Chapter 1

Social Influence in Groups
John M. Levine and R. Scott Tindale

Social influence in groups was a major focus of the
emerging field of social psychology at the turn of the
20th century. This focus was evident in early interest in such phenomena as sympathy, imitation, suggestion, the crowd, and the group mind. It also was
reflected in the first experimental problem in social
psychology: “What change in an individual’s normal
solitary performance occurs when other people are
present?” (Allport, 1954, p. 46). Historical analyses
of social psychology are unanimous in according
group influence a central role in the development of
the field (Jones, 1985; Prislin & Crano, 2012; Ross,
Lepper, & Ward, 2010).
Social influence in groups is a multifaceted phenomenon, which can vary on several dimensions.
These dimensions include, among others, the relative
size and status of the source and target of influence,
the extent to which the source and target interact
with one another, the degree to which the source and
target seek to arrive at a joint decision, and the nature
of the influence exerted (e.g., overt behavioral
change, covert opinion change). It therefore is not
surprising that the literature on social influence in
groups is both large and diverse, encompassing such
phenomena as leadership (Hogg, 2007a; Chapter 3,
this volume), negotiation (Chapter 6, this volume),
group creativity (Chapter 2, this volume), group polarization (Brauer & Judd, 1996), groupthink (Baron,
2005), social facilitation and loafing (Williams, Harkins,
& Karau, 2003), majority and minority influence
(Levine & Prislin, 2013), and group decision making
(Tindale, Talbot, & Martinez, 2013).

This chapter discusses majority and minority influence and group decision making, focusing primarily on
cases in which the distribution of group members’ initial positions is bimodal and asymmetrical, such that a
numerical majority holds one position and a numerical
minority holds another. Our definitions of majority and
minority are consistent with those used by most social
influence researchers. Three implicit features of the definition should be pointed out, however. First, researchers typically assume that minorities invariably promote
change (or innovation) in otherwise-conservative
groups, thereby portraying minorities in a heroic light.
As Levine and Kaarbo (2001) argued, however, this is
not always the case. In addition to promoting change to
a position that is new for the group (progressive influence), a minority also can promote change to a position
that the group previously held (reactionary influence).
Moreover, a minority can block change, either to a position that is new for the group (conservative influence)
or to one that the group previously held (modernist
influence). Second, it generally is assumed that the
majority position reflects the dominant viewpoint of
people outside the group (i.e., the Zeitgeist). This is
often, but not always, the case (cf. Maass, Clark, &
Haberkorn, 1982; Paicheler, 1976). Finally, although a
faction’s power and status often are correlated positively
(and strongly) with its relative size, there are important
exceptions. Examples include Whites in South Africa
during apartheid and the leaders of many groups. As
President Abraham Lincoln is reported to have told his
advisors, “Gentlemen, the vote is eleven to one, and the
one has it” (Hermann & Hermann, 1989, p. 365).
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Majority–minority disagreement (of the sort
highlighted in this chapter) can have both negative
and positive consequences for individual members
and the group as a whole. On the negative side,
minority members who challenge group consensus
can undermine majority members’ confidence in the
validity of their position, threaten their group’s perceived distinctiveness and positivity, cast doubt on
their moral worth, and interfere with the group’s
ability to achieve collective goals (e.g., Festinger, 1950;
Hutchison, Abrams, Gutierrez, & Viki, 2008;
Kruglanski & Webster, 1991; Marques, Abrams,
Paez, & Hogg, 2001; Monin & O’Connor, 2011).
On the positive side, minority members can stimulate majority members to question their underlying
assumptions, pay attention to alternative viewpoints,
and engage in divergent thinking (e.g., Moscovici,
1976, 1980; Nemeth, 1986). These processes, in turn,
can enhance the quality of group decision making
and performance (e.g., de Dreu & West, 2001;
Levine & Choi, 2010, 2011; Rink & Ellemers, 2011;
Schulz-Hardt, Brodbeck, Mojzisch, Kerschreiter, &
Frey, 2006; Smith, Tindale, & Dugoni, 1996).
How do members of majority and minority factions deal with disagreement? One general strategy
involves changing one’s position on the issue under
consideration. Thus, minority members might move
toward the majority (conformity, or majority influence), majority members might move toward the
minority (innovation, or minority influence), or
members of both factions might move toward one
another (compromise). A second general strategy
involves redefining one’s relationship to one’s own
or the other faction or to the group as a whole. For
example, majority or minority members might
express increased liking (disliking) for their own
(the other) faction, attempt to recruit new members
who will side with their faction, or leave the group
(Levine & Thompson, 1996).
The focus in this chapter is on majority and minority influence. The first section, The Attitude Change
Perspective on Majority–Minority Influence, discusses
research in which (a) group members have little or no
interaction with one another and are not instructed to
reach a collective decision and (b) individual perceptual or opinion change is the major dependent variable. The second section, The Decision-Making
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Perspective on Majority–Minority Influence, discusses
research in which (a) members do interact with one
another and are instructed to reach a collective decision and (b) this decision is the major dependent
variable. The third section, Integration and New
Directions, identifies similarities and differences
between the attitude change and decision-making
perspectives and suggests some promising avenues for
future work on majority and minority influence.
THE ATTITUDE CHANGE PERSPECTIVE
ON MAJORITY–MINORITY INFLUENCE
Early theoretical and empirical work on how faction
size affects social influence focused exclusively on
majority influence (conformity), in which the
smaller faction moves toward the larger faction.
Later work adopted a broader focus, focusing on
similarities and differences between majority influence and its mirror opposite—minority influence
(innovation), in which the larger faction moves
toward the smaller faction.

Majority Influence
The credit for stimulating interest in majority influence belongs to Solomon Asch. In a series of classic
studies, Asch (1951, 1952, 1956) confronted a naive
participant with a difficult dilemma, namely, how to
respond when several peers gave unanimously
incorrect answers on visual perception stimuli. Even
though the task was very easy (people responding
alone hardly ever made mistakes), approximately
one third of participants’ responses involved yielding to the majority (Asch, 1956). Although these
results might seem dramatic, it is important to note
that about two thirds of participants’ responses were
correct and almost one fourth of participants never
yielded. Nonetheless, Asch’s findings often are interpreted as demonstrating that people generally succumb to group pressure, in other words, that
conformity is the default reaction to disagreement
(Friend, Rafferty, & Bramel, 1990).
This interpretation of Asch’s findings not only is
incorrect but also is inconsistent with the goals of
his research, which focused on understanding independence as well as conformity. In describing these
goals, Asch (1952) stated,
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Current thinking . . . has taken slavish
submission to group forces as the general fact and has neglected or implicitly
denied the capacities of men for independence.. . . Our present task is to observe
directly the interaction between individuals and groups when the paramount
issue is that of remaining independent or
submitting to social pressure. (p. 451)
Thus, Asch did not set out to demonstrate that
people typically conform and was not surprised that
his participants demonstrated substantial independence (see Levine, 1999; Prislin & Crano, 2012).
Asch’s analysis of social influence in groups highlighted the productive interplay of conformity and
independence (Levine, 1999). He argued that social
interaction depends on people’s ability to comprehend others’ perspectives, to view themselves and
others as members of the same group, and to adhere
to the norms and values of the group (cf. Abrams &
Hogg, 1990; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, &
Wetherell, 1987). In this context, Asch emphasized
the importance of group members’ cooperative
efforts to achieve a common understanding of the
world, or shared reality (cf. Echterhoff, Higgins, &
Levine, 2009; Hardin & Higgins, 1996; Tindale,
Meisenhelder, Dykema-Engblade, & Hogg, 2001).
He argued that to develop a useful social reality,
group members must balance the opposing tendencies to resist social pressure (independence) and to
yield to this pressure (conformity). Asch’s belief in
the value of independence for group functioning
presaged later thinking on minority influence,
which is discussed later in this chapter.
Stimulated by Asch’s groundbreaking work, substantial research has been done on factors that affect
conformity, and many explanations have been
offered for why people do and do not succumb to
group pressure. These explanations include, among
others, attributions about the majority’s responses
(Ross, Bierbrauer, & Hoffman, 1976), self-presentational
goals (Baumeister, 1982), self-categorization
(Abrams, Wetherell, Cochrane, Hogg, & Turner,
1990), culture and gender (Bond & Smith, 1996;
Eagly & Carli, 1981), ostracism (Williams, Cheung,
& Choi, 2000), desire to feel distinctive (Hornsey &

Jetten, 2004; Imhoff & Erb, 2009), desire to achieve
multiple goals (Hodges & Geyer, 2006), self-protection
and mate attraction (Griskevicius, Goldstein,
Mortensen, Cialdini, & Kenrick, 2006), moral conviction (Hornsey, Smith, & Begg, 2007), desire to
help the group sustain its values (Packer, 2008),
mood (Tong, Tan, Latheef, Selamat, & Tan, 2008),
self-uncertainty and implicit self-esteem (Rios,
Wheeler, & Miller, 2012), psychological distance
(Ledgerwood & Callahan, 2012), threat of infectious disease (Murray & Schaller, 2012), and hormonal mechanisms (Stallen, de Dreu, Shalvi, Smidts,
& Sanfey, 2012). (Additional explanations of majority influence that focus on its relationship to minority influence are discussed later in this chapter.)
The dominant explanation of majority influence,
however, has focused on the minority’s assumed
cognitive or social dependence on the majority. The
former derives from the minority’s desire to respond
accurately to the experimental stimuli, whereas the
latter derives from the minority’s desire to gain
acceptance and avoid rejection. In the most influential dependence formulation, Deutsch and Gerard
(1955) distinguished between informational influence, which is based on a desire to reduce uncertainty, and normative influence, which is based on a
desire for approval (see also Claidière & Whiten,
2012; Jones & Gerard, 1967; Kelley, 1952; Thibaut
& Strickland, 1956). Given that majorities are in a
stronger position than minorities to satisfy other
members’ cognitive and social needs, the dependence formulation suggests that conformity is the
default form of influence in groups.
Much of what we know about conformity can
be explained by Deutsch and Gerard’s (1955)
informational–normative analysis (Levine & Prislin,
2013). Let us first consider evidence consistent with
an informational explanation. It has been found, for
example, that people are more likely to conform
when they are responding to difficult or ambiguous
stimuli (e.g., Crutchfield, 1955) and when they have
doubts about their competence on the task (e.g.,
Hochbaum, 1954). In addition, people conform
more on difficult tasks when they have high, rather
than low, desire to be accurate (Baron, Vandello, &
Brunsman, 1996). And conformity is higher when
majority members are believed to have arrived at
5
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their common position independently, rather than
through mutual influence (Wilder, 1977, 1978).
Finally, knowledge of the majority’s position can
cause minority members to cognitively restructure
the stimulus in ways that increase their susceptibility
to majority pressure (Allen & Wilder, 1980).
Other evidence is consistent with a normative
explanation. For example, people who deviate from
group consensus expect that other members will
dislike them (e.g., Gerard & Rotter, 1961), and in
fact, dissenters often are liked less than conformers
(see Levine & Kerr, 2007). In addition, as would be
expected if desire to be liked were important, people
tend to conform more when they believe that other
group members can monitor their responses
(e.g., Insko, Drenan, Solomon, Smith, & Wade,
1983; but see Bond & Smith, 1996), when they
expect future interaction with these individuals
(e.g., Lewis, Langan, & Hollander, 1972), and when
they are working for a common goal rather than
individual goals (e.g., Deutsch & Gerard, 1955)—
unless they believe conformity will undermine,
rather than facilitate, collective goal attainment
(Sakurai, 1975). Finally, people often conform more
to attractive than to unattractive groups (Allen, 1965;
Turner, 1991), and this is particularly likely when
they are insecure about their evaluation and view
conformity as instrumental to gaining acceptance
(e.g., Jetten, Hornsey, & Adarves-Yorno, 2006;
Walker & Heyns, 1962).
The informational–normative distinction also is
helpful in explaining the impact of both majority
and minority size on conformity. Regarding the former, several studies have examined how one-person
minorities respond to unanimous majorities of various sizes. In early research, Asch (1951) found that
conformity increased as majority size went from one
to three and then plateaued. Later studies produced
a welter of conflicting findings (e.g., Gerard, Wilhelmy, & Conolley, 1968; Goldberg, 1954; Rosenberg, 1961; for a review, see Bond, 2005). To clarify
the impact of majority size on conformity, several
mathematical models of the relationship were developed (Latané & Wolf, 1981; Mullen, 1983; Tanford
& Penrod, 1984). For example, Latané and Wolf
(1981) proposed that conformity is related to
majority size by a power function, such that the
6

impact of each additional majority member declines
as the size of the majority increases. Thus, going
from a majority of 2 to 3 has a much bigger impact
on conformity than going from a majority of 11 to
12. In contrast, Tanford and Penrod (1984) argued
for an S-shaped relationship between majority size
and conformity, whereas Mullen (1983) suggested
that conformity varies positively with the other-total
ratio (the size of the majority faction divided by the
total size of the group). Recently, MacCoun (2012)
developed a family of burden-of-social-proof models
with two key parameters (location and clarity of the
influence threshold) and demonstrated that such
models can do a better job than prior mathematical
models of accounting for the relationship between
majority size and conformity.
Although none of these analyses focuses explicitly
on informational and normative influence, Mullen’s
(1983) model posits that as the relative size of the
minority decreases, minority members become more
self-attentive and thus more likely to match salient
standards of behavior. This analysis is broadly consistent with an informational account of majority
size and conformity. Wilder (1977, 1978) offered a
more explicitly informational explanation, arguing
that conformity increases with the number of distinct (i.e., independent) social entities holding the
majority position, rather than the absolute number
of people in the majority. In support of his viewpoint, he found a positive relationship between
majority size and conformity only when majority
members were seen as having arrived independently
at their position. Not surprisingly, normative influence also can play a role in the relationship between
majority size and conformity. For example, Campbell and Fairey (1989) found that when minority
members attended closely to stimuli likely to produce normative influence, they conformed more to
larger than to smaller majorities. And on the basis of
a meta-analysis of studies using Asch’s line-judging
task, Bond (2005) concluded that the relationship
between majority size and conformity differs
depending on whether situational factors favor
informational influence (e.g., private responding) or
normative influence (e.g., public responding).
In addition to examining how one-person minorities respond to unanimous majorities of various
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sizes, studies also have investigated how two-person
minorities respond to social pressure. This work,
like that on majority size, initially was stimulated by
Asch’s (1951) ground-breaking studies. Asch found
that the presence of a “social supporter” (one person
who dissents from erroneous group consensus by
giving correct answers) dramatically reduces
conformity, compared with a unanimous majority.
Later work confirmed the power of social support
(see Allen, 1975). For example, the presence of a
supporter reduces conformity on subjective
(e.g., opinion) as well as objective (e.g., visual
perception) stimuli, and it continues to be effective
even if the supporter leaves the situation, as long as
this person does not retract his or her dissent and
minority members continue to judge the same kind
of stimuli.
The effectiveness of social support can be
explained by the supporter’s ability to reduce the
minority’s dependence on the majority for information about reality or for social approval. Consistent
with an informational dependence explanation, supporters can reinforce minority members’ confidence
in the accuracy of their responses. For example, a
supporter is more effective in reducing conformity
when he or she has high versus low perceived competence in judging the experimental stimuli (Allen
& Levine, 1971). Moreover, a supporter can reduce
the minority’s informational dependence on the
majority by reducing the majority’s ability to produce cognitive restructuring of the experimental
stimulus, which, if unimpeded, facilitates majority
influence (Allen & Wilder, 1980). Consistent with a
normative dependence explanation of social support, supporters can reduce minority members’ fear
that they will be punished for deviating from group
consensus. For example, Allen (1975) found that
compared with minority members who dissented
from group consensus alone, dissenters receiving
social support were less likely to expect rejection.
Minority members who have support also may
assume that their deviance will be attributed to the
validity of their position rather than a personal idiosyncrasy, which will reduce majority hostility to
them (Allen, 1975). The assumption that support
will reduce hostility is less likely, however, if
minority members think the majority dislikes the

supporter (e.g., due to his or her racial or ethnic
identity), because association with a disliked supporter should increase (rather than decrease)
majority hostility. In such cases, social support
would not be expected to reduce conformity
(Boyanowsky & Allen, 1973).
The role of informational and normative influence in conformity has been discussed in regard to
the type of change that a majority produces, namely,
relatively superficial public compliance (overt
behavioral change) versus more profound private
acceptance (covert perceptual or attitudinal change).
Deutsch and Gerard (1955) did not take a position
on the relationship between informational–normative
influence and compliance–acceptance, but most
subsequent scholars have assumed that normative
influence involves only compliance whereas informational influence involves both compliance and
acceptance. This assumption, however, can be questioned on both methodological and theoretical
grounds (see Levine & Prislin, 2013).
Regarding methodology, various problems are
associated with measuring compliance and acceptance. For example, contrary to common assumptions, it is not clear that a minority publicly agreeing
with a majority both when it is physically present
(Time 1) and later when it is absent (Time 2) was
necessarily experiencing acceptance at Time 1
(Allen, 1965). Psychological processes such as dissonance reduction may have transformed initial
compliance into later acceptance. In addition, the
binary distinction between compliance and acceptance greatly oversimplifies minority members’
response options in the face of majority pressure
(Allen, 1965; Willis, 1963). For example, eight
kinds of influence can be identified if one crosses
preexposure private agreement–disagreement, postexposure public agreement–disagreement, and postexposure private agreement–disagreement (Nail,
1986; see also Nail, MacDonald, & Levy, 2000).
Analyses of this kind provide a much more differentiated picture of the ways in which minority members might accept (and resist) majority influence.
There are also theoretical reasons to question the
conventional wisdom that normative influence is
associated only with compliance, whereas informational influence is associated with both compliance
7
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and acceptance. For example, self-categorization
theorists deny the fundamental distinction between
informational and normative influence, at least
regarding influence from in-group members, arguing that “the basic influence process is one where
the normative position of people categorized as
similar to the self tends to be subjectively accepted
as valid” (Turner, 1991, p. 171; see also Abrams &
Hogg, 1990; Chapter 8, this volume). Prislin and
Wood (2005) suggested several reasons to question
the assumption that normative influence involves
only temporary change manifested in public settings,
whereas informational influence involves lasting
change manifested in both public and private settings. They argued, for example, that normatively
motivated influence can occur in private as well as
public settings and is not linked closely to surveillance. In addition, they suggested a more complex
typology of the motives underlying social influence,
which include the desire to be oneself, the desire to
maximize social rewards and minimize social punishments, and the desire to possess an accurate understanding of reality (cf. Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004).

Majority and Minority Influence
Until the late 1960s, social psychologists assumed
that when factional conflict in groups is resolved
through influence, the minority invariably yields to
the majority. In the late 1960s and early 1970s,
however, Serge Moscovici challenged this assumption (some might say, dogma) in a way that fundamentally altered the field of group influence (e.g.,
Moscovici, 1976; Moscovici & Faucheux, 1972;
Moscovici, Lage, & Naffrechoux, 1969).
In his 1976 book, Moscovici presented a detailed
critique of the dominant functionalist (dependence)
model of social influence and offered an alternative
genetic model. Moscovici’s main criticism of the functionalist model was that it focuses single-mindedly on
social stability, which rests on the majority’s ability
to influence the minority, and thereby ignores social
change, which rests on the minority’s ability to
influence the majority. How, Moscovici asked, can
one explain revolutions in religion, politics, science,
and the arts if one assumes that small minorities
with little status or power are always targets and
never sources of influence in society?
8

In his genetic model, Moscovici (1976) provided
an analysis of social influence designed to explain
both social stability (based on majority influence)
and social change (based on minority influence).
He proposed that all group members, irrespective of
rank, are potential sources and targets of influence.
He also argued that influence depends on the production and resolution of conflict and that a source’s
ability to exert influence derives from its behavioral
style (e.g., consistency in presenting and defending
its position). Finally, he suggested that three forms
of influence can occur in groups: normalization
(reciprocal influence and compromise), which
avoids conflict; conformity (majority influence),
which reduces conflict; and innovation (minority
influence), which creates conflict. According to
Moscovici’s analysis, normalization occurs when
there is no clear criterion for deciding among competing positions and group members generally are
anomic (i.e., do not have strongly internalized
views); conformity occurs when the majority is
nomic (i.e., has strongly internalized views) and the
minority is anomic; and innovation occurs when the
minority is nomic and the majority is either nomic
or anomic.
Moscovici (1976) explained majority influence
in terms of the stress associated with holding a
minority position in a group. Because the majority is
numerically larger, defines what is “real” and “true”
in the group, and is motivated to produce consensus
by eliminating deviance, it puts pressure on the
minority to change its view. As a result, the minority
loses confidence that it can win over the majority,
doubts the validity of its position, and desires to
avoid being isolated or rejected. These responses, in
turn, lead the minority to conform to the majority.
In regard to minority influence, Moscovici
(1976) argued that because majorities initially are
inclined to dismiss minorities as irrelevant at best or
dangerous at worst, a minority needs to capture and
hold the majority’s attention on its position to have
any chance of producing influence. The minority’s
behavioral style is critical because it affects the
majority’s attributions about the minority (Moscovici
& Nemeth, 1974). For example, a minority that
consistently maintains its position over time and
modality will be seen as highly confident and
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unwilling to compromise. These attributions, in turn,
will cause the majority to pay attention to the
minority’s viewpoint and to experience social and
cognitive conflict as a result. This conflict, in turn,
will lead the majority to consider the minority’s position more carefully and to question its own position,
resulting in movement toward the minority’s position.
It is important to note that although certain behavioral
styles (e.g., consistency, investment, autonomy, fairness)
produce positive attributions about the minority and
more influence as a result, other styles (e.g., rigidity)
produce the opposite effects (Mugny, 1982).
Two additional aspects of Moscovici’s (1976)
analysis should be noted. First, he argued that
whereas majority influence involves public but not
private change, minority influence involves private
but not public change. Second, he suggested that
minorities elicit ambivalent evaluations from majorities. On the one hand, they are disliked and rejected
because they challenge the majority’s view of reality.
On the other hand, they are admired and grudgingly
respected because they demonstrate the courage of
their convictions (cf. Baron & Bellman, 2007).
Moscovici’s (1976) genetic model stimulated a
great deal of interest in minority influence, particularly the impact of minority consistency (e.g.,
Moscovici & Lage, 1976; Mugny, 1982; Nemeth,
Swedlund, & Kanki, 1974). Not surprisingly, the
model also elicited criticisms. Many of these focused
on the key assumption that attributions about a
minority’s confidence mediate its ability to exert
influence (see Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Levine, 1989;
Maass & Clark, 1984).
In his subsequent conversion theory of social
influence, Moscovici (1980) elaborated his ideas
regarding the role of conflict in majority–minority
relations, focusing on the differential cognitive
responses elicited by disagreement from members of
large versus small factions. In so doing, he substantially altered his explanations of majority and minority influence. For example, regarding minority
influence, he placed less emphasis on the minority’s
behavioral style and the majority’s attributions about
the minority’s confidence and more emphasis on the
minority’s distinctiveness and the majority’s evaluation of the minority’s message (see also Moscovici,
1985). Conversion theory postulates that attempts to

influence made by both majorities and minorities
create conflict, which increases as a function of the
source’s and target’s confidence in their positions.
This conflict, however, elicits different reactions and
has different consequences depending on its source.
According to Moscovici, majority sources induce a
comparison process, whereby minority members
focus on the social implications of the conflict. To
hold a valid opinion and gain acceptance, the minority exhibits direct–public change toward the majority’s position. However, because the minority does
not engage in active information processing about
the majority’s arguments, it does not exhibit indirect–
private change. Precisely the opposite occurs with
minority sources. These sources induce a validation
process in which majority members actively think
about the minority’s arguments, which in turn leads
to indirect–private attitude change. However,
because they do not want to be seen as deviant, they
do not exhibit direct–public change. The distinction
between comparison and validation is similar to
Deutsch and Gerard’s (1955) distinction between
normative and informational influence.
Moscovici’s analysis of social influence (particularly conversion theory) stimulated a great deal of
empirical work (for reviews, see Martin & Hewstone,
2008; Martin, Hewstone, Martin, & Gardikiotis, 2008;
Wood, Lundgren, Ouellette, Busceme, & Blackstone,
1994). The accumulated evidence provides mixed
support for Moscovici’s key hypotheses that (a)
majority influence produces a focus on the relationship between the source and target of influence,
whereas minority influence produces a focus on the
content of the source’s message; (b) majority influence leads to superficial processing of the source’s
argument, whereas minority influence leads to careful processing; and (c) majority influence is public
and direct rather than private and indirect, whereas
minority influence is just the opposite. For example,
although majorities are more influential than
minorities on public measures, they also are more
influential on private–direct measures. Moreover,
minorities are more influential than majorities on
private–indirect measures in some analyses but not
in others (Wood et al., 1994; see also Stroebe, 2010).
In contrast to Moscovici’s emphasis on how
majority and minority sources change recipients’
9
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opinions (publicly or privately), Nemeth’s (1986,
1995) divergent–convergent thought model focuses on
how these two kinds of sources change recipients’
thought processes. According to Nemeth, disagreement from a majority is a stressful experience
because it undermines recipients’ confidence in the
validity of their position and raises their concerns
about social disapproval. This stress, in turn, narrows their focus of attention and causes them to
engage in convergent thinking that focuses on the
content of the majority’s message. In contrast,
because disagreement from a minority is not
stressful, recipients engage in divergent thinking
that focuses on a wider range of alternatives than are
stated in the source’s message. Thus, whereas majority influence produces message-specific cognitive
activity, minority influence produces issue-specific
cognitive activity that enables the recipient to
“think outside the box” by considering alternatives
that the minority did not put forward (cf. de Dreu,
De Vries, Gordijn, & Schuurman, 1999). Nemeth’s
perspective thus differs from Moscovici’s in positing
that (a) majority influence involves actively processing the source’s message and (b) minority influence involves going beyond the source’s message to
consider ideas not contained in the message.
Nemeth’s research indicates that minority dissent does indeed stimulate more novel and creative
ideas than does majority influence (e.g., Nemeth &
Kwan, 1985; Nemeth & Wachtler, 1983; see also
Chapter 2, this volume). The impact of novelty on
performance, however, depends on the requirements
of the task, namely, whether divergent or convergent
thinking is required. In the former case, minority
influence enhances performance (e.g., Nemeth &
Kwan, 1987; Nemeth & Wachtler, 1983). In the latter
case, such influence undermines performance (e.g.,
Nemeth, Mosier, & Chiles, 1992; Peterson & Nemeth,
1996). Interestingly, in stimulating solutions of high
quantity and quality, a minority expressing a personal position (authentic minority) is more effective
than a minority asked to take that same position
(devil’s advocate; Nemeth, Brown, & Rogers, 2001).
Both Moscovici’s and Nemeth’s analyses of social
influence emphasize the amount and type of cognitive
processing that majority and minority sources elicit.
This emphasis on information processing is shared by
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several other analyses, which were influenced strongly
by dual-process theories of attitude change. A fundamental assumption of these theories is that persuasion
can arise from either high-effort processing of messagerelevant information or low-effort reliance on message
or communicator characteristics presumed to signify
message credibility (Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly,
1989; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; but see Kruglanski &
Mackie, 1990; Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999).
Moscovici’s (1980) distinction between validationbased minority influence and comparison-based
majority influence is consistent with this approach.
One dual-process analysis of social influence is the
objective consensus approach (Mackie, 1987). In contrast
to Moscovici’s analysis, however, the objective consensus approach asserts that recipients of persuasive communications are more likely to process majority than
minority messages. According to this view, because the
majority’s perspective is assumed to be valid and a
counterattitudinal majority is unexpected, people who
encounter such a majority are highly motivated to
understand its position. As a result, they expend substantial effort processing its message and evidence both
direct–public and indirect–private change. In contrast,
because a counterattitudinal minority is expected, people who encounter it are not motivated to understand
its position, expend little effort processing its message,
and are not influenced by it.
A related perspective is the source-position congruency model (Baker & Petty, 1994), which
assumes that greater message processing occurs
when recipients’ expectations are violated (by a
counterattitudinal majority or a proattitudinal
minority) than when they are confirmed (by a
proattitudinal majority or a counterattitudinal
minority). In the case of expectancy violation by
either a majority or minority, processing of the
source’s message produces more attitude change if
the source’s message contains strong rather than
weak arguments. In the case of expectancy
confirmation by either source, however, argument
strength does not affect attitude change. Instead,
source information operates as a heuristic cue
favoring adoption of the majority’s (but not the
minority’s) position.
The mere consensus approach (Erb & Bohner,
2001) also assumes that majority positions are
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e valuated more favorably than minority positions.
This approach, however, does not assume that such
positions are influential simply because of their heuristic cue properties. Instead, it suggests that positive inferences about majority sources bias
recipients’ processing of message-relevant information, such that messages attributed to majority
sources are seen as more persuasive, which in turn
enhances their influence. This is not to say, however,
that minorities can never exert influence. If a minority’s low consensus appears positive (rather than
negative), it may be influential. This can occur, for
example, if recipients are primed to prefer risky judgments or feel de-individuated (Erb & Bohner, 2010).
Yet another analysis that shares some assumptions of the objective consensus approach is the
dual-role model proposed by de Dreu, De Vries, and
their colleagues (de Dreu, 2007; De Vries, de Dreu,
Gordijn, & Schuurman, 1996). According to this
model, majority sources by default induce desire to
identify with the source and systematic processing
of the source’s message, leading to both direct–public
and indirect–private attitude change. Various factors
(e.g., a threatening message), however, can reduce
the tendency to process the message, thereby undermining the majority’s indirect–private, but not direct–
public, influence. In contrast, minority sources by
default do not induce a desire to identify with the
source and do not produce systematic processing of
the source’s message, leading to little attitude change
of any kind. Various factors (e.g., an unexpected
message), however, can increase the tendency to process the message, thereby enhancing the minority’s
indirect–private, but not direct–public, influence.
Each of the theories discussed so far has received
some support, but none can account for the range of
(often-conflicting) evidence regarding the relationship between information processing and majority–
minority influence. To provide a comprehensive
analysis that both reconciles prior work and suggests new hypotheses, Martin and Hewstone (2008)
developed the source-context elaboration model
(SCEM). This model predicts that the impact of the
source’s numerical size on message processing
depends on the extent to which the situation
demands (or encourages) elaboration of the source’s
message (see also Tormala, Petty, & DeSensi, 2010).

When this demand is low (e.g., when the topic is
low in personal relevance), message recipients do
not carefully process either the majority’s or the
minority’s arguments but do attend to the majority’s
(positive) characteristics. This produces only direct–
public change toward the majority’s position. When
elaboration demand is high (e.g., when the topic is
high in personal relevance), recipients carefully
process both the majority’s and the minority’s
arguments, which leads to direct–public and
indirect–private change toward both sources.
Finally, when processing demands are intermediate,
recipients carefully process the minority’s arguments
and attend to the majority’s characteristics, which
leads to indirect–private change toward the minority
and direct–public change toward the majority. The
SCEM has received substantial empirical support
(see Martin & Hewstone, 2008).
But are all majority and minority sources equally
effective in producing influence? According to selfcategorization theory (Abrams & Hogg, 1990; Turner,
1991), the answer is no. This theory posits that a
critical determinant of both majority and minority
influence is whether the source belongs to the recipient’s in-group versus an out-group. Moreover, in
contrast to the analyses discussed previously, selfcategorization theory assumes that a single psychological process underlies both kinds of influence
(David & Turner, 2001). According to this theory,
social influence occurs only if the recipient perceives
that the source disagrees with his or her position, the
source and target are members of the same group,
and the source’s position is representative (prototypical) of the group norm. Shared group membership is
critical because disagreement with in-group members
is unexpected and hence creates uncertainty about
the validity of one’s position, whereas disagreement
with out-group members is expected and does not
create this uncertainty. The motives underlying
recipients’ susceptibility to influence from in-group
sources include a desire for a positive social identity
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and a desire to reduce
uncertainty (Hogg, 2007b). Importantly, sources can
be characterized in different ways, which in turn
affects their ability to exert influence. For example, if
only intragroup comparisons are salient, a disagreeing minority may be seen as an out-group and exert
11
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little influence. But if intergroup comparisons are
salient, the same minority may be seen as part of the
in-group and exert substantial influence. Self-
categorization theory posits that in-group majorities
exert direct rather than indirect influence, whereas
in-group minorities exert indirect rather than direct
influence. Although several studies provide support
for the self-categorization analysis of majority and
minority influence (see David & Turner, 2001),
some tenets of the theory (e.g., that only in-group
minorities produce indirect attitude change) have
not been supported (see Mugny & Pérez, 1991).
Two theoretical approaches seek to integrate group
identification and information processing perspectives on majority and minority influence. One is conflict elaboration theory (Pérez & Mugny, 1996;
Quiamzade, Mugny, Falomir-Pichastor, & Butera,
2010). According to this theory, social influence
depends on how recipients assign meaning to disagreement (i.e., elaborate conflict) with a source. This
meaning assignment depends on (a) whether the task
has objective or subjective standards of correctness
(which affect the cost of making errors) and (b)
whether recipients’ responses do or do not have social
identity implications by defining recipients as members of a particular group. This typology yields four
quadrants, and the theory predicts different forms of
conflict elaboration and social influence in different
quadrants. For example, when the task is objective
and responses do not have identity implications, the
theory predicts that majority sources will elicit public
influence, whereas minority sources will elicit private

influence (cf. Moscovici, 1980). When the task is
objective and responses do have identity implications,
the theory predicts that high-competence (typically
majority) sources will elicit convergent thinking,
whereas low-competence (typically minority) sources
will elicit divergent thinking (cf. Nemeth, 1986).
A second relevant approach is the context-
categorization model (Crano, 2001, 2010). In analyzing
majority and minority influence, this model identifies
several moderators that can affect the amount and type
of influence that the two kinds of sources produce (e.g.,
the source’s in-group or out-group status, the strength of
the source’s message). For example, the model predicts
that a majority source will produce immediate and longterm direct influence (but not indirect influence) if
recipients view the source as relevant to their social
identity and as legitimately exerting social pressure and
if the source presents a strong message. In contrast, a
minority source will produce immediate indirect influence if the source is seen as part of the in-group and not
a threat to group viability and if the source presents a
strong message. Moreover, if this immediate indirect
influence is strong enough, recipients will exhibit
delayed direct influence as a function of rebalancing
their cognitive systems. These responses to minority
sources are explained in terms of an implicit “leniency
contract,” which stipulates that other group members
should respond to the minority with open-mindedness
rather than derogation. Several studies provide support
for the model (e.g., Alvaro & Crano, 1997; Crano &
Chen, 1998). (See Exhibit 1.1 for a summary of the
major premises of the theories discussed in this section.)

Exhibit 1.1
Major Premises of Theories of Majority and Minority Influence in the Attitude Change Perspective
Genetic Model (Moscovici, 1976)
Majority influence: Majority committed to its position puts conformity pressure on minority lacking such commitment. For various
reasons (e.g., low confidence that it can prevail, desire to avoid isolation and rejection), minority adopts majority’s position
publicly but not privately.
Minority influence: Minority committed to its position uses a behavioral style indicating confidence and unwillingness to
compromise. Majority makes positive attributions about minority, pays attention to minority’s perspective, experiences
conflict, and adopts minority’s position privately but not publicly.
Conversion Theory (Moscovici, 1980)
Majority influence: Majority induces a comparison process, whereby minority focuses on the social implications of the conflict
rather than the content of the majority’s arguments. To hold a valid opinion and gain acceptance, minority exhibits direct–
public, but not indirect–private, change toward the majority position.
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Minority influence: Minority induces a validation process, whereby majority actively processes minority’s arguments, leading to
indirect–private, but not direct–public, change toward the minority position.
Divergent–Convergent Thought Model (Nemeth, 1986)
Majority influence: Disagreement from majority induces stress in recipients, which narrows their focus of attention and causes
convergent thinking focusing on content of majority’s message (i.e., message-specific cognitive activity).
Minority influence: Disagreement from minority causes recipients to engage in divergent thinking focusing on a wider range of
alternatives than contained in minority’s message (i.e., issue-specific cognitive processing and creativity).
Objective Consensus Approach (Mackie, 1987)
Majority influence: Because majority is assumed to be correct and disagreement from majority is unexpected, recipients
encountering counterattitudinal majority are motivated to understand its position and work hard to process its
message. This leads to both direct–public and indirect–private change toward majority.
Minority influence: Recipients who encounter (expected) counterattitudinal minority are not motivated to understand its position and
so expend little effort processing its message. As a result, minority produces neither direct–public nor indirect–private influence.
Source-Position Congruency Model (Baker & Petty, 1994)
Majority influence: Due to expectancy disconfirmation, counterattitudinal majority produces more message processing than
proattitudinal majority. For the counterattitudinal (but not proattitudinal) majority, processing produces more attitude change if
message contains strong rather than weak arguments.
Minority influence: Due to expectancy disconfirmation, proattitudinal minority produces more message processing than
counterattitudinal minority. For the proattitudinal (but not counterattitudinal) minority, processing produces more attitude
change if message contains strong rather than weak arguments.
Mere Consensus Approach (Erb & Bohner, 2001)
Majority influence: Majority (high-consensus) sources are generally more influential than minority sources. This occurs
because majority sources are more likely to bias recipients’ processing of message-relevant information in positive
ways, such that messages attributed to a majority are seen as more persuasive.
Minority influence: Minority sources can exert influence if their low-consensus position is perceived as attractive rather than unattractive.
Low consensus can appear attractive, for example, if recipients are primed to prefer risky judgments or are made to feel de-individuated.
Dual-Role Model (De Vries et al., 1996)
Majority influence: Majority sources generally produce identification and careful message processing, leading to both direct–public
and indirect–private attitude change. However, certain factors can reduce this message processing and thereby undermine a
majority’s indirect–private (but not direct–public) influence.
Minority influence: Minority sources generally do not produce identification or careful message processing, leading to little attitude
change of any kind. However, certain factors can increase this message processing and thereby enhance a minority’s indirect–
private (but not direct–public) influence.
Source-Context Elaboration Model (Martin & Hewstone, 2008)
Majority influence: When situational demand for elaboration of source’s message is low or intermediate, recipients attend to
source’s positive characteristics but do not carefully process source’s arguments, leading to direct–public (but not indirect–
private) influence. When elaboration demand is high, recipients carefully process source’s arguments, leading to both direct–
public and indirect–private influence.
Minority influence: When elaboration demand is low, recipients do not carefully process source’s arguments, leading to neither direct–
public nor indirect–private change. When elaboration demand is intermediate or high, recipients carefully process source’s arguments,
leading to indirect–private influence in the former case and both indirect–private and direct–public influence in the latter case.
Self-Categorization Theory (David & Turner, 2001)
Majority influence: In-group majorities produce direct but not indirect influence. Out-group majorities do not produce either kind of
influence.
Minority influence: In-group minorities produce indirect but not direct influence. Out-group minorities do not produce either kind
of influence.
Conflict Elaboration Theory (Pérez & Mugny, 1996)
Majority influence: Influence depends on how recipients assign meaning to disagreement with majority source, which in turn
depends on whether task is objective or subjective and whether recipients’ responses do or do not have social identity
implications.
Minority influence: Influence depends on how recipients assign meaning to disagreement with minority source, which in turn
depends on objectivity–subjectivity of task and social identity implications of recipients’ responses.
Context–Categorization Model (Crano, 2001)
Majority influence: Majorities produce immediate and long-term direct influence if they motivate recipients to attend to their message
(because of their social identity relevance and legitimacy) and provide strong arguments for their position.
Minority influence: Minorities produce immediate indirect influence (and perhaps delayed direct influence) if they motivate
recipients to attend to their message (because of their in-group status, their lack of threat, and a “leniency contract” with other
members) and provide strong arguments for their position.
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THE DECISION-MAKING PERSPECTIVE ON
MAJORITY–MINORITY INFLUENCE
Social psychologists have long been interested in
how group members influence one another as they
work together in face-to-face settings to reach
decisions or solve problems (Laughlin, 2011;
Smith & Tindale, 2010; Tindale et al., 2013). In
these contexts, the focus of interest is the group’s
collective response developed through discussion,
and social influence typically is defined as the
extent to which the group’s final response is consistent with a member’s or a faction’s initial position (Davis, 1996). Although this definition of
influence differs from that in the attitude change
paradigm (individual perceptual or opinion change
toward a fixed majority or minority viewpoint),
the two paradigms are similar in devoting a good
deal of attention to the role of faction size (Stasser,
Kerr, & Davis, 1989). Moreover, like early
research in the attitude change paradigm, early
work in the decision-making paradigm focused on
majority influence (Davis, 1973; Smoke & Zajonc,
1962). For example, work on group polarization
(Cartwright, 1971) and jury decision making
(Davis, Kerr, Atkin, Holt, & Meek, 1975) demonstrated that larger factions tend to pull the group’s
final judgment in their direction.
Such findings were integrated easily with the
early work by Asch (1951, 1952, 1956) and also
were consistent with Festinger’s (1954) ideas
regarding social comparison and with Deutsch and
Gerard’s (1955) notions of informational and normative social influence. It was not surprising that
majorities were influential given that they probably
had an information advantage and could bring normative pressure to bear on minority members to
conform. In fact, much of the research on group
polarization during the 1970s was oriented toward
resolving the theoretical controversy concerning
whether normative or informational influence was
responsible for the effect (Myers, 1978; Vinokur &
Burnstein, 1974).
It is also interesting that some of the earliest
demonstrations of direct minority influence in
problem-solving groups predated Moscovici’s
(1976) ideas by more than 30 years (Shaw, 1932).
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Subsequent theoretical interpretations of these findings made it clear that minority influence was at
work (Laughlin, 1980; Lorge & Solomon, 1955).
These findings, however, were seen as relevant only
to group performance and were not integrated with
the attitude change literature on majority and
minority influence until much later (Laughlin,
1999; Smith, Tindale, & Anderson, 2001).
It has been argued that many instances of both
majority and minority influence in decision-
making groups can be explained by the concept
of social sharedness (Kameda, Tindale, & Davis,
2003; Tindale & Kameda, 2000). According to the
social sharedness interpretation of influence, taskrelevant cognitions (broadly defined) that the
members of a group have in common, or share,
exert a greater influence on group process and outcome than do cognitions that are not shared
among members. These shared cognitions can
involve consciously held preferences for decision
alternatives or information about these alternatives
as well as heuristic information-processing strategies that members cannot articulate. In any case,
the greater the degree of sharedness for a particular task-relevant cognition, the greater the likelihood that it will influence the group decision. In
general, social sharedness is often adaptive and
probably evolved as a useful aspect of living in
groups (Kameda & Tindale, 2006). Both minority
and majority influence based on social sharedness,
however, can lead to either good or poor group
decisions depending on whether the shared cognitions are accurate or appropriate for the decision
at hand (Tindale, Smith, Dykema-Engblade, &
Kluwe, 2012).
Social sharedness operates on many levels and
across a variety of domains. As noted previously,
much of the early work on group decision making
used member preferences for particular decision
alternatives as its basic starting point. Research in
this tradition often yielded evidence of majority
influence, or the power of larger factions to determine group decisions (Stasser et al., 1989). We
discuss research on majority influence and shared
preferences in the next section. Then, we shift
our focus to minority influence and shared
cognitions.
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Majority Influence: Shared Preferences
Interacting groups attempting to reach consensus
require some type of social influence to reach this
goal whenever different members start out preferring different options. To choose a single option,
some members must change their initial position, at
least publicly, to allow the group to converge on an
option they initially did not prefer. There is extensive evidence that such influence is often a function
of faction size, with majorities or pluralities defining
the final group response (Kerr & Tindale, 2004;
Stasser et al., 1989; Tindale et al., 2013). This is
especially true for tasks on which the correctness or
accuracy of different positions is difficult or impossible to substantiate during group discussion
(referred to as judgmental tasks by Laughlin, 1980).
When the correct answer cannot be ascertained
unambiguously while the group is deliberating,
members tend to choose the option that has the
greatest degree of support before group discussion
(Sniezek, 1992). This has been referred to as the
effect of social sharedness at the preference level
(Kameda et al., 2003; Tindale & Kameda, 2000).
When the group is choosing between two alternatives, the alternative that has initial support from at
least N/2 + 1 members (a majority) typically will be
chosen. In addition, when there are more than two
alternatives, majorities, if they exist, will still win
out. If no majority exists, however, the alternative
with the greatest amount of support (a plurality)
will be the group’s choice (Davis, 1982; Kameda
et al., 2003).
There are several reasons why majorities or pluralities might be influential in groups. First, larger
factions can exert more informational influence than
can smaller factions. Assuming that information is
distributed evenly across individual members, having more members increases the amount of information at a faction’s disposal. Thus, majorities or
pluralities possess a greater amount of information
that they can use to argue for their position
(Vinokur & Burnstein, 1974). In addition, majorities or pluralities benefit from the consensus heuristic, which assumes that greater consensus implies
greater informational validity (Chaiken & Stangor,
1987; see also Erb & Bohner, 2001; Mackie, 1987).
The consensus heuristic is most likely to be used in

assessing the validity of a faction’s position when
other forms of information are lacking and when the
situation has a high degree of uncertainty.
Second, larger factions can exert more normative
influence than can smaller factions. In both shortterm and long-term groups, minorities that violate
group norms receive pressure to alter their behavior
and are punished if they refuse to do so (Levine &
Kerr, 2007). Several lines of work suggest that
minority conformity in decision-making groups
often is motivated by the desire to obtain majority
acceptance and avoid majority rejection (Levine &
Kerr, 2007). For example, people who hold minority
positions in decision-making groups often report
that they fear the costs of deviance and hence go
along with the majority even though they think it is
incorrect (e.g., Schlesinger, 1965). In addition, evidence that majority influence is generally greater on
matters of opinion (judgmental issues) than on matters of fact (intellective issues) is consistent with a
normative interpretation of conformity, because
minorities are less confident that they effectively
can defend their position on judgmental issues
(cf. Laughlin, 1999). Finally, when judgmental
issues are involved, majorities tend to use normative
rather than informational influence tactics, whereas
the opposite is true when intellective issues are
involved (Kaplan & Miller, 1987).
Patterns of information distribution during
group discussion also can contribute to the power of
majorities or pluralities. When group members have
similar sources of information or similar experiences, they come to share a large amount of information (Tindale, Meisenhelder, et al., 2001). This
shared information, in turn, often leads to similar
decision preferences at the beginning of group discussion. Moreover, during discussion, shared information is much more likely to be brought up and
discussed as compared with unshared information
held by a single member (Larson, Foster-Fishman,
& Keys, 1994; Stasser & Titus, 1985). Thus, initial
majorities are formed based on shared information,
and then this information reinforces the initial
majority’s position during discussion (Gigone &
Hastie, 1993). Such effects are exacerbated when
group members are aware of the preference distribution in the group (Brodbeck, Kerschreiter, Mojzisch,
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Frey, & Schulz-Hardt, 2007; Mojzisch & SchulzHardt, 2010). In sum, shared information creates an
initial majority and then keeps it intact during
discussion.
Potentially the most important reason that
majorities and pluralities have so much influence is
that they are often correct (Kerr & Tindale, 2011;
Sorkin, West, & Robinson, 1998). Recent research
using signal detection theory and evolutionary game
theory has shown that majority decision rules generally produce accurate decisions and often approach
optimal strategies. For example, Hastie and Kameda
(2005) simulated a variety of decision processes by
which hunter-gatherer societies could choose hunting locations and found that a majority or plurality
decision rule worked better than any other strategy
that required the same degree of cognitive effort. A
majority or plurality model even did better than a
“best member” model, based on the choice of the
most accurate member of the group. Moreover, Sorkin and his colleagues (Sorkin, Hays, & West, 2001;
Sorkin et al., 1998) showed that majority models
produced close to optimal decision outcomes as
compared with various signal detection models.
They also found that simple majority models were
superior to higher order majority models (e.g.,
three-fifths or two-thirds majority models). Thus,
majority or plurality processes may be dominant in
many, if not most, human societies due to their general accuracy and resource efficiency (Hastie &
Kameda, 2005). This explanation for the power of
majorities or pluralities is quite consistent with an
informational influence explanation of minority
conformity. It also is worth noting that majoritytype processes are used by some nonhuman species
that engage in social decision making (Kameda,
Wisdom, Toyokawa, & Inukai, 2012).
Majority decision models provide accurate predictions of group outcomes even for groups that are
assigned nonmajority decision rules. An example is
the unanimity rule given to most juries, which stipulates that all jurors must agree on a verdict before
it can be rendered. Much of the work on jury decision making has shown that a two-thirds majority
model provides an accurate representation of jury
verdict distributions in criminal trials (Davis, 1980;
Davis, Kerr, Stasser, Meek, & Holt, 1977; Hastie,
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Penrod, & Pennington, 1983; Tindale & Davis,
1983). Thus, in mock juries and actual juries (see
Kalven & Zeisel, 1966), consensus on a particular
verdict option forms around whatever option had at
least two-thirds support at the beginning of deliberation (although not-guilty verdicts can be obtained
with less initial support—a phenomenon that is discussed later regarding minority influence). Moreover, research using models that track social
influence during jury deliberation (Hastie et al.,
1983; Kerr, 1981) have shown that juries reaching a
two-thirds majority on a verdict option are likely to
select that option at the end of deliberation. Thus,
even in situations in which greater than majority
support is necessary to make a decision, majority
influence seems to allow a group to gain the needed
consensus during deliberation.
Majority or plurality influence is relatively easy
to assess when groups are making decisions among
a discrete set of options (e.g., verdicts, political candidates), but groups often work on tasks in which
the response dimension is continuous or nearly so
(what Stasser & Dietz-Uhler, 2001, referred to as
estimation tasks). On such tasks, rarely will a particular response position initially garner majority, or
even plurality, support. Kameda et al. (2003), however, have argued that processes similar to majority
or plurality influence operate on these tasks as well.
Preferences that are similar to one another tend to
be seen as functionally the same and are likely to be
much closer to the final group response than are
preferences that are more deviant. Kameda et al.
argued, then, that preference similarity operates
much like preference sharing in guiding the social
influence process. Evidence in support of their
assertion comes from studies comparing models of
group estimation that provide differential weights to
members based on their preference similarity, or
centrality (Davis, 1996; Davis, Au, Hulbert, Chen, &
Zarnoth, 1997). Davis’s (1996) social judgment
scheme model makes this assumption explicit by
weighting each member’s influence by an exponential function of the distances between that person’s
preference and the preferences of all other members.
Members who are more similar, on average, to other
members in preference are predicted by the model
to be considerably more influential than are
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 embers who hold more dissimilar positions. Davis
m
et al. (1997) and Hulbert, Parks, Chen, Nam, and
Davis (1999) found support for the social judgment
scheme model in mock civil trial studies determining plaintiff compensation. Further evidence comes
from the relative accuracy of median as opposed to
averaging models of group judgment (Black, 1958).
Median models tend to ignore very deviant members
of the group when making predictions, and research
has shown that for situations in which group deliberation is allowed, median models provide a more
accurate fit to group judgment data than do averaging models (Crott, Szilvas, & Zuber, 1991; Davis
et al., 1997). Thus, even though initial majorities or
pluralities are rare on tasks with continuous judgment dimensions, members whose preferences cluster near one another tend to have influence in much
the same way as majorities and pluralities do.

Minority Influence: Shared Cognitions
Majority influence is quite prevalent in group decision making, but there are situations in which
minorities can exert both direct and indirect influence on group decisions. One of the most important
distinctions in the group decision-making literature
involves the intellective–judgmental task dimension
proposed by Laughlin (1980). Laughlin argued that
most cognitive tasks performed by groups can be
arrayed along a dimension anchored at one end by
purely intellective tasks and at the other end by
purely judgmental tasks. On intellective tasks, the
correctness of a particular alternative or solution can
be “demonstrated” during the course of discussion.
In contrast, on judgmental tasks, members cannot
demonstrate that one alternative or solution is better
than others. For the latter tasks, the amount of initial consensus among members’ opinions typically
defines which alternative will be chosen by the
group (i.e., majority–plurality processes). For intellective tasks, however, it is possible for a small faction (sometimes even a single member) to influence
the group to adopt its position if it can demonstrate
that its preferred alternative is correct. Laughlin
(1980, 1999) and Laughlin and Ellis (1986) have
shown that for intellective tasks, “truth wins” and
“truth-supported wins” models typically do a better
job of describing the group decision-making process

than do majority–plurality models. Truth wins predicts that a group will solve the problem correctly if
it contains at least one member with the correct
solution, whereas truth-supported wins predicts that
a group will solve the problem correctly only if it
contains at least two members with the correct solution. Both of these models predict that correct
minorities will be influential on intellective tasks,
and both have received substantial empirical support (Laughlin, 2011).
Laughlin and Ellis (1986) attempted to define the
key components of a task that allow group members
to demonstrate the correctness of their solutions.
The first (and potentially most important) aspect of
solution demonstrability involves sharing a system
of beliefs or axioms that can be used to solve the
problem at hand. In other words, a shared cognitive
representation of the task is necessary for minority
factions to be able to convince majority factions that
they should change their position to that of the
minority. Tindale, Smith, Thomas, Filkins, and
Sheffey (1996) argued that the shared conceptual
system underlying demonstrability is one instance of
what they have referred to as a shared task representation. They defined a shared task representation as
“any task/situation relevant concept, norm, perspective, or cognitive process that is shared by most or
all of the group members” (Tindale et al., 1996,
p. 84). “Task/situation relevant” means that the representation must have implications for the choice
alternatives involved, and the degree to which a
shared representation affects group decision processes and outcomes will vary as a function of its
relevance. The impact of a shared task representation also will vary as a function of its degree of
sharedness among group members—the more members who share a representation, the greater its influence. When a shared task representation exists, the
group decision process will become asymmetric in
favor of alternatives that fit within or are supported
by the representation. Under such conditions,
majorities or pluralities favoring an alternative consistent with the shared representation are more powerful than are identically sized majorities or
pluralities favoring alternatives that are not consistent with the representation. Relevant to our present
discussion, minorities favoring an alternative
17

Levine and Tindale

c onsistent with the shared representation are not
only more powerful than minorities favoring inconsistent alternatives but can be even more influential
than majorities favoring inconsistent alternatives.
Although Laughlin’s work (1980, Laughlin &
Ellis, 1986) is probably the strongest example of the
effects of shared representations, other research also
reveals the importance of these representations. For
example, much of the work on mock-jury decision
making (Davis, 1980; MacCoun & Kerr, 1988;
Tindale, Nadler, Krebel, & Davis, 2001) has shown
that not guilty is an easier verdict to defend than is
guilty. Majorities favoring guilty are less successful
than are majorities favoring not guilty. In addition,
juries evenly divided between guilty and not guilty,
and even juries with a sizable minority favoring not
guilty, reach a not-guilty verdict much of the time
(MacCoun & Kerr, 1988; Tindale, Davis, Vollrath,
Nagao, & Hinsz, 1990). MacCoun and Kerr (1988)
showed that this asymmetry toward not guilty
occurs only when juries are provided with a
reasonable-doubt verdict criterion. Tindale et al.
(1996) argued that the reasonable doubt criterion
serves as a shared task representation that tells jurors
that they should look for and pay attention to reasonable doubts, and, if such doubts exist, they should
vote not guilty. This process allows minorities
favoring not guilty to influence majorities favoring
guilty. Recent research has shown that religion also
can function as a shared task representation that
enhances minority influence. Smith, Dykema-Engblade,
Walker, Niven, and McGough (2000) demonstrated
that a minority against the death penalty was persuasive in altering a majority’s position on the issue when
it framed its arguments in terms of religion (“Thou
shalt not kill”) but not when it used other types of
arguments (e.g., errors cannot be corrected). The
shared religious orientations of the group members
provided a context in which the minority’s religious
arguments were effective even though they conflicted
with the majority’s initial preference.
A number of studies have shown that individual
decision biases can act as shared task representations, unexpectedly leading groups to perform
worse than individuals in certain decision situations
and also promoting minority influence. Tindale
(1989) demonstrated that biased feedback meant to
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induce a conservative (high criterion) promotion
strategy in a job situation led minorities favoring the
nonpromotion option to win out over majorities
favoring the promotion option. Kahneman, Slovic,
and Tversky (1982) described how individuals often
violate the rules of probability when making intuitive judgments that involve probabilities. For example, individuals sometimes estimate the likelihood of
conjunctive events (e.g., Linda is a feminist and a
bank teller) as greater than the likelihood of one or
both of the elementary events in the conjunction
(Linda is a feminist, Linda is a bank teller). Because
the conjunction is a subset of the elementary events,
such a judgment is inconsistent with the basic laws
of probability. Tindale (1993) found that for conjunctive probability judgments on which individuals
are likely to make such errors, groups made even
more errors. In addition, groups with more errorprone minorities sometimes could overpower correct majorities. For problems on which a correct
judgment was intuitive (when both elements of the
conjunction were unlikely to begin with), however,
correct minorities were able to move incorrect
majorities in the correct direction.
How information is distributed in a group can
lead to minority influence as well. Brauer, Judd, and
Jacquelin (2001) had groups discuss person descriptions that contained both stereotypic and counterstereotypic information. When the
counterstereotypic information was spread evenly
among the group members, it had little effect on
group judgments. When all of the counterstereotypic information was held by a single individual,
however, that person (a minority) formed a different
judgment than other group members and was influential in reducing stereotyping in the overall group
judgments. A similar effect was found by Stewart
and Stasser (1998) in a problem-solving domain.
Thus, a minority member with key information can
be quite persuasive. In a direct test of this idea,
Kameda, Ohtsubo, and Takezawa (1997) varied
information distribution in three-person groups so
that one of the members initially would share considerably more information with each of the other
members than they would share with one another,
creating a “cognitively central” member. When this
member held a minority position, he typically
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o verpowered the opposing majority in determining
the group’s final judgment. In addition, postdiscussion responses showed that the cognitively central
member was seen as more knowledgeable and more
leader-like than the less central members.
Shared cognitions about the group also can lead
to minority influence. Social identity theory argues
that members of a group who are perceived as prototypic (i.e., as embodying characteristics that differentiate the group from other groups) are especially
influential on group-relevant behavior (Hogg, 2001;
Hogg & Abrams, 1988). Moreover, such influence
occurs only when other members are highly identified with the group. Work on leadership (Hogg &
van Knippenberg, 2003) has shown that leaders
(who are numerical minorities) have influence to
the degree that they are seen as both prototypic
leaders and prototypic group members. Each type of
prototypicality accounts for unique variance in perceptions of leadership and leadership influence. In
another line of work relevant to shared cognitions
and minority influence, Morgan and Tindale (2002)
compared individuals and three-person groups playing a prisoner’s dilemma game, following up findings by Insko and colleagues (see Schopler & Insko,
1992) that groups defect (behave selfishly) much
more often than do individuals playing such games.
Morgan and Tindale showed that in the group context, a single member favoring defection was sufficient to pull the other two members favoring
cooperation to a defection consensus. They
explained this by positing that arguments in support
of group protection are persuasive once a group
thinks of itself as a group, which occurs when intergroup competition is salient. Thus, group protection
becomes a shared task representation in such contexts, empowering minorities who take a position
consistent with the representation.
Each of the examples of minority influence in
interacting groups described thus far involved direct
influence. Evidence also indicates, however, that
minorities in such groups can exert indirect influence as well. Consistent with evidence in noninteracting groups discussed earlier, majority members
facing a minority faction often think in relatively
elaborated and complex ways. In these studies,
majority members do not adopt the minority’s

 osition but rather develop new ideas. For example,
p
Smith, Tindale, and Dugoni (1996), using a
thought-listing methodology, found that group discussions in which a minority was present (versus
absent) produced both more thoughts and more
diverse thoughts on both the present task and a subsequent unrelated task. Moreover, de Dreu and West
(2001) showed that teams in which minority factions were urged (versus not urged) to participate in
group discussions showed greater creativity. Recent
work by Smith (2008) demonstrated that a source’s
minority status, in conjunction with the task conflict it engenders, affects its ability to produce indirect influence. Smith had two-person groups work
on two consecutive tasks. During the first task, the
groups were composed so that members did or did
not differ as to their preferred alternative. In half of
the conflict cases, both members were told that one
of them was arguing for a position that was supported by only a minority of people in the general
population. In the other half of the conflict cases, no
statement was made about the opinion distribution
in the general population. This produced three conditions: conflict with minority status, conflict without minority status, and no conflict. The second task
involved creating a poster for an upcoming student
event. Groups in which there was conflict but no
minority status performed about the same as groups
with no conflict. Groups with conflict and minority
status, however, produced more creative posters
than did the other two kinds of groups. Thus, it
appears that minority status moderates the relationship between task conflict and indirect influence in
interacting groups.
INTEGRATION AND NEW DIRECTIONS
The previous sections described two different paradigms for studying majority and minority influence:
the attitude change and decision-making perspectives. Although there have been some efforts to integrate work across the two paradigms (e.g., Levine &
Kerr, 2007; Martin & Hewstone, 2010), they have
developed independently, both theoretically and
empirically. Reviewing them in a single chapter
allowed us to identify both convergent and divergent findings and emphases, which we discuss in the
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next section. Following this discussion, we shift
gears by looking to the future and arguing for the
importance of work on the social dynamics of factional conflict.

Convergences and Divergences
Across Paradigms
Probably the most consistent finding in both paradigms is that, on the whole, majorities have an easier time producing public influence than do
minorities. That is, larger factions tend to get larger,
and smaller factions tend to get smaller. For both
attitude change and group decision making, (faction)
size does matter. Although, as the previous review
indicates, various theoretical perspectives have been
offered to explain majority and minority influence,
we believe that the normative–informational analysis
(although not without its critics as an overall explanation of majority influence) provides the most parsimonious explanation of the faction size effect.
Whereas the two forms of influence are highly
intertwined in many, if not most, social situations,
normative influence may be the more central of the
two. There are probably evolutionary reasons for
this. We, as humans, may be predisposed to “follow
the crowd” because of a fundamental desire to
achieve inclusion in the group and avoid exclusion
(Levine & Kerr, 2007). Moreover, the motive to
hold accurate views, which underlies informational
influence, may derive at least in part from the
motive to be accepted, which underlies normative
influence. To gain group acceptance, which is critical to individual survival, a person must exhibit
behaviors that others view as facilitating collective
goals. One such behavior is holding “accurate”
views on important issues, and such views typically
are defined as those that agree with group consensus
(Levine & Kerr, 2007).
This is not to say, however, that the perceived
validity of the majority’s position has no bearing on
its ability to exert influence. In fact, minorities probably are predisposed to assume that majority positions are correct and hence that agreeing with the
majority will satisfy their desire for accuracy as well
as acceptance. This tendency to use the consensus
heuristic may well have evolutionary roots, based on
our ancestors’ recognition of the general truth value
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of majority decisions (Hastie & Kameda, 2005;
Kameda & Tindale, 2006; Larrick & Soll, 2006).
Thus, even when they provide little or no persuasive
argumentation, majorities may be effective in producing influence because they are assumed to be
correct. Of course, majorities often do provide arguments, and these can enhance their impact further.
For example, in decision-making paradigms, information held by a majority of group members tends
to be particularly influential (Gigone & Hastie,
1993; Stasser & Titus, 1985). And in attitude change
paradigms, majorities with strong supporting arguments typically are very influential (Bohner,
Dykema-Engblade, Tindale, & Meisenhelder, 2008).
Thus, as Stroebe (2010) has suggested, a faction’s
size can affect its ability to produce (informational)
influence both directly—by signaling the validity of
its position—and indirectly—by influencing the
processing of its arguments.
In contrast to the case of majority influence, for
which both normative and informational processes
are important, in the case of minority influence
(which is often private), informational processes
typically are dominant. Although minorities sometimes occupy high-status positions or employ influence tactics that coerce majorities into adopting
their position (Levine & Kaarbo, 2001), in most
cases, numerical inferiority goes hand in hand with
low status and power. Therefore, to the extent that
minorities exert influence, they typically do so by
reducing the majority’s confidence in the validity of
its own position and increasing its attention to and
acceptance of the minority’s position.
Our analysis to this point has not distinguished
between the motivational underpinnings of majority
and minority influence in attitude change and
decision-making paradigms. This is because, in both
paradigms, normative and informational processes
can underlie majority influence, whereas only informational processes typically underlie minority influence. It is likely, however, that the strengths of these
processes differ in the two paradigms. This is
because participants in the typical attitude change
study are merely informed that a majority or minority of physically absent people agrees or disagrees
with their position, whereas participants in the typical
decision-making study engage in a face-to-face
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 iscussion with other group members. Given that
d
sources in decision-making studies can both elaborate their arguments in response to recipients’ views
and monitor recipients’ responses, whereas sources
in attitude change studies cannot, both informational and normative influence are likely to be stronger in the former than in the latter paradigm.
Another reason why both forms of influence may
be stronger in decision-making than in attitude
change paradigms concerns the relative levels of
task and outcome interdependence in the two paradigms. In the decision-making paradigm, groups are
instructed to reach consensus by converging on the
correct or optimal solution to a problem. Moreover,
if the group succeeds, each member shares in its
success and benefits from the rewards associated
with choosing the best solution. Thus, in these situations, majority and minority members experience
high task interdependence as well as high outcome
interdependence. In contrast, in the attitude change
paradigm, both of these forms of interdependence
are typically low. It is likely that normative and
informational influences are stronger when task and
outcome interdependence are high rather than low.
Other methodological differences between the
two paradigms may be important as well. For example, in most attitude change studies, where majorities and minorities are defined by how many
members of a large population hold competing positions (e.g., 80% of undergraduates supporting and
20% opposing abortion rights), an influence target’s
position shift has little chance of transforming a
majority into a minority and vice versa. In contrast,
in decision-making studies, where majorities and
minorities are defined by how many members of a
small group hold competing positions, an influence
target’s position shift can sometimes reverse the
majority or minority status of the two factions (e.g.,
in a three-person jury where one member initially
favors guilty and two initially favor not guilty). The
likelihood that a majority can become a minority
and vice versa may have important consequences for
influence in decision-making contexts. Using a
mock-jury paradigm, Tindale et al. (1990) found
that a single minority member was considerably
more influential in three-person juries than in four-,
five-, or six-person juries. They speculated that the

stronger minority influence in three-person juries
stemmed from the fact that a single convert from the
majority faction created a new majority (cf. Prislin,
2010). Thus, defecting from the initial majority did
not reduce the status of the defecting member.
Another potentially important difference
between the attitude change and decision making
paradigms involves the number of factions that
exist. Whereas attitude change studies typically contain two factions of unequal size (a majority and a
minority), this is not always the case for decisionmaking studies (Levine & Kaarbo, 2001). For example, decision-making groups may contain three
factions, none of which has more than 50% of the
members. In such cases, one faction may be larger
than either of the other two (a plurality), and the
smaller factions may be either the same size or different sizes. Or all three factions may have the same
number of members. Social influence in such multifaction groups is potentially much more complex
than in two-faction groups.
Research in both the attitude change and
decision-making paradigms emphasizes the important role that information processing plays in majority and minority influence. As described earlier, this
emphasis characterizes virtually all the work in the
attitude change paradigm, beginning with Moscovici’s
(1976) early theorizing and continuing to the present day (see Martin & Hewstone, 2008). Information
processing analyses of influence in the decision
making paradigm are also numerous, with early
work focusing on preference structure and change
(e.g., Davis, 1973; Lorge & Solomon, 1955) and
more recent work focusing on when groups use
information at their disposal and how this use affects
social influence processes (e.g., Brodbeck et al.,
2007; Stasser, Abele, & Parsons, 2012). There are
important differences between the two paradigms,
however, regarding how information processing is
conceptualized and measured. In the attitude change
paradigm, researchers often vary the strength of
arguments contained in messages attributed to
majority and minority sources, use thought-listing
techniques to assess the amount and type of processing these messages elicit, and measure the relationship
between this processing and various kinds of attitude
change (e.g., indirect–private vs. direct–public;
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see Martin & Hewstone, 2008). In contrast, in the
decision-making paradigm, researchers often vary
the amount and valence of topic-relevant
information available to different group members,
observe which information is discussed, and assess
the relationship between this information and the
final group decision (e.g., Stasser & Titus, 1985).
In this context, it is important to note that little
effort has been made to assess or explain group
members’ private responses to social pressure in
decision-making studies (for an exception, see Davis,
Stasser, Spitzer, & Holt, 1976). This is not surprising,
because the major dependent variable in these studies
is the public consensus that emerges during discussion. The neglect of private influence in decisionmaking studies, however, is unfortunate for both
theoretical and practical reasons. Regarding the former, systematic efforts to assess group members’ private responses during and after decision making
would shed light on the cognitive precursors and
consequences of consensus building. Regarding the
latter, because groups in natural settings often remain
intact for extended periods of time, whether or not
members internalize collective decisions might affect
the quality of their future interactions and the overall
success of the group.

Social Dynamics of Factional Conflict
As our earlier review indicated, much of the
research on majority and minority influence has
been conducted within attitude change paradigms
that focus on the cognitive processes underlying
recipients’ susceptibility to messages from large versus small factions (see Exhibit 1.1). In retrospect,
this emphasis on the individual rather than the
group level of analysis and on intrapersonal cognitive processes rather than interpersonal social processes is surprising (Levine & Kaarbo, 2001).
Moscovici (1976) initially was interested in minority
influence because he viewed it as the engine of revolutionary social change, and he believed that, “in
social influence, relations with others take precedence over relations with objects, and inter-individual
dynamics take precedence over intra-individual
dynamics” (p. 106). Nonetheless, for several reasons—
Moscovici’s own emphasis on cognitive processes,
the wider “cognitive revolution” sweeping social
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psychology, and the difficulty of conducting group
research—work on majority and minority influence
came to be dominated by theories and methods from
the field of attitude change.
This is not the whole story, of course, as indicated by the decision-making research discussed in
this chapter as well as by other research on work
teams in laboratory and organizational settings. For
example, in regard to laboratory teams, Levine and
his colleagues have identified several factors that
affect the ability of newcomers (numerical minorities) to convince oldtimers (numerical majorities) to
adopt a new task strategy (see Levine & Choi, 2010,
2011). They found, for example, that oldtimers are
more likely to adopt a newcomer’s suggestion if the
team is not strongly committed to its original strategy (because it was assigned rather than chosen)
and if the team previously failed on the task (Choi
& Levine, 2004). Moreover, newcomers are more
effective if they voice their suggestion in an assertive
manner (Hansen & Levine, 2009) and if they both
share a social identity with other team members and
have task-relevant expertise (Kane, Argote, &
Levine, 2005). The latter study also indicated that a
newcomer’s shared social identity and task expertise
affected team performance. These findings, in conjunction with those from other studies (e.g., Choi &
Thompson, 2005; Levine & Choi, 2004), demonstrate that minorities can affect team members’ overt
behaviors, which have not received much research
attention (Stroebe, 2010). In regard to organizational teams, evidence indicates that minority dissent
can stimulate innovation (defined as the intentional
introduction of new ideas or processes designed to
benefit the team or the larger organization) under
certain conditions. These include team members’
participation in decision making (de Dreu & West,
2001) and reflection on the team’s objectives, strategies, and processes (de Dreu, 2002; see also Aime &
Van Dyne, 2010; Richter, Sacramento, & West,
2010; Rink, Kane, Ellemers, & Van der Vegt, 2013).
As useful as such work is for clarifying majority
and minority influence in interacting groups, it does
not directly address the social dynamics of factional
conflict, by which we mean the interactions that
occur between and within factions that disagree
about how group members should think, feel, or act.
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Before discussing these interactions, it is important
to consider a prior question, namely, why minorities
arise and challenge majorities in the first place.
An early answer to this question was provided by
Moscovici (1976), who defined nomic minorities as
small factions with strongly internalized views that
create conflict to gain social recognition and change
the group. This analysis suggests that having strong
views is sufficient to motivate a minority to challenge a majority, but this is not always the case. For
example, certain religious minorities (e.g., Amish,
Mennonites) hold strong views but do not seek to
convert the majority, preferring instead to retreat
from contact. Clearly, factors besides strong views
are necessary to motivate a minority to produce
social change.
Several such factors can be identified. For example, a minority may wish to become a majority
because doing so provides a sense of correctness, a
feeling of acceptance, or tangible benefits, such as
money and power (Prislin & Christensen, 2009).
Alternatively, a minority may desire to help the
larger group achieve its goals and adhere to its basic
values. According to Packer (2008, 2011), when
minority members identify strongly with a group
and perceive that its current (majority-endorsed)
norms are unproductive or immoral, they engage in
collectively oriented dissent aimed at reinstating the
group’s core values (see also Near & Miceli, 2011;
Sani, 2009). Finally, a minority may be catalyzed
into action by the desire to redress wrongs it has suffered at the hands of a majority. Scholars from several disciplines have sought to identify conditions
under which oppressed minorities engage in collective action designed to improve their condition. For
example, evidence indicates that affective injustice,
perceived efficacy, and politicized social identity
play a causal role in minority members’ attitudes,
intentions, and behaviors related to protest (van
Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008).
Given the existence of an active minority seeking
to produce social change, how do minority and
majority members behave toward those in their own
faction and those in the other faction? Surprisingly,
few investigators have addressed these questions. An
exception is Moscovici (1976), who argued that the
critical determinant of minority (and majority)

influence is the source’s behavioral style (the organization, timing, and intensity of its responses). Of the
several behavioral styles that Moscovici identified,
consistency (maintaining a position over time and
modality) has received the most attention. Although
a minority’s perceived consistency does indeed
enhance its influence (Wood et al., 1994), the mechanisms underlying this effect are controversial.
Moreover, Moscovici’s view that the style of a
minority’s message is more important than its substance can be challenged on several grounds, perhaps most convincingly by work on the role of
shared cognitions in minority influence (see also
Kerr, 2001).
From our perspective, clarifying the social
dynamics of factional conflict is the next major frontier for majority–minority influence research. Below
we suggest a few representative questions that we
believe deserve systematic attention (for broader
discussions, see Gerard, 1985; Levine, 1989; Levine
& Kaarbo, 2001; Prislin, 2010).
How does social influence operate in multifaction groups (e.g., when there are three minority
factions and no majority faction)? Little is known
about when factions try to form coalitions in such
situations, what tactics they use (e.g., identifying
“common ground” in a joint position that no faction initially favored), or what strategies excluded
factions use to prevent the formation or operation
of coalitions (e.g., sowing distrust between coalition partners). Previous work on coalition formation
using game theoretic and political science models
(e.g., Kahn & Rapoport, 1984; Murnighan, 1978)
may provide useful frameworks for exploring these
more complex multifaction settings.
How do minorities prepare for confrontation with
majorities, and what factors determine the nature
of this preparation? For example, minorities may
engage in cognitive activities that either increase
or decrease the likelihood that they will adopt the
majority’s position (e.g., rehearsing the majority’s or
their own arguments, respectively). Although there
is some work relevant to this issue (e.g., Kenworthy,
Hewstone, Levine, Martin, & Willis, 2008; Levine,
Bogart, & Zdaniuk, 1996; Zdaniuk & Levine, 1996),
much remains to be learned about the anticipatory
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cognitive, as well as social, activities that minorities
engage in before interacting with majorities.
What factors maintain and strengthen a minority’s
resolve in the face of majority opposition? In
addition to the motivational factors discussed
earlier, perceived competition and threat from the
majority are likely to be critical because they stimulate in-group identification and cohesion as well as
cognitive bolstering and polarization of the minority
position. In addition, minorities that engage in longterm conflicts are likely to develop structural features (e.g., formal leadership roles, norms of loyalty
and sacrifice, specialized task assignments) that
enhance their ability to deal with majorities.
What kinds of “informational” and “normative”
strategies do minorities use to exert influence and
when do they use them? Informational strategies
might include adopting effective behavioral styles,
displaying (or claiming) issue-relevant expertise,
exaggerating the popularity of the faction’s position outside the group, and characterizing the faction’s motives in positive (e.g., altruistic) terms.
Normative strategies might include threatening
to disrupt group decision making (e.g., by filibustering), to withdraw from the group, to mobilize
external constituencies, or to discredit the majority
(e.g., by whistleblowing). In extreme cases, minority
groups might resort to physical violence as an influence strategy (Chen & Kruglanski, 2009).
What are the consequences of minority influence
for the group as a whole, and are they always
positive? In contrast to the romantic view that
minority influence has benefits but not costs,
evidence suggests a more nuanced picture. For
example, minority influence that causes a reversal
in status between the two factions (i.e., with the
minority becoming the majority and vice versa)
reduces members’ overall identification with
the group and commitment to it (Prislin, 2010).
Although the negative effects of status reversal are
not inevitable (e.g., Prislin, Levine, & Christensen,
2006), they suggest that minority influence has costs
as well as benefits, which need further explication.
In conclusion, we agree with Hewstone and
Martin (2010) that the field of majority-minority
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influence has lost a good bit of luster since its glory
days following Moscovici’s (1976) seminal contributions. Although much has been learned about the
cognitive underpinnings of responses to disembodied majority and minority sources, little attention
has been given to how members of majority and
minority factions behave as they struggle to gain
ascendance in group contexts. In our view, what is
needed to renew the field—to transform it from
what Hewstone and Martin (2010) term a “stagnant
pond” to a “sparkling fountain”—is a return to
Moscovici’s original vision of majority–minority
influence as the clash between social groups vying
for recognition and dominance.
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