one’s own opinion. It is for this reason that
communication is directed mainly toward those most divergent but still
within the limits where comparison is made. This communication represents
attempts to influence them. Reduction in communication to these extreme
opinions indicates that the existence of these extreme opinions is less of a
threat to one’s own opinion. In other words, one is comparing oneself less
with them. In the case of abilities we would not expect to find any such
orientation toward very divergent persons. Comparison behavior in the

case of abilities would follow very closely the simple relation stated in
Hypothesis III.

Hypothesis IX: When there is a range of opinion or ability in a group, the
relative strength of the three manifestations of pressures toward uni-
formity will be different for those who are close to the mode of the
group than for those who are distant from the mode. Specifically,
those close to the mode of the group will have stronger tendencies to
change the positions of others, relatively weaker tendencies to narrow
the range of comparison and much weaker tendencies to change their
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own position compared to those who are distant from the mode of the
group.

Some data are available to support this hypothesis, with reference to
opinions, from experiments by Festinger, Gerard, et al. (10) and by Hoch-
baum (18). In both of these experiments some persons in each group were
given the impression that the rest of the group disagreed with them while
others were given the impression that most of the group agreed with them.
In both experiments there was considerably more change of opinion among
the “deviates” than among the conformers. In both experiments there were
considerably more attempts to influence others made by the conformers than
by the deviates. While there exist no adequate data relevant to the tendency
to narrow the range of comparison, corroboration is suggested in the experi-
ment by Festinger, Gerard, et al. (10). In this experiment it was found that the
deviates actually communicated less to those holding most divergent opinions
than to those somewhat closer to their own position. The conformers showed
the more familiar pattern of communicating most to those with extremely
divergent opinions in the group.

The question may also be raised as to the determinants of the extent to
which the group actually does move closer toward uniformity when pres-
sures in this direction exist. In part, the degree of such movement toward
uniformity will be dependent upon the strength of the pressures. In part they
will be dependent upon other things. In the case of opinions it will be
dependent upon the resistances to changing opinions, and upon the power of
the group to successfully influence its members. The thoery concerning the
determinants of the power of the group to influence its members is set forth
elsewhere (7). We will not repeat it here since the power of the group to
influence its members is relatively unimportant with regard to abilities. The
social process itself, no matter how much power the group has, cannotachieve
movement toward uniformity on abilities. The power of the group success-
fully to influence its members will be effective only insofar as changing
members’ values concerning a given ability and increasing motivations can
be effective. With respect to values and motivations concerning the ability
the situation is identical with the social process that goes on concerning
opinions.

IMPLICATIONS FOR GROUP FORMATION AND SOCIETAL STRUCTURE

The drive for self evaluation concerning one’s opinions and abilities has
implications not only for the behavior of persons in groups but also for the
processes of formation of groups and changing membership of groups. To
the extent that self evaluation can only be accomplished by means of com-
parison with other persons, the drive for self evaluation is a force acting on
persons to belong to groups, to associate with ‘others. And the subjective
feelings of correctness in one’s opinions and the subjective evaluation of
adequacy of one’s performance on important abilities are some of the
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satisfactions that persons attain in the course of these associations with other
people. How strong the drives and satisfactions stemming from these sources
are compared to the other needs which people satisfy in groups is impossible
to say, but it seems clear that the drive for self evaluation is an important
factor contributing to making the human being “gregarious”.

People, then, tend to move into groups which, in their judgment, hold
opinions which agree with their own and whose abilities are near their own.
And they tend to move out of groups in which they are unable to satisfy their
drive for self evaluation. Such movement in and out of groups is, of course,
not a completely fluid affair. The attractiveness to a group may be strong
enough for other reasons so that a person cannot move out of it. Or there
may be restraints, for one or another reason, against leaving. In both of these
circumstances, mobility from one group to another is hindered. We will
elaborate in the next section on the effects of so hindering movement into and
out of groups.

These selective tendencies to join some and leave other associations,
together with the influence process and competitive activity which arise
when there is discrepancy in a group, will guarantee that we will find relative
similarity in opinions and abilities among persons who associate with one
another (at least on those opinions and abilities which are relevant to that
association). Among different groups, we may well expect to find relative
dissimilarity. It may very well be that the segmentation into groups is what
allows a society to maintain a variety of opinions within it and to accom-
modate persons with a wide range of abilities. A society or town which was
not large enough or flexible enough to permit such segmentation might not
be able to accommodate the same variety.

The segmentation into groups which are relatively alike with respect to
abilities also gives rise to status in a society. And it seems clear that when such
status distinctions are firmly maintained, it is not only members of the higher
status who maintain them. It is also important to the members of the lower
status to maintain them for it is in this way that they can relatively ignore
the differences and compare themselves with their own group. Comparisons
with members of a different status group, either higher or lower, may some-
times be made on a phantasy level, but very rarely in reality.

It is also important to consider whether or not the incomparability con-
sequent upon group segmentation is a relatively complete affair. The con-
ferring of status in the case of abilities or the allegation of “different kind of
people” in the case of opinions may markedly lower the comparability but
may not completely eliminate it. The latter is probably the more accurate
statement: People are certainly aware, to some extent, of the opinions of those
in incomparable groups. To the extent that perfect incomparability is not
achieved, this has important bearing on differences in behavior to be expected
from members of minority groups. Members of minority groups, if they are
unable to achieve complete incomparability ‘with other groups, should be
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somewhat less secure in their self evaluations. One might expect from this
that within a minority group, the pressures toward uniformity would be
correspondingly stronger than in a majority group. The minority group
would seek stronger support within itself and be less well able to tolerate
differences of opinion or ability-which were relevant to that group.

In connection with opinion formation, there is experimental evidence
that this is the case (14). Subgroups which were in the minority within larger
experimental groups showed evidence of stronger pressures toward uni-
formity within the subgroup than did the majority subgroups. In minority
groups where particular abilities were relevant, we would, by the same line
of reasoning, also expect stronger pressures toward uniformity and hence
fiercer competition with respect to that ability than in majority groups.

We may recall that stronger pressure toward uniformity also implies the
existence of stronger tendencies to regard as incomparable those who deviate
markedly. Since others are made incomparable with respect to opinions by
means of rejection from the group, this gives us a possible explanation of the
persistent splitting into smaller and smaller factions which is frequently found
to occur in minority groups which are under strong pressure from the
majority segments of the population.

CONSEQUENCES OF PREVENTING INCOMPARABILITY

There are predominantly two kinds of situations in which comparability
is forced despite the usual tendencies not to compare oneself with those who
deviate markedly. One such situation occurs when the attraction of the group
is so strong, for other reasons, that the member continues to wish to remain
in the group in spite of the fact that he differs markedly from the group on
some opinion or ability. If, together with this state of affairs, he has no other
comparison group for this opinion or ability, or if the opinion or ability is
highly relevant to that group, then comparability is forced to a great extent.
The psychological tendencies to make incomparable those who differ most
will still be present but would not be as effective as they might otherwise be.

Under these circumstances where the attraction to .the group remains
high, the group has power to influence the member effectively and, in the
case of opinion difference, we would expect an influence process to ensue
which would be effective enough to eliminate the difference of opinion. In
short, there would be movement toward uniformity. But what happens in
the case of an ability? Here, while the group will probably succeed in motivat-
ing the member concerning this ability it is quite likely that the ability itself
may not be changeable. We have then created a situation where a person’s
values and strivings are quite out of line with his performance and we would
expect, if he is below others, deep experiences of failure and feelings of
inadequacy with respect to this ability. This is certainly not an unusual con-
dition to find.

The other major situation in which comparability is forced upon a person
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is one in which he is prevented from leaving the group. The theory concern~
ing the effect of this situation on opinion formation is spelt out elsewhere (11).
We will touch on the main points here in order to extend the theory to
ability evaluation. In circumstances where a person is restrained from leaving
a group either physically or psychologically, but otherwise his attraction to
e group is zero or even negative, the group does not have the power to
influence him effectively. Uniformity can, however, be forced, in a sense, if
the group exerts threats or punishment for non-compliance. In the case of
opinions, we may here expect to find overt compliance or overt conformity
without any private acceptance on the part of the member. Thus a boy who
is forced to play with some children whom he does not particularly like
would, in such circumstances, where threat was employed, agree with the
other children publicly while privately maintaining his disagreement.
Again, when we consider abilities, we find a difference which arises be-
cause abilities may be difficult if not impossible to change on short notice.
Here the deviating member who is restrained from leaving the group may
simply have to suffer punishment. If he deviates toward the higher end of the
ability scale, he can again publicly conform without privately accepting the
evaluations of the group. If he deviates toward the lower end of the ability
scale this may be impossible. Provided he has other comparison groups for
self evaluation on this ability he may remain personally and privately quite
unaffected by this group situation. While publicly he may strive to perform
better, privately his evaluations of his ability may remain unchanged.

SUMMARY

If the foregoing theoretical development is correct, then social influence
processes and some kinds of competitive behavior are both manifestations of
the same socio-psychological process and can be viewed identically on a con-
ceptual level. Both stem directly from the drive for self evaluation and the
necessity for such evaluation being based on comparison with other persons.
The differences between the processes with respect to opinions and abilities
lie in the unidirectional push upward in the case of abilities, which is absent
when considering opinions and in the relative ease of changing one’s opinion
as compared to changing one’s performance.

The theory is tentatively supported by a variety of data and is readily
amenable to further empirical testing. One great advantage, assuming the
correctness of the theory, is that one can work back and forth between
opinions and ability evaluations. Some aspects of the theory may be more
easily tested in one context, some in the other. Discoveries in the context of
opinions should also hold true, when appropriately operationally defined, in
the context of ability evaluation.
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