The Effects of Social Change Within

a Group on Membership Preferences

To Leave or Not to Leave?

Radmila Prislin
P. Niels Christensen
San Diego State University

Two studies examined immediate (Study 1) and long-term
(Study 2) behavioral consequences of previously documented
asymmetries in cognitive and evaluative reactions to change in
majority and minority positions within a group. Study 1 found
amn overall decrease in preferences for group membership immedi-
ately following change, which was preceded by decategorization
and devaluation of the group in response to loss, together with
lack of categorization and positive evaluation in response to
gain of the majority position. Study 2 found a gradual increase
in preference to stay with (vs. exit) the group among former
minorities with prolonged interactions that confirmed their
gained majority position. A gradual increase in preference for
group membership was paralleled with gradual increases in per-
ception of both inclusion within and differentiation from the

group.
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Evidence of once-dominant ideas being replaced with
novel, initially ignored, marginalized, or even strongly
rejected ideas can be found in many domains, from poli-
tics and industry to arts and science. Social psychological
research has documented conditions conducive to and
processes underlying these changes (e.g., De Dreu & De
Vries, 2001; Forgas & Williams, 2001). Until recently,
however, social psychology has not addressed the impli-
cations of these changes for groups in which advocates of
once-prevailing ideas (majority) are supplanted by pro-
ponents of once-uncommon ideas (minority).

To explain the consequences of change in majority
and minority positions within a group, we have recently
proposed a model whose starting premise is that the
majority position in a group is valued more positively
than the minority position. The presumed differing valu-
ation is derived from the empirically well-documented
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discrepancy in the instrumentality of the two positions
for the satisfaction of important goals (see Prislin,
Limbert, & Bauer, 2000 for areview).! Because of its com-
parative advantages, changes away from the positively
valued majority position presumably are experienced as
losses and changes away from the negatively valued
minority position presumably are experienced as gains.
Responses to losses and comparable gains, however, are
not symmetrical. The former are generally more intense
than the latter, reflecting the loss-aversion effect
whereby losses loom larger than the corresponding
gains (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Tversky, 1994). Thus,
changes away from the majority positions, which are
experienced as losses, should elicit negative reactions
thatare stronger than positive reactions to changes away
from the minority positions, which are experienced as
gains.

The elegant simplicity of the loss-aversion princi-
ple, however, is not informative about the processes
that mediate reactions to change. To understand
these processes, we draw on the social identity and self-
categorization theories (Tajfel, 1981; Turner, Hogg,
Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). From this perspec-
tive, perceived similarity with others provides a basis fora
shared ingroup category. Individuals who find their
opinions supported by others (majority) should assimi-
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late with and positively value the ingroup category.
Because self-categorization at a socially inclusive level of
ingroup membership creates expectations of agreement
and support (Turner & Oakes, 1989), disagreements are
negatively valued. When disagreements amount to the
level that changes one’s position from majority to minor-
ity, the result should be a decrease in valuation and, ulti-
mately, decategorization from the group. By the same
token, individuals whose opinions are initially rejected
by others (minority) should be less likely to adopt the
group as a social identity. As a result, they should con-
sider others’ reactions, including others’ subsequent
conversion to supporters, less consequential than if they
identified with them. Therefore, change in majority and
minority position within a group should be associated
with an overall decrease in identification with the group:
Former majorities should disidentify from the group
whereas former minorities should not show comparable
increases in identification.

Empirical support for the hypothesized effects was
obtained in a series of studies in which participants in
four-member groups stated their opinions on several
socially important issues (Prislin, Brewer, & Wilson,
2002; Prislin et al., 2000). Participants initially were
placed either in the majority position, receiving support
from two out of three confederates, or in the minority
position, being opposed by all three confederates. These
initially established majority and minority positions
either remained stable during the entire interaction or
were changed in the middle of interaction when confed-
erates switched from supporting (opposing) to oppos-
ing (supporting) the individual participant. Change
therefore transformed initial majorities to minorities
andvice versa. In support of the postulated asymmetry in
reactions to loss and gain of the majority position, partic-
ipants whose initial majority position was changed into
minority showed a dramatic decrease in group identifi-
cation as indicated by substantially lower perception of
group-self similarity and group attraction. These nega-
tive reactions to loss of the majority position were not
counteracted by comparatively strong reactions to gain
of the majority position. To the contrary, participants
whose initial minority position was changed into major-
ity showed little increase in their identification with the
group as they continued to perceive the group as dissimi-
lar from themselves and maintained their negative evalu-
ations of the group. Thus, whereas loss of the majority
position prompted decategorization (psychological
exclusion of the self from the group) along with group
devaluation, gain of the majority position failed to
increase self-categorization into the group and its posi-
tive evaluation. Subsequent research has established
that asymmetrical reactions are a distinctively group
phenomenon (Prislin et al., 2002) caused by existing

group members’ change in support (opposition) for
group-defining issues but not by addition of new
members who shift a balance in support for group-
defining issues (Prislin & Christensen, 2002).

These findings indicate that change in majority and
minority positions within a group represents more than
a mechanical alteration in which factions exchange
places but the group remains the same. Because change
creates stronger disintegrative forces (decategorization,
negative group evaluations) than integrative forces (self-
categorization, positive group evaluations), the overall
identification with the group is diminished. If identifica-
tion provides a foundation for group functioning (van
Knippenberg, 2000), then its dramatic decrease in the
aftermath of change should diminish the group’s ability
to achieve any of its goals. Change, therefore, should
alter not only initial positions of the majority and the
minority but also functioning of the group as a whole.

We propose that the functioning of a group whose
majority and minority factions switch their positions
should be adversely affected so that group members
should show little interest in continuing their member-
ship in the group in the aftermath of change. If change
occurs in an open group whose members are free to stay
or exit the group (Hirschman, 1970; Tajfel, 1981; Ziller,
1965), an extreme lack of interest may culminate in an
exodus from the group. Even if change occurs within a
closed group that imposes barriers to physical exit,
decreased interest in group membership should hinder
group functioning. Disengaged members are not likely
to contribute constructively to group goals, though they
may remain in the group. Thus, unless group members
have clear preferences for their current group member-
ship over possible alternatives, the group is unlikely to be
effective on any specific criterion. If so, then the hypoth-
esized lack of interest in continuing group membership
in both the former majority (new minority) and former
minority (new majority) should indicate a serious
decline in the overall functioning of the group.

We further propose that the effects of change in
majority and minority position on preferences for
group membership should be mediated by group iden-
tification. Specifically, change should affect self-
categorization and group valuation, which are the cogni-
tive and evaluative components of group identification,
respectively. The hypothesized cognitive and evaluative
mediatory processes are consistent with Tajfel’s (1982)
multidimensional conceptualization of social identifica-
tion. Though the specific number of dimensions
remains debatable, the hypothesized mediators in the
present research—self-categorization and group valua-
tion—appear to be widely agreed upon (e.g., Ashmore,
Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; Cameron, 2001;
Jackson, 2002; Phinney, 1990).
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In summary, we hypothesize that strong self-
categorization, as indicated by group-self similarity
(e.g., Brewer & Weber, 1994; Ellemers, Kortekaas, &
Ouwerkerk, 1999), and positive evaluation of the group,
as indicated by group attraction (e.g., Granberg, Jeffer-
son, Brent, & King, 1981; Simon, Pantaleo, &
Mummendey, 1995), in response to the majority posi-
tion should lead to a strong preference to remain a
group member (vs. exit the group). By contrast, weak
self-categorization and negative evaluation of the group
in response to the minority position should lead to a
strong preference to exit the group (vs. remain a group
member). Upon change, decategorization from the
group and group devaluation in response to loss of the
majority position, together with lack of categorization
and positive evaluation in response to gain of the major-
ity position, should lead to an overall strong preference
to exit the group. Thus, change in majority and minority
positions within a group should create an overall prefer-
ence to leave the group thatif not counteracted by incen-
tives to stay, obstacles to leave, or both, may seriously
jeopardize group functioning or even its existence.

STUDY 1

The goal of Study 1 was to test these hypotheses and
therefore demonstrate that previously documented cog-
nitive (self-categorization) and evaluative (group attrac-
tion) reactions to majority-minority change (Prislin &
Christensen, 2002; Prislin etal., 2000; 2002) have impor-
tant behavioral consequences. The study therefore
bridges cognitive-evaluative and behavioral domains to
examine the rarely addressed issue of the effect of group
identification on group membership behavior (Levine
& Moreland, 2002).

Method

PARTICIPANTS AND DESIGN

Of the 220 undergraduate students who participated
in exchange for partial fulfillment of a course require-
ment, 130 were women and 82 were men. Racial and eth-
nic composition of the sample was the following: 105
participants were White (non-Hispanic) American, 46
were Hispanic American, 38 were Asian American, 12
were African American, and 19 reported being of other
racial or ethnic backgrounds. Participants were ran-
domly assigned to one of the six experimental condi-
tions of the 2 (initial position: majority vs. minority) 3
(change in the initial position: stable vs. partial change
vs. complete change) design.

PROCEDURE

When one participant and three confederates, arbi-
trarily selected from a pool of 17 confederates, gathered
in the laboratory, the experimenter explained that the

goal of the study was to examine the functioning of vari-
ous groups. The experimenter further explained that
there were several groups gathering concurrently and
that a computer randomly assigned each of them to be
either a debate group, a problem-solving group, or a
decision-making group. All groups were assigned, osten-
sibly randomly, to start as debate groups that would dis-
cuss 15 socially important issues: tax credit for children,
term limits for politicians, crime victims’ families wit-
nessing the execution of the criminal, U.S. financial
assistance to Third World countries, tax exemption for
religious institutions, decrease in legal immigration to
the United States, the death penalty, suing a sitting presi-
dent, assisted suicide, increase in military spending, bal-
anced budget priority, prosecuting adolescent murder-
ers as adults, government regulation of health care costs,
parental consent for teenagers’ abortions, and racial/
ethnic categories on census records. In preparation for
each debate, participants completed a paper-and-pencil
questionnaire indicating their agreement or disagree-
ment with the issues. Upon completion of the question-
naire, participants were invited to go through the issues
one atatime, stating their opinions and a few supporting
arguments.

With an explanation that it was important to assess
everybody’s opinion in the same, consistent way, the
naive participant was always the first one to state his or
her opinion, followed by the three confederates.
Depending on the experimental condition, confeder-
ates either agreed or disagreed with the participant and
offered supporting arguments for their positions. These
arguments, memorized in the course of an extensive
training, were also listed on confederates’ question-
naires in fine print. Thus, confederates responded to the
participants’ statements in a prescripted manner to con-
fer the majority or minority position, which either
remained stable or was changed partially or completely
in the second part of the session. Initial majority position
was established by two of the three confederates agree-
ing with the participant on the first five issues. Initial
minorily position was established by all three confederates
disagreeing with the participant on the first five issues. As
the debate progressed, either all three confederates
maintained their patterns of responses, thereby making
the participant’s initial position stable, or one confeder-
ate reversed his or her pattern of responses beginning
on the 6th issue (partial change), or two confederates
reversed their patterns of responses, one beginning on
the 6th and one on the 11th issue (complete change).

Following the debate, participants were told that they
would answer a few questions about their experience in a
debate group before they continued with the second
part of the experiment. Then, each participant was
escorted to a separate room to complete the dependent



598  PERSONALITY AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY BULLETIN

measures on a computer. As part of a thorough debrief-
ing, participants were told that there would not be a con-
tinuation of the experiment. Finally, they were thanked
and dismissed.

DEPENDENT MEASURES

Dependent variables were measured in the following
order:

Group attraction. Participants indicated the extent to
which they liked the group, would like to socialize with
the group, take a class with the group, and work on a
long-term project with the group. Their responses were
averaged into an index of group attraction ( =.90).

Group-self similarity. Participants answered how much
their debate group was similar “to you” and “to people
who are important to you.” Their responses to the two
questions were averaged into an index of group-self simi-
larity (= .82).

Group attraction and group similarity were assessed
onascale ranging from —4 (not at all) to +4 (very much).

Group membership preferences. Participants indicated
their preferences for participation in the second part of
the study with either their existing group or with another
group. They responded to two questions assessing how
strongly they preferred to remain with their current
group versus joining a new group if, in a second part of
the experiment, they (a) “continue discussing social
issues” and (b) “work on a problem-solving task.” Partici-
pants’ responses, assessed on a scale ranging from -4
(definitely prefer a new group) to +4 (definitely prefer
this group), were averaged into an index of group mem-
bership preferences ( =.80). Participants were told that
the experimenter would respect their preferences
unless they did not care with whom they completed the
study, in which case, assignments would be made
randomly.

Manipulation checks. The effectiveness of the manipu-
lations of the initial position and final position were
assessed on 9-point scales, ranging from —4 (not at all) to
+4 (very much) , assessing the extent towhich othersin the
experimental session agreed with the participant “at the
beginning of the session” and “at the end of the session,”
respectively.

Results

Initial analyses with sex and race (White vs. non-
White) added to initial position and change as predic-
tors of dependent variables revealed that these demo-
graphic predictors did not have significant main or
interactive effects on the dependent variables. Thus, sex
and race are not included in the reported analyses.

MANIPULATION CHECKS

Initial positions. A 2 (initial position: majority vs.
minority) 3 (change in the initial position: stable vs.
partial change vs. complete change) ANOVA on the esti-
mates of others’ agreement with the participant at the
beginning of the session yielded the expected main
effect of initial position, (1, 214) = 1,339.66, p < .001.
Participants initially in the majority perceived that oth-
ersinitially agreed with them (M=2.96), whereas partici-
pants initially in the minority perceived that others ini-
tially disagreed with them (M= -3.07).

Final positions. The effectiveness of the change manip-
ulation was evident in a significant Initial Position
Change interaction effect on the estimates of agreement
with the participant at the end of the session, [(2, 214) =
955.56, p < .001. Simple effects tests within the majority
conditions, based on the overall error term, revealed
that estimates of agreement among participants in the
stable condition (M = 3.03) were significantly higher
than in the partial change condition (M= .27), which in
turn were significantly higher than estimates of agree-
ment in the complete change condition (M = -2.47),
both $5(214) > 12.05, ps < .001. Conversely, within the
minority conditions, estimates of the final agreement
among participants in the complete change condition
(M = 2.65) were significantly higher than in the partial
change condition (M=-.11), which in turn were higher
than estimates in the stable condition, (M =-3.33), both
5(214) >11.38, ps < .001. These findings indicate that as
intended, participants whose position changed away
from the majority perceived that they lost support, and
those whose position changed toward the majority
perceived that they gained support for their opinions.

No other effect on the manipulation check variables
was significant.

GROUP-SELF SIMILARITY AND GROUP ATTRACTION
AS DISTINCT VERSUS UNITARY CONSTRUCTS

Confirmatory factor analysis with maximum likeli-
hood estimation was used to evaluate whether percep-
tion of group-self similarity and group attraction were
better represented as two correlated but distinct con-
structs or as a unitary construct. The chi-square likeli-
hood ratio index, the comparative fit index (CFI)
(Bentler, 1990), and the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA; Steiger, 1990) were used to
evaluate each of the two models. On the latter two
indexes, values greater than .90 on the CFI and less than
.08 on the RMSEA indicate acceptable fit. The two-factor
model fit exceptionally well, *(8, N=220) =11.24, p=
.19, CFI =.99, RMSEA = .04. Support for the singe-factor
model was mixed, *(9, N=220) = 66.69, p < .05, CFI =
.93, RMSEA = .17. The chi-square difference test (7,
used to statistically compare the relative fit of the two
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models, revealed that the two-factor model represented
the datasignificantly better than the single-factor model,

*(1, N=220) = 55.45, p<.001. Thus, in further analy-
ses, group-self similarity and group attraction were
treated as distinct variables.

REACTIONS TOWARD THE GROUP

All dependent variables were submittedtoa2 3 (Ini-
tial Position Change) ANOVA. Given that the metric
associated with the multilevel factor was known (i.e., a
change in support by one confederate operationalized
the difference between any two consecutive levels of
change in initial position), the overall significant inter-
actions were probed for the linear and curvilinear
trends. As anticipated, all interactions showed signifi-
cant linear trends (all 7§ > 6.47; ps < .01) but nonsignifi-
cant curvilinear trends (all 7§ < .20). Thus, we further
analyzed the significant linear trend interactions using
simple effect tests based on the overall term from the
complete 2 3 design (Rosenthal, Rosnow, & Rubin,
2000).

PERCEPTION OF GROUP-SELF SIMILARITY

An ANOVA on the index of group-self similarity (see
Table 1) yielded significant main effects of initial posi-
tion, (1, 214) = 23.70, p < .001, and change, F(2, 214) =
12.16, p<.001. These effects, however, were qualified by
the Initial Position = Change interaction, 12, 214) =
6.90, p<.001. Simple effect tests within the initial major-
ity conditions revealed that perception of group-self sim-
ilarity was significantly stronger among participants in
the stable than partial change condition, #(214) = 4.03,
$<.001, which in turn was stronger than among partici-
pants in the complete change condition, {(214) = 1.99,
p = .05. In contrast, there was no significant difference
for participants initially in the minority: #(214) = 0.06, p=
.95 for the stable versus partial change comparison;
1(214) = 0.86, p = .39 for the partial change versus com-
plete change comparison; and #(214) = 0.82, p = .41 for
the stable versus complete change comparison. Simple
effect tests within the change conditions revealed that
participants initially in the majority perceived the group
as significantly more similar to themselves than partici-
pants initially in the minority when their initial positions
were stable, t(214) =5.97, p<.001, but not when their ini-
tial positions were partially changed, #(214) = 1.76, p =
.10, and completely changed, #(214) = .67, p = .50.

GROUP ATTRACTION

Significant main effects of initial position, (1, 214) =
12.07, p<.001, and change, F(2,214) =3.16, p=.04, were
qualified by the Initial Position = Change interaction,
F(2,214) =10.69, p < .001 (see Table 1). Mirroring the

group-self similarity results, simple effects revealed that
participants whose initial majority position remained

stable were significantly more attracted to the group
than participants whose position partially changed,
1(214) =2.53, p=.01, who in turn were significantly more
attracted to the group than participants whose majority
position completely changed, #(214) = 5.54, p < .001.
There was no significant difference in group attraction
for participants initially in the minority: #(214) = 1.08, p=
.28 for the stable versus partial change comparison;
{(214) = 0.41, p = .67 for the partial change versus com-
plete change comparison; and #(214) = 1.49, p = .14 for
the stable versus complete change comparison). Simple
effect tests within the change conditions revealed that
participants initially in the majority were significantly
more attracted to the group than participants initially in
the minority when their initial positions were stable,
1(214) =5.54, p<.001, butnot when their initial positions
were partially changed, #(214) = 1.82, p = .08, or com-
pletely changed, #(214) = 1.13, p=.26.

GROUP MEMBERSHIP PREFERENCES

Significant main effects of initial position, (1, 214) =
8.29, p=.01, and change, F(2,214) = 14.69, p<.001, were
qualified by the Initial Position =~ Change interaction,
(2, 214) =10.87, p< .001 (see Table 1). Simple effects
within initial majority conditions revealed that in com-
parison to relatively neutral participants whose initial
position partially changed, those whose position
remained stable showed significantly stronger prefer-
ence for their membership in the current group,
1(214) =4.60, p<.001, and those whose position changed
completely showed significantly stronger preference to
join another group, #(214) = 2.49, p = .01. In contrast,
there was not a significant difference in preferences to
stay versus exit the group among participants within ini-
tial minority conditions: #(214) =.21, p=.67 for the stable
versus partial change comparison; #(214) = 0.07, p= .94
for the partial change versus complete change compari-
son; and #(214) = 0.49, p = .62 for the stable versus com-
plete change comparison. Simple effect tests within the
change conditions indicated that participants initially in
the majority showed significantly stronger preference to
stay with the current group than participants initially in
the minority when their positions remained stable,
{(214) = 5.36, p < .001. There was no significant differ-
ence in preferences for group membership in the partial
change, #(214) =1.09, p= .28, and complete change con-
ditions, #(214) = 1.25, p = .20.

To examine whether membership preferences were
significantly different from the scale midpoint indicat-
ing indifference about membership, each of the means
was compared to 0. Of the participants initially in the
majority, those whose position remained stable showed
significant positive preference, whereas those whose
position changed to the minority showed significant



600

PERSONALITY AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY BULLETIN

TABLE 1: Means and Standard Deviations as a Function of Initial Position and Its Stability (Study 1)
Initial Majority Initial Minority
Partial Complete Partial Complete
Stable Change Change Stable Change Change
(n =38) (n =38) m=35) (n =40) m=35) (n =34)
Group-self similarity
M 0.62 -1.26 -2.19 —2.13 -2.10 -2.52
SD 2.29 2.09 2.05 2.18 1.97 1.43
Group attraction
M 2.13 0.79 —0.60 -0.78 -0.20 0.03
SD 1.71 2.09 2.87 2.68 2.39 2.07
Group membership
M 2.37 -0.11 -1.47 -0.48 -0.71 -0.75
SD 1.91 2.39 2.59 2.57 2.31 2.25
t 7.65 —0.28 -3.36 -1.18 -1.82 -1.94
P .01 78 .01 24 .08 .06

NOTE: Higher numbers indicate stronger similarity and attraction. Positive numbers on group membership indicate preferences to stay with the
group; negative numbers indicate preferences to join another group; ¢ tests examine differences from the scale midpoint (0).

negative preference regarding group membership. Of
the participants initially in the minority, those whose
position changed partially and those whose position
changed completely showed negative membership pref-
erences that approached significance (see Table 1, rows
7 and 8).

MEDIATIONAL ANALYSES

To examine whether the effect of the experimental
conditions on preference to stay with versus exit the
group was mediated by perceived group-self similarity
and group attraction, regression analyses were con-
ducted as recommended by Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger
(1998).% Consistent with the ANOVA results, these analy-
ses indicated that the Initial Position Change interac-
tion, from the set of predictors that also included lower
terms, predicted group membership preferences, B =
0.89, 1(143) =4.60, p<.001, and both hypothesized medi-
ators, B=0.58, ¢(143) = 3.44, p < .001 for group-self simi-
larity, and B = 0.88, ¢(143) = 4.49, p < .001 for group
attraction. When the hypothesized mediators, group-self
similarity and group attraction, were added to the equa-
tion predicting group membership preferences, their
predictive contribution emerged significant, B = 0.25,
1(143) = 2.98, p < .01 for group-self similarity, and B =
0.52, t(143) = 7.37, p < .001 for attraction, whereas the
contribution of the Initial Position Change interaction
was reduced to nonsignificance, B=0.28, #(143) = 1.81,
p=.10. The reduction due to group-self similarity was sta-
tistically significant (Z = 3.02, p=.003), as was reduction
due to group attraction (Z = 4.11, p<.001).

Discussion

This study demonstrated that immediately after its
majority and minority factions change their positions,
the group is functionally impaired as indicated by a sub-

stantial decrease in its members’ overall preferences to
continue to work with the group. The overall decrease in
engagement with the group reflects a strong asymmetry
in reactions to loss and gain of the majority position.
Whereas loss of the majority position reversed prefer-
ences for group membership from a clear affinity to
rejection, gain of the majority position did not change
former minority’s preferences. The former minority
(new majority) remained as disengaged as the stable
minority. Even if their disengagement does not culmi-
nate in physical exit from the group, itis still expected to
impair group functioning. Disengaged members are not
likely to be productive on group tasks nor are they likely
to contribute constructively to any group goal. This neg-
ative impact of new majority disengagement is further
compounded by the new minority’s rejection of group
membership. The new minority’s lack of interest in con-
tinuing group membership was even stronger than that
found in the stable minority. Taken together, the new
minority’s rejection of group membership and the new
majority’s disengagement might not only hurt group
functioning but eventually cause the schismatic break of
a group (Sani & Toldman, 2002). If there are not serious
obstacles to leaving the group, the new minority is likely
to exit the group whose new majority is not engaged
enough to work toward preserving it.

Indeed, some of our participants who lost their major-
ity position tried to physically exit the group. After they
had indicated their preferences to leave the group on
a computer questionnaire and before they were
debriefed, they verbally informed the experimenter
about their choice and inquired about another group
with which they expected to complete the study. Thus,
although our participants did not physically leave the
group but rather expressed their preferences on a
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paper-and-pencil measure, they appeared to believe that
their expressed preferences would translate into physi-
cal behavior. None of the participants expressed doubt
that the experimenter would honor their preferences or
raised suspicion during debriefing.

These findings extend previous research on the con-
sequences of social change by demonstrating that previ-
ously documented cognitive and evaluative reactions to
change (Prislin & Christensen, 2002; Prislin et al., 2000,
2002) have important consequences on group member-
ship behavior. Disidentification from the group in
response to the minority position—whether experi-
enced currently or in the past—appears to motivate
social mobility or movement from one social category to
another. Preference to leave the group was particularly
clear in the new minority that was forced into the disad-
vantaged position after initially enjoying the preferred
majority position. Interestingly, the initial minority that
remained in the position appeared indifferent about
group membership, whereas those who moved toward
or into the majority position showed a tendency to leave
the group. Although our results must be interpreted
with great caution, they suggest an interesting possibil-
ity: Itis not those whose position in a group remains dis-
advantaged (stable minority) who are eager to leave.
Rather, it is those whose position within a group is
improving (former minorities) who appear more likely
to engage in a social mobility strategy. Importantly, our
participants’ mobility involved a choice of an unknown
outgroup and not the typically assumed higher status
outgroup (Tajfel, 1981). Thus, the disindentified appear
likely to leave the group not only to move upward
(Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999) but
also to move to uncertainty.

Our findings indicate thatsocial mobility and the pro-
cesses underlying it can be significantly influenced by
intragroup variables whose role in intergroup behavior
has been largely neglected (Branscome et al., 1999;
Worchel, Iuzzini, Coutant, & Ivaldi, 2000). As suggested
by the mediation analysis, social change within a group
determined perception of group-self similarity and
group attraction, which in turn determined the extent to
which group members preferred to remain with the
ingroup or leave it for an outgroup. Stable majority posi-
tion within the group caused participants to perceive the
group as strongly similar to themselves and attractive; as
a result, they chose to remain group members. Con-
versely, experiencing the minority position at any time
during the session caused participants to perceive the
group as substantially less similar and less attractive. As a
result, they preferred a membership in an unknown
outgroup or at best became indifferent about their
membership in the current group.

Itis important to note that both hypothesized media-
tors were significant, suggesting that the effects of
intragroup position on membership preferences were
likely mediated by two processes. Both aspects of group
identification, group-self similarity and group attrac-
tion, contributed independently to membership behav-
ior. In this study, both mediators worked in concert so
that weaker categorization and more negative evalua-
tion diminished membership preferences to remain
with the group. We surmise, however, that it need not
always be the case. For example, the minority position
within a prescribed group may result in a relatively
strong self-categorization but negative evaluation, both
leading to a diminished preference to remain in (if not
to exit from) the group.

The established detrimental effects of change on
membership preferences, however supportive of our
hypotheses, might reflect immediate responses to
change rather than a behavioral tendency that would
persist if the group continued interacting. Although it
seems reasonable to assume that an extended experi-
ence in the minority position is unlikely to improve a for-
mer majority’s reactions toward the group, the same
logic does not seem applicable to a prolonged experi-
ence in a newly acquired majority position. An extended
experience of gain may help improve initial negative
reactions toward the group, resulting in a new majority’s
increased preference to stay with the group (decreased
preference to exit the group). This possibility was exam-
ined in a second study in which number of subsequent
interaction confirming the former minority’s gained
majority position was varied.

STUDY 2
OVERVIEW AND HYPOTHESES

In each session of a study ostensibly on the function-
ing of debate groups over time, a participant and three
confederates expressed their opinions about important
social issues. In one condition, the participant was
placed in the minority position for one session using a
procedure identical to the Study 1 stable-minority condi-
tion. In four additional conditions, participants who
were placed in the minority position in the first session
returned for one to four additional sessions during the
period of 1 to 4 additional weeks. During the second ses-
sion, the participant’s position was changed to the
majority using the procedure identical to Study 1. Partic-
ipants who returned for their third, fourth, and fifth ses-
sions continued to enjoy the majority position. Because
we did not have a theoretical or empirical basis to esti-
mate the number of additional sessions in the majority
position needed for the former minority to improve
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their reactions toward the group, we settled on a practi-
cally feasible five sessions.

Prolonged experience in the majority position should
facilitate the former minority’s self-categorization,
because such an experience provides more opportuni-
ties for comparisons of the self and others on important
issues. In the contexts of group discussion of multiple
issues, an agreement with the minority on a single issue
could be attributed to chance rather than to a genuine
similarity with the minority. Continual agreement with
the minority on additional issues, however, should pro-
vide evidence of a genuine similarity and increase attrac-
tion. Thus, the more subsequent interactions confirm
the initial minority’s acquired majority position, the
more likely it should be to perceive the group as similar
to the self and the more attracted it should be to the
group. Increased similarity and attraction should in turn
make new majority members less likely to substitute
membership in their current group for membership in
another group.

The hypothesized increase in behavioral evidence of
“groupness” over time should be paralleled with a grow-
ing representation of interaction with others as occur-
ring at the group level. Because our participants were ini-
tially placed in a minority of one, they were not expected
to conceptualize their interaction as occurring ata group
level. Rather, they should be more likely to conceptual-
ize their interaction as occurring at the level of four sepa-
rate individuals or possibly at the level of two separate
groups (i.e., one single-member group vs. another three-
member group). We anticipated that increased group-
self similarity and favorable evaluation should also
change the new majority’s representation of the discus-
sants away from either separate individuals or two sepa-
rate groups conceptualizations and toward the one-
group conceptualization (Dovidio, Gaertner, Isen, &
Lowrance, 1995). This movement toward an inclusive
one-group conceptualization and away from the oppo-
site, less inclusive conceptualizations (Turner et al.,
1987) should provide additional evidence of strength-
ened group functioning (Simon, 1998) with time spent
in a gained majority position.

To examine whether the former minorities” hypothe-
sized increase in positive reactions toward the group
across confirming interactions would match positive
reactions of stable majorities, two additional conditions
were added to the study. In one condition, participants
were placed in the majority position for one session.
In another condition, participants were placed in the
majority position for five sessions during the period of 5
weeks. The latter condition was included to rule out the
possibility that an increased requirement on partici-
pants’ time per se depresses their positive reactions
toward the group.

Method

PARTICIPANTS AND DESIGN

In exchange for partial fulfillment of a course
requirement, 174 undergraduate students participated
in atleast one full session of this study. Prior to their par-
ticipation, each student was randomly assigned to one of
the seven experimental conditions, with proportionally
more students assigned to the multiweek change condi-
tions. Twelve of the students in multiweek conditions dis-
continued their participation before the end of the
experiment. Of the 162 students who completed the
entire study, 108 were women and 54 were men. Racial
and ethnic composition of the sample was the following:
93 participants were White (non-Hispanic) American,
25 were Hispanic American, 19 were Asian American, 8
were African American, and 17 reported being of other
racial or ethnic backgrounds.

PROCEDURE

Students were recruited for an experiment thatwould
involve one half-hour session per week for up to 5 weeks.
The procedure was similar to thatin Study 1, except that
2 naive participants were scheduled for each session.
When 2 participants and 3 confederates (selected from a
pool of 18 for each session) met in a laboratory, the
experimenter commented that there was 1 person more
than needed. One naive participant was asked to follow
the experimenter to join another group. Once out of
sight of others, itwas explained to this participant that he
or she would not be needed for further participation,
given experimental credit, and dismissed. Upon return,
the experimenter informed others that they were
assigned to be a debate group. During each session,
group members were asked to state their agreement or
disagreement on five statements from one of the follow-
ing five topics: environmental protection (e.g., should
the government pass more laws to protect the environ-
ment), human life (e.g., should assisted suicide for the
terminally ill be legalized), health care (e.g., should we
have a national health care program), education (e.g.,
should students be required to pass standardized tests),
and taxes (e.g., should income tax be replaced with a
national sales tax). The topic was selected at random for
each group, and groups that met for multiple sessions
discussed a different topic each time. In each session,
students firstindicated their agreement or disagreement
with the five statements on a paper-and-pencil question-
naire and then orally shared their responses and reason-
ing on each issue with the group. The issues were dis-
cussed one at a time and one person at a time, with the
experimenter structuring the interaction so that the
participant always spoke first.

Confederates provided scripted responses based on
the participant’s statements and the experimental con-
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dition. Depending on the experimental condition, con-
federates agreed or disagreed with the participant and
offered supporting arguments for their positions. These
arguments, memorized in the course of an extensive
training, were also listed on confederates’ question-
naires in fine print. Majority position was conferred by
two confederates agreeing with the participant, whereas
all three confederates disagreed with the participant to
establish the minority position. Of the seven experimen-
tal conditions, majority or minority position was held sta-
ble in three. Two of the stable conditions maintained the
majority position: The I-week majority included only one
session and the 5-week majority spanned five sessions. The
1-week minority condition instituted the minority position
for one session.”

The remaining four conditions began identically to
the 1-week minority session but then continued for one
to four additional sessions. During the second session,
two of the confederates changed their patterns of
response on the third and subsequentissues to transition
the participant from the minority to the majority. For
example, participants in the 2-week change condition
spent the first session in the minority, then one session
beginning in the minority and ending in the majority,
and then completed the dependent measures. The 3-
week change condition extended the time in the majority
by an additional session before completing the depend-
ent measures. The 4-week change and 5-week change condi-
tions included two or three full sessions in the majority
following the change session, respectively. The design of
Study 2 is graphically presented in Figure 1.

Following the last session for each condition, the par-
ticipant was led to a separate room to complete the
dependent measures on a computer. After finishing the
questionnaire, students were probed for suspicion
(none indicated awareness of the hypotheses or decep-
tion by the confederates). Finally, students were
debriefed about the true nature of the experiment,
thanked, and dismissed.

DEPENDENT MEASURES

The order and measures of dependent variables and
manipulation checks were similar to those used in Study
1. The only difference was that the measure of group
membership preferences assessed participants’ prefer-
ences for group membership “in the remaining sessions”
(rather than “in the second part of the experiment”).

Conceptual representations. Before responding to
manipulation checks, participants indicated the extent
to which they felt that “the four of you” who participated
in the study were (a) “one group,” (b) “separate individ-
uals,” and (c) “two separate groups” (Dovidio et al.,
1995).

All assessment were made on a scale ranging from —4
(not at all) to +4 (very much), except the items for group
membership preferences were made on scales ranging
from —4 (definitely prefer new group) to +4 (definitely prefer
this group).

Results

MANIPULATION CHECKS

Initial positions. One-way ANOVA on the estimates of
others’ agreement with the participant at the beginning
of the session revealed significant differences among
experimental conditions, F(6, 155) = 79.47, p < .001.
Bonferroni tests revealed that as intended, estimates of
agreement were similar in the two majority conditions
(M = 2.46 and 2.63 in the l-week and 5-week majority
conditions, respectively), and they were significantly
higher than each of the estimates in the initial minority
conditions (M =-3.73, -3.77, -3.59, -2.76, and —2.78 in
the 1-week minority, 2-week, 3-week, 4-week, and 5-week
change conditions, respectively; all ps <.001). There was
not asignificant difference in the estimates of the begin-
ning agreement among the stable-minority and
changed-minority conditions.

Final positions. One-way ANOVA on the estimates of
agreement with the participant at the end of the session
revealed significant differences among experimental
condition, F(6, 155) = 227.44, p < .001. Indicating that
the change manipulation was effective, Bonferroni tests
revealed significant differences between the 1-week
minority condition (M= -3.68) and each of the remain-
ing conditions (M= 2.23, 3.05, 3.12, 3.13, 2.71, and 3.00
for the 2-week, 3-week, 4-week, 5-week change condition,
l-week majority, and 5-week majority condition, respec-
tively), all ps <.001. Also, the estimate of end agreement
in the 2-week change condition was lower than those in
each of the remaining conditions, all ps <.001. No other
difference was statistically significant.

GROUP-SELF SIMILARITY AND GROUP ATTRACTION
AS DISTINCT VERSUS UNITARY CONSTRUCTS

Corroborating findings from Study 1, confirmatory
factor analysis revealed that the two correlated factors
(r=.67, p<.01) model fit data exceptionally well, *(8,
N=162) =9.83, p=.28, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .03. Although
the single-factor model fit reasonably well according to
the CFI (.90), it did not fit the data according to the
RMSEA (.18), *(9, n=162) =54.91, p<.05. A statistical
comparison of the two models revealed that the two-
factor model represented the data significantly better
than the single-factor model,  *(1, N=162) =43.08, p<
.01. Thus, in further analyses, group-self similarity and
group attraction were treated as distinct variables.
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Figure 1 Experimental conditions (Study 2).

NOTE: P = participant, C = confederate. Shaded areas indicate agreement with participant; white areas indicate disagreement with participant.

REACTIONS TOWARD THE GROUP

Linear trend analysis (Rosenthal etal., 2000) was used
to test the hypothesis that extended experience of gain
in majority position improves the initial minority’s reac-
tions toward the group. The hypothesis would receive
empirical supportiflinear trends in dependentvariables
within initial minority positions (i.e., 1-week minority, 2-
week, 3-week, 4-week, and 5-week minority-to-majority
change) proved significant. When the presumed linear
increase in positive reactions was found, planned con-
trasts comparing reactions of new majority to reactions
of stable (1-week) majority were performed (see Table
3)." Planned contrasts between the new majority condi-
tions and the 1-week majority condition (rather than the
5-week majority) are presented because the l-week
majority represents the “initial” state of a group with sta-
ble minority and majority factions. Therefore, such com-
parisons assess how long, if ever, it takes transformed
groups to achieve reactions similar to the reactions of a
group with initially established numerical factions prior
to any change. In addition, planned contrasts compar-
ing reactions in the I-week and 5-week majority condi-

tions were performed for each dependent variable to
rule out the possibility that repeated returns for multiple
experimental sessions per se affected any of the reac-
tions toward the group. None of these contrasts was sig-
nificant (see Table 2). Finally, we tested whether group
membership preferences differed significantly from the
scale midpoint (0).

Perceptions of group-self similarity. A linear increase in
perception of group-self similarity for regular weekly
increase of gained majority experience proved signifi-
cant, #(109) = 3.72, p < .01 (see Table 3). However,
planned contrasts with the l1-week majority condition
revealed that perceptions of similarity remained signifi-
cantly lower in all initial minority conditions (see
Table 2).

Group attraction. A linear increase in group attraction
for regular increase of gained majority experience was
significant, #(109) = 2.47, p < .05 (see Table 2). Planned
contrasts with the I-week majority revealed comparable
group attraction in the 5-week change condition but sig-
nificantly lower group attraction in all the remaining
conditions (see Table 3).



Prislin, Christensen / SOCIAL CHANGE AND GROUP MEMBERSHIP 605
TABLE 2: Means and Standard Deviations as a Function of Experimental Condition (Study 2)
1-Week 2-Week 3-Week 4-Week 5-Week 1-Week 5-Week
Minority Change Change Change Change Majority Majority
(=22 (=22 (m=22) (n=25) (m=23) m=24) m=24)
Group-self similarity
M -2.70 -1.59 -1.36 -1.28 -0.93 0.79 0.98
SD 1.07 2.10 1.75 2.51 2.29 1.59 1.54
Group attraction
M -0.46 -0.20 -0.09 0.04 0.91 1.43 1.25
SD 1.99 2.04 1.42 2.31 1.44 1.47 1.35
Group membership
M -1.14 -0.86 -0.14 0.30 1.02 1.79 1.27
SD 1.80 2.20 1.30 2.15 1.89 1.85 1.29
t -2.97 -1.83 -0.51 0.70 2.59 4.74 4.82
b .01 .08 .62 .49 .02 .01 .01
One-group representation
M -1.68 -0.82 -0.64 0.12 0.95 1.46 1.63
SD 1.61 1.76 2.02 2.29 1.96 2.22 1.71
Separate-individuals representation
M 0.14 1.23 2.19 2.48 2.26 2.29 1.96
SD 3.22 2.16 2.33 1.94 1.66 2.44 2.29
Two-groups representation
0.00 -0.09 0.14 -0.56 -0.74 -0.29 -0.29
SD 2.79 3.02 2.75 2.40 2.18 2.49 2.86

NOTE: Higher numbers indicate stronger similarity and attraction. Positive numbers on group membership indicate preferences to stay with the
group; negative numbers indicate preferences to join another group; ¢ tests examine differences from the scale midpoint (0).

TABLE 3: Planned Contrasts With the 1-Week-Majority Condition

1-Week 2-Week 3-Week 4-Week 5-Week 5-Week
Minority Change Change Change Change Majority
m=22) m=22) m=22) m=25) m=23) m=24)
Group-self similarity
t 6.21 4.32 3.82 3.80 3.00 0.35
p .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 73
Group attraction
t 3.68 3.18 2.96 2.59 .95 0.36
P .001 .001 .01 .01 .34 72
Group membership preferences
t 5.46 4.93 3.59 2.75 1.35 0.99
P .001 .001 .001 .01 18 .32
One-group representation
l 5.41 3.93 3.62 2.40 0.89. 0.30
.001 .001 .001 .02 .38 77
Separate-individuals representation
l 3.15 1.54 0.15 0.29 0.04 0.49
P .001 13 .88 .78 .96 .63
Two-groups representation
l 0.37 0.26 0.55 0.36 0.58 0.00
P 71 .80 .58 72 .56 1.00

Group membership preferences. The linear trend in the
group membership preferences proved significant as
well, ¢(109) = 4.59, p <.001 (see Table 2). Planned con-
trasts with the 1-week majority revealed comparable pref-
erence in the 5-week change condition but significantly
stronger preference to exit the group in all the remain-
ing conditions (see Table 3). Membership preferences
were significantly negative in the l1-week minority con-

dition but significantly positive in the b-week change
condition and both stable majority conditions (see
Table 2).

CONCEPTUAL REPRESENTATIONS

A linear trend in the extent to which participants
perceived themselves and their interaction partners as
one group was significant, ¢(109) = 4.79, p < .001 (see
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Table 2). Planned contrasts with the I-week majority
revealed comparable one-group conceptualizations in
the 5-week change condition but significantly weaker
conceptualizations in all the remaining conditions (see
Table 3, column 4).

Alinear trend in the extent to which participants per-
ceived themselves and their interaction partners as sepa-
rate individuals was also significant, ¢(109) = 5.56, p <
.001 (see Table 2). Planned contrasts with the 1-week
majority revealed that only the 1-week minority condi-
tion produced a significantly weaker representation,
whereas all other conditions yielded comparably strong
separate-individuals representation (see Table 3, col-
umn 5). The separate-individuals representation was
unrelated to the one-group representation (r=-.03).

There was not a significant linear trend in the extent
to which participants felt that they and their interaction
partners constituted two separate groups, #(109) = 1.12, p=
.27 (see Table 2).

MEDIATION ANALYSIS

To examine whether the effect of change away from
the minority position on the group membership prefer-
ence and on conceptual representations was mediated
by perceived group-self similarity and group attraction,
regression analyses were conducted using initial minor-
ity conditions as predictors (i.e., 1-week minority, 2-
week, 3-week, 4-week, and 5-week minority-to-majority
change conditions).” In the first set of analyses, experi-
mental conditions predicted the group membership
preference, B = 0.39, ¢(109) = 2.74, p = .01, and both
hypothesized mediators, B = 0.38, {(109) = 2.85, p= .01
for group-self similarity, and B = 0.30, ¢(109) = 2.40, p =
.02 for group attraction. When the mediators were
added to the equation predicting preference for group
membership, their predictive contributions emerged
significant, B=0.32, ¢(109) = 3.88, p=.001 for group-self
similarity, and B = 0.19, ¢(109) = 1.99, p = .05 for group
attraction, whereas the contribution of the experimental
condition was reduced to nonsignificance, B = 0.21,
1(109) = 1.54, p=13. Reduction due to group-self similar-
ity was significant (Z = 2.81, p = .005), as was reduction
due to group attraction (Z = 2.11, p=.04).

A second set of analyses revealed that experimental
conditions predicted the one-group conceptualization,
B=10.62, t(109) = 4.84, p = .001. However, when group-
self similarity and group attraction were added to the
original set of predictors, their predictive contributions
emerged significant, B = 0.24, ¢(109) = 2.61, p = .01 for
group-self similarity and B=0.28, #(109) =2.74, p=.01 for
group attraction, and the contribution of the experi-
mental condition was significantly reduced, B = 0.45,
1(109) = 3.69, p=.001. Reduction due to group-self simi-

larity was significant (Z = 2.46, p=.01), as was reduction
due to group attraction (Z =2.12, p=.03).

Finally, a third mediation analysis revealed that a sig-
nificant contribution of the experimental condition to
prediction of the separate individuals conceptualiza-
tion, B=0.55, {(109) = 3.58, p=.001, which remained
virtually unchanged with the addition of the two
hypothesized mediators, B=0.55, £(109) = 3.40, p=.001.
Neither of the hypothesized mediators was related to the
separate-individuals conceptualization, B=-.02, {(109) =
—0.16, p=.87,and B=.03, 1(109) =0.19, p= .85 for group-
self similarity and group attraction, respectively.

Discussion

Study 2 replicated findings from Study 1 about former
minorities’ disengagement from the group in which they
gained the majority position. Extending previous find-
ings, Study 2 also demonstrated that the former minori-
ties’ disengagement diminished with the increase in the
number of subsequent interactions that corroborated
their gained majority position. A decrease in the prefer-
ence to join another group, however, was gradual. It was
slowly transformed, first into an apparent indifference
about group membership only to be later replaced with
preferences to stay with the current group. It apparently
takes time for former minorities to replace their initial
preference to “vote with their feet” with a clear affinity
for membership in the group in which they gained the
majority position. Prolonged time during which subse-
quent interactions confirm the gained majority position
likely is needed to assure former minorities that their
new position within the group is reliable and member-
ship in the group beneficial.’

Gradual development of membership preferences
appears to be preceded by changes in perception of
group-self similarity and group attraction. Mediation
analysis suggests that a former minority’s prolonged
experience in the majority position strengthened its per-
ception of the group as similar to the self and increased
group attractiveness, which, in turn, increased prefer-
ences to maintain group membership. We surmise that
continual support for the minority position helped to
overcome a tendency in the former minority to interpret
their newly won support as “inconsistency” by those who
previously opposed them (Prislin etal., 2002). Repeated
support that followed the initial move to the minority
position likely reassured the former minority that their
new allies were reliable, and therefore their newly
acquired majority position secure. As a result, they
strengthened self-categorization and positive evaluation
of the group. The gradual nature of this process does not
appear to be caused by the former minority’s failure to
notice an increase in supportfor their position as soon as
it occurred. As our manipulation checks indicated, our
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participants accurately detected the increase and per-
ceived comparable amounts of support for their posi-
tions at the end of their third, fourth, and fifth interac-
tions with the group. They, however, were cautious to
translate the observed support into substantially more
positive reactions toward the group.

This guarded enthusiasm might be attributed to spe-
cial circumstances in which a minority becomes majority
due to change in configurations of opinions that occurs
as the group moves from discussing one issue to another.
These circumstances afford limited opportunity to
influence others. Thus, a former minority’s reserved
reactions might be understood as adaptive responses to
conceivably random change. Although plausible, this
possibility does not necessarily imply that our conclu-
sions are limited to circumstances with constrained
opportunities for social influence. Previous studies using
a paradigm that explicitly invited the minority to influ-
ence the majority on several issues (Prislin & Christen-
sen, 2002) or a single issue (Prislin, Levine, & Christen-
sen, 2004; see also Prislin et al., 2000, Study 1) revealed
similarly reserved reactions toward the group in success-
ful (former) minorities. Specifically, active minorities
who argued their positions and won over their initial
opponents found the group as unattractive and dissimi-
lar from themselves as did new majorities in the present
study. Thus, it is likely that active and successful minori-
ties also need prolonged, though possibly shorter, expe-
rience in the majority position to gradually improve
their reactions toward the group.

The gradual increase in perceived group-self similar-
ity and positive evaluation of the group also mediated
the effect of the number of confirming interactions on
the conceptual representation of the group. Increased
perception of similarity and positive evaluation appar-
ently caused participants to conceptualize their interac-
tion with others as occurring at a single-group level.”
This inclusive level of conceptualization is important
because of its well-documented association with favor-
able treatment of the included members (e.g., Dovidio
et al., 1995; Gaertner, Mann, Dovidio, Murrell, &
Pomare, 1990; Gaertner, Rust, Dovidio, Bachman, &
Anastasio, 1994). Thus, our findings about increased
preference for group membership and increased inclu-
sive conceptualization suggest that with prolonged expe-
rience in the gained majority position, former minorities
are not only more likely to seek interaction with their for-
mer opponents (current supporters), but also they are
increasingly likely to treat them favorably. The process
appears to be gradual, thus providing support for the
contention that the development of “groupness” is a
continuous phenomenon (Moreland, 1987).

Contrary to our expectations, the observed increase
in one-group conceptualization across interactions con-
firming the gained majority position over time was not
accompanied with a decrease in single-individuals repre-
sentation. Just the opposite—prolonged experience in
the gained majority position increased salience of the
individual identity of participating members. These
findings about increases in both one-group and
separate-individual levels of conceptualization suggest
that a presumed mutual exclusiveness of these catego-
ries (Turner etal., 1987) might not be absolute. Interest-
ingly, Simon, Aufderheide, and Hastedt (2000) also
found that the two levels of conceptualization might
work in concert, but only for members of the majority
group. Specifically, Simon et al. found that members of
the majority for whom culturally preferred conceptual-
ization of the self and others as separate individuals
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991) was additionally emphasized
through an experimental manipulation increased
(rather than decreased) group-level information pro-
cessing. To account for this unexpected relationship,
Simon etal. (2000) proposed an extension of the fit prin-
ciple from the self-categorization theory. For members
of the majority, the fit presumably occurs between the
perception of the self as a unique individual and the per-
ception of the group as consisting of unique individuals.
Thus, somewhat paradoxically, individuality that charac-
terized members of the majority becomes a basis for the
group-level categorization.

An extension of this reasoning to our findings would
suggest that the paradoxical tendency to perceive indi-
viduality as a basis for groupness may increase with the
prolonged experience in the acquired majority position.
It should be noted, however, that our findings were
obtained in an intragroup context in which the initial
minority within a group was transformed to majority. In
contrast, Simon et al.’s (2000) findings were obtained in
an intergroup context in which members of an ingroup
were informed about the existence of a numerically infe-
rior outgroup. The presence of the minority outgroup
was essential in that it made the ingroup numerically
superior. If, as Simon et al. suggest, numerical superior-
ity (majority position) is a condition sine qua non for the
paradoxical categorization and individuation to occur
simultaneously, then the intergroup and intragroup
contexts differ in how they create the necessary condi-
tion. In the intergroup context, the necessary condition
of numerical superiority is created through the presence
of a minority outgroup; in the intragroup context, it is
created through transformation of the initial minority to
majority. Thus, change over time in the intragroup con-
text may be the functional equivalent to the presence of
an outgroup in the intergroup context.
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CONCLUSION

This research indicates that previously documented
negative effects of change in the majority and minority
positions (Prislin et al., 2000) are not limited to evalua-
tions of the group and self-categorization as a group
member. Following change, members of both factions
show little preference to remain with their current
group and are likely to seek an alternative group mem-
bership, atleast when there are no apparent costs associ-
ated with such a move. This likely leaves the group less
productive and vulnerable to (external) threat. How-
ever, prolonged experience in the acquired majority
position appears associated with gradually improved
reactions toward the group among the former minority.
Thus, any decrements in group functioning following
change will likely require prolonged stability of the new
positions before the group returns to its original state of
effectiveness.

What strategies can groups implement to avoid an
exodus of members following change? The mediational
analyses in the present research suggest that factors that
increase self-categorization and group attraction will
likely bolster members’ desire to remain in the group.
For example, shifting attention to a rival outgroup might
enhance categorization with the group following change
(Oakes, Haslam, Turner, 1991). Provoking intergroup
conflict, however, may be a risky proposition in the
group’s weakened state. Alternatively, generating barri-
ers to exiting the group may provide a safer option, but
only if such restrictions can retain members long
enough for the new majority to increase its identification
with the group. Finally, providing evidence that the
majority position was gained through genuine conver-
sion caused by minority influence may also prove
beneficial (Prislin et al., 2004).

Although this discussion has necessarily focused on
the negative outcomes of change within a group, positive
outcomes are also possible. Indeed, we would expect an
overall increase in valuation of diversity and tolerance of
the minority following majority-minority change. Posi-
tive valuation of diversity should be functional for the
new minority whose position represents an alternative to
the new norm within a group. Similar reactions, though
possibly less positive, might be expected in the new
majority. Memory of their previous state should generate
understanding of the new minority or, at minimum, con-
strain overly negative valuation of them (Kunda, 1990).
Therefore, groups should focus on promoting the posi-
tive outcomes of change while addressing the associated
cognitive, evaluative, and behavioral deficits. Without
intervention, these problems appear to be as inevitable
as change itself.

NOTES

1. Although elites by definition are privileged, they represent an
exception rather than a challenge to the rule that majorities who advo-
cate numerically frequent and normative positions have many compar-
ative advantages over minorities who advocate numerically infrequent
and antinomic positions (Moscovici & Faucheux, 1972; Prewitt &
Stone, 1973).

2. The evaluation of mediation requires the use of a regression
model. To use our experimental manipulations as categorical predic-
tors in the regression model requires dummy coding these variables.
Furthermore, the three levels of our change manipulation require two
dummy-coded variables for the main effect and, therefore, two vari-
ables that represent the interaction between change and initial posi-
tion. Because mediational procedures described by Kenny, Kashy, and
Bolger (1998) evaluate the reduction in a single regression weight,
there was no obvious procedure to test mediation on the entire model.
Therefore, we elected to remove the partial-change condition to be
able to conduct the mediational analyses. This results in one dummy-
coded variable for change (no change vs. complete change), one for
initial position (majority vs. minority), and one for the interaction.
Mediational analyses were conducted on the interaction term, with the
lower order terms always included in the regression equation.
Although not an exact replication of the ANOVA analyses, removing
the partial-change condition retains the most theoretically and
empirically important conditions from our predictors.

3. Previous experiments using this paradigm revealed that partici-
pants often had strong, negative emotional responses to the minority
condition. Therefore, we believe it would be unethical to require stu-
dents to participate in a minority position for multiple sessions and,
indeed, it seemed unlikely that many students would voluntarily return
to do so. Furthermore, we have no reason to expect that participants’
self-categorization with or evaluation of the group would improve by
spending additional time in the minority position. Thus, we included
only l-week stable minority condition and not the 5-week stable minor-
ity condition that would correspond to the 5-week stable majority
condition.

4. Planned contrasts comparing reactions of the new majority to
reactions of the stable 5-week majority yielded virtually identical
results. This rules out a possibility that reasons other than those dis-
cussed (e.g., boredom with extended interactions over multiple ses-
sions) account for variations in membership preferences.

5. Our hypotheses were concerned with the effect of change on the
initial minority conditions and therefore we did notinclude the major-
ity and control conditions in the mediational analyses. Because the
means for the majority conditions represented substantial diversions
from the minority conditions, the mediational analyses should repre-
sent, if anything, a more conservative test of our hypotheses. Further-
more, utilizing only these conditions allowed us to treat the initial
minority conditions as a continuous variable in the mediational
analyses.

6. Drop-out rates also support this conclusion. All 12 participants
who dropped out of the study were initially in the minority position. Of
the 12, 6 failed to show up after the initial (minority) session, and an
additional 2 asked to discontinue their participation after the initial
(minority) session. Three participants failed to show up for the third
session and another participant failed to show up for the fourth ses-
sion. No participant from the initial majority conditions dropped out
or asked to discontinue participation.

7. It is possible that the mediational relationship is bi-directional,
because the effect of change away from the minority position on per-
ception of group-self similarity was significantly reduced (Z = 2.16, p=
.03) when one-group representation was controlled. This suggests a
dynamic relationship between the one-group representation and per-
ception of group-self similarity such that similarity underlies the one-
group representation, which in turn reinforces similarity. This possibil-
ity should be tested in future research.
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