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The tion of the authoritarian ity has been widened by Rokeach (1960) by
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cognitive style characterised by rigidity .and.in of ambiguity. Moreover, he defined
mm&acogmnwmgammmafmmmny which is relatively closed. It is
organised around central beliefs about absolute authority that provides a framework for patterns of
intolerance toward others. ‘
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following conditions occur. Firstly, there is an explicit similarity within the ingroup. Secondly, a
spirit of competition between the groups is fostered. Thirdly, the outgroup is peroexved to control
the outcomes of ingroup power. Finally, there is a strong perception of the ingroup as a unity.

Tajfel and Turner have also developed social identity theory, which can be useful to analyse
prejudice. Social identity is "that part of the individual’s self concept which derives from their
knowledge of their membership of a social group together with the value and emotional signi-
ficance of that membership” (Tajfel, 1982, p. 255). According to social identity theory,
membership of a social category will contribute to one’s social identity. Turner (1982) argues that
the desire to evaluate that category posmvely is needed for positive self esteem. However, positive
social identity is difficult to evaluate if there is not another social (group) category as a comparison.
In line with this idea, prejudices are held and maintained by individuals in the framework of their
own social identities.

The Synthesis

Thewher&xeoryhashypoﬂwsxzedﬂmtpregudweservwannnpatmﬁﬁm&onfm
authoritarian personality (Adorno et al., 1950). The empirical evidence of the theory, since then,
has been limited. Studies of the role of personality in prejudice have changed to the relationship
between prejudice and self esteem (see Crocker and Schwarlz 1985; Crocker et al., 1987; and
Crocker and Luhtanen, 1990). i

Crocker and her colleagues (Crocker and Schwanz, 1985 Crocker et al 1987) found that
low self esteem individuals are consistently more prejudiced than people who have high self-
esteem. The findings support Allport’s (1954) argument that low esteem individuals enhance their
feeling about themselves by deprecating ¢ others ‘When another finding in Crocker’s study shows
that low self esteem persons tend to peroewe all targets negatively, including ingroup as well as
outgroup members, the role of pe: ""mpmjud:eesemsmbeverymlpmtantmeseﬁnd:ngs

clarified the basic idea of Adorno et al.

“There is nQ evidence of seif—etﬂiancmg bxas in the smdws of Cmclm and Schwartz (1985)
and Crocker et al. (1987) However, a review by Taylor and Bmwn (1988) indicates that people
who are high in personal self-esteem showselfmmgbmes,dmmmarﬂse!f-enhancmg In
contrast, mdmdmls who are typxcally low in self-esteem temlln haveno se!f-enmcmg bm
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ity as an aspect of self-concept, prejudice could be
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One determinant of an intergroup boundary is dissimilarity between groups. ’memmemat
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groupsbecansethegrwtermepewelvedcmﬂxctwmdl&pexmeablemeboundanwmved
are, the less likely individuals are to empathize with those in the other group.

Struch and Schwartz (1990) postulate that the stronger the conflict, the more dehumamsauon
of the outgroup occurs, which is necessary to justify intergroup hostility. Based on belief
congruence theory, Struch and Schwartz assume that an outgroup is perceived to be inhumane if
there is a great dissimilarity between ingroup and outgroup in their hierarchies of basic values that
reflect what people wish to do or to be. The dissimilarity of values also motivates group members
to attribute to the outgroup relatively negative that is useful to deal with hostility. In other words, a
perceived dissimilar value hierarchy may justify ignoring norms opposed to doing harm.

In considering hostility between groups, Brown (1986) is concerned with perceived inequity
threatened to group members as a disadvantaged group. Inequity would be a stimulus of hostility if
individuals perceive that the ratio of profit, which is desirable rewards minus undesirable out-
comes, and investment to get reward they obtain are unbalanced with what other people reach for in
the same manner. The state of injustice would be more complicated, in accordance with equity
theory, because group members think they have to have more resources and profits than outgroup.
Consequently, the equal distributions might not be perceived as equity and the unequal distribution
will result in hostility.

Concludmg Remarks

This paper has quoted seve:al theories to explain prejudlce In spite of an agreement that
pre;ndlce is ‘basically an intergroup process, it does not mean that individual differences are
ignored. There is an interaction between inner state and intergroup relations that leads pmons tn be
prejudiced individually or as a member of groups. -

Some disagreements among theories, of course, cannat be avmded. The conﬂxct of mterest;
concept, for instance, argues that hostility produces prejudxce In contrast, accmdmg to social
identity theory, prejudice does not necessarily follow competition. These perspectives seem to
oppose one another, but they could be ‘combined. Prejudnce that is following hosuhty or
competition may become stronger than pre]udxce Just because of social categonsauon i

The difference between belief congruence and social identity theory when explaxmng
prejudice in competitive situation has been tested by Struch and Schwartz (1989). ‘Because the
finding shows  that" ingroup-outgroup dissimilarity is a stronger prediction of hosnhty than the
sumlanty it could be concluded that dammﬂanty wxll lead tu prejudloe and hosuhty in competmve ;

explore prejudxcc and hosnhty by usmg, more oof
Finally, social psychologxsts have reoo; nis

ingroup favouritism. As mentioned, éﬂmocemnsm may not lmd
unless_dissimilarity of beliefs, attitudes and values, mnﬁxct of interest, anc )
exist. However mgroup favouritism is a basxs for the occurrence of pre;ndx } &Decxally W



comes ‘salient. Based on these perspectives, prejudice can be reduced by widening: group
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