SAPIENZA

UNIVERSITA EDITRICE

Work published in open access form

and licensed under Creative Commons
Attribution — NonCommercial

ShareAlike 4.0 International (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0)

© Author(s)
E-ISSN 2724-2943
ISSN 2723-973X

Psychology Hub (2024)
XLI, Special Issue, 63-72

Article info

Submitted: 28 January 2024
Accepted: 03 April 2024
DOI: 10.13133/2724-2943/18404

*Corresponding author.

Michael Hogg

Department of Psychology, Claremont
Graduate University, California, U.S.A.,
123 East Eighth Street

Claremont, CA 91711, U.S.A.

E-mail: michael.hogg@cgu.edu

(M. Hogg)

Uncertainty, Group Identification and Intergroup Behavior:
Positive and Negative Outcomes of how People Experience
Uncertainty

Michael Hogg"

! Department of Psychology, Claremont Graduate University, California, U.S.A.

Abstract

Uncertainty is part of daily life, and an enduring feature of the wider world we live
in. People experience and react to uncertainty in different ways, as a function of their
individual preferences and the nature and context of the uncertainty. In this article I describe
an uncertainty-identity theory analysis of how feelings of uncertainty, specifically self-
uncertainty, shape and drive what we do, what we think, and how we feel, and ultimately
affect the world we live in. Identification with distinctive groups with unambiguous and
clearly defined social identities is a very effective way to reduce self-related uncertainty, and
thus delivers all the benefits of group identification and cohesive groups for individuals,
groups and society. However, when people feel they do not have the cognitive, social and
material resources to reduce uncertainty then uncertainty is experienced as an overwhelming
threat that is to be avoided, rather than sought out as an exhilarating challenge to be easily
resolved. Identification to reduce uncertainty experienced as a threat can generate an array
of negative outcomes associated with extremism, populism, autocratic leadership, identity

echo chambers, suppression of diversity, and so forth.

Key words: uncertainty, self-uncertainty, self, social identity, group behavior, intergroup
relations, extremism
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Introduction

Uncertainty is part of daily life, as much as it is an enduring
feature of the wider world we live in. People experience and react
to uncertainty in different ways, as a function of their individual
predilections and the nature and context of the uncertainty. The
key question is how might uncertainty shape and drive what
we do, what we think, and how we feel, and ultimately affect
the world we live in. In this article I present one perspective on
how uncertainty influences people and how people might feel
about and respond to uncertainty — uncertainty-identity theory
(Hogg, 2007, 2014, 2021a, 2021b, 2023).

I discuss uncertainty and self-uncertainty and their
motivational role in human behavior, then focus on
uncertainty-identity theory’s core tenet — that group
identification, particularly with highly entitative groups and
their distinctive social identities, is a particularly effective way
to reduce self-uncertainty. I then talk about how people might
experience uncertainty and how the experience and context
of uncertainty may shape the way people resolve uncertainty.
The article concludes by reflecting back on the experience and
context of uncertainty, and how this might influence the way in
which uncertainty motivated identification may be manifested
— there is recognition of the bright side (positive consequences)
of uncertainty motivated identification, and more extensive
coverage of the dark side (negative consequences).

Uncertainty and Self-Uncertainty

Uncertainty has long been considered a significant motivator
of human behavior. For example, Eric Fromm (1947) proposed
that people need a clear sense of identity, social connection and
place in the world, and Tajfel (1969) considered stereotyping
and prejudice to partially reflect a cognitive drive for mental
coherence. Others have focused on the role of uncertainty in
decision-making (e.g., Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 1982)
and social comparison (e.g., Festinger, 1954; see, Krizan, &
Gibbons, 2014).

Generally, scholars agree that people cannot really fee/
completely certain, only less uncertain (Pollock, 2003), and so
they strive to reduce uncertainty in order to fee/ less uncertain.
The process of reducing uncertainty can be cognitively
demanding and people are strategic in how they allocate their
limited cognitive resources (e.g., Fiske & Taylor, 2021), so they
expend cognitive energy resolving only those uncertainties that
are important to them, and when they feel “sufficiently” certain
and that there is “adequate” cognitive closure (cf. Kruglanski &
Fishman, 2009; Kruglanski & Webster, 1996) they move on to
invest cognitive effort elsewhere.

Because the self is an organizing and planning mechanism
for how we represent and act within the world (e.g., Sedikides,
Alicke, & Skowronski, 2021; Swann & Bosson, 2010), some of
the most psychologically important and impactful uncertainties
are those that involve self-conception (see Carroll, Rios, &
Oleson, in press). Thus, whether an uncertainty “matters”
enough to warrant resolution depends on the extent to which
self is involved.

Uncertainty-identity theory (e.g., Hogg, 2007, 2021a)
focuses on uncertainty about or reflecting on our sense of
who we are. Uncertainty about ourselves and our self-related
perceptions, attitudes, feelings, and behaviors is a significant
motivator (e.g., Brown, Hohman, Niedbaka, & Stinnett, 2021;
Jonas, McGregor, Klackl, et al., 2014). We strive to reduce such
uncertainties so we feel less uncertain about ourselves and the
world we live in. This makes the world and our own behavior
and expectations within it more predictable and controllable.
Reduced self-uncertainty allows us to feel we know ourselves,
anticipate how others will perceive and treat us, and plan how
we should act.

Uncertainty-identity theory theorizes about the motivational
role of se/funcertainty, not uncertainties that do not reflect on
or involve self-conception. Other social psychological literatures
invoke self-related uncertainty (see Carroll, Rios, & Oleson, in
press; Hogg, Kruglanski, & Van den Bos, 2013; Kruglanski,
Pierro, Mannetti, & De Grada, 2006; Sorrentino & Roney,
1999; Van den Bos, 2009); however, as we shall see below, in
arguing that self-uncertainty is resolved by group identification,
uncertainty-identity theory specifically and explicitly theorizes
the causal link between self-uncertainty and social identity and
group and intergroup processes.

Group Identification Reduces Self-Uncertainty

According to uncertainty-identity theory (Hogg, 2007, 2021a)
group identification is one of the most effective ways to reduce
uncertainty about self, particularly the collective self. This
core premise of the theory draws on social identity theory’s
analysis of the generative role of social categorization of self
and others in constructing and expressing social identity and
associated group and intergroup behaviors (Tajfel & Turner,
1986; Turner et al., 1987; for overview see Abrams & Hogg,
2010; Hogg, 2016, 2018).

According to social identity theory, groups define who
we are — they provide us with a social identity and associated
identity-defining attributes — and in turn social identity
prescribes how we ought to view the world, other people, and
ourselves, and how we ought to act as group members. The
underlying process is social categorization. When we categorize
ourselves and others as group members we transform the way
we act and view ourselves and others to conform to the relevant
group identity. Social categorization depersonalizes perception
and action, and accentuates identity-relevant similarities
within groups and identity-relevant differences between groups
(between “us” and “them”).

One key motivation, according to uncertainty-identity
theory, for social identity processes and associated phenomena
is self-uncertainty reduction. Feelings of uncertainty about
who one is and how one should behave motivate uncertainty-
reduction; and group identification, particularly, as we shall
see below, with distinctive groups that have clearly defined
identities, is effective at reducing self-uncertainty. It provides us
with an identity and sense of who we are that prescribes what
we should think, feel and do; it regulates social interaction;
and it reduces uncertainty about how others, both ingroup
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and outgroup members, will behave and about how social
interactions will unfold.

Group identification also provides consensual validation
of our worldview and sense of self, which further reduces
uncertainty. Because people in a group tend to share the same
prototype of “us” and share the same prototype of “them”,
our own expectations about the prototype-based behavior of
others are usually confirmed, and our fellow group members
agree with our perceptions, beliefs, attitudes and values and
approve of how we behave. People in a group have a shared
social identity and a shared reality (Echterhoff, Higgins, &
Levine, 2009; Hogg & Rinella, 2018). The discovery that
fellow ingroup members do not see the world as we do (they do
not share our reality) can create significant uncertainty about
the group’s identity and thus self-conception (e.g., Wagoner,
etal., 2017).

Because identification reduces and protects people from
self-uncertainty, uncertainty-identity theory’s most basic
prediction is that the more uncertain people are the more
likely they are to identify, and to identify more strongly,
with a self-inclusive social category. This prediction has been
confirmed across numerous studies in which uncertainty is
measured or manipulated in a variety of ways that indirectly
or more directly focus on self-uncertainty, and identification
is measured by widely-used and reliable group identification
scales (see meta-analysis of 4,657 participants across 35
studies by Choi & Hogg, 2020). There is also some evidence
that having a “certain” sense of self can take precedence over
having a favorable sense of self - people confronted by feelings
of self-uncertainty will identify with a group that mediates
undesirable status and lower self-esteem if such a group is their
only social identity option (Reid & Hogg, 2005).

Distinctive Groups and Unambiguous Identities

Foridentification to effectively reduce self-uncertainty it matters
what properties the group and its social identity have. Some
groups have properties that better equip them to reduce self-
uncertainty. One such property is entitativity (e.g., Hamilton
& Sherman, 1996; Lickel, Hamilton, Wieczorkowska, Lewis,
Sherman, & Uhles, 2000). An entitative group is a distinctive,
coherent and clearly structured unit with sharp intergroup
boundaries, within which members share attributes and
goals, have a shared fate, and interact with one another in a
climate of interdependence — such a group does an excellent
job of reducing or fending off self-uncertainty. In contrast, a
low entitativity group is unclearly structured with indistinct
boundaries, ambiguous membership criteria, limited shared
goals, and little agreement on group attributes — it is poorly
equipped to reduce self-uncertainty.

One reason why identification reduces uncertainty is that
self is governed by an identity that prescribes how one ought
to think, feel and behave. It follows that ingroup identities
that are simple, clear, unambiguous, prescriptive, focused
and consensual are more effective than those that are vague,
ambiguous, unfocused and dissensual. The former identities
are more likely to be associated with highly entitative groups;

and people are more likely to anchor such identities in
invariant underlying group essences (e.g., Haslam, Bastian,
Bain, & Kashima, 2006) that provide further predictability
and stability and make the group and its identity even better at
reducing and fending off uncertainty.

Uncertainty-identity theory predicts that people who are
experiencing self-uncertainty (in the immediate situation or
broader context) identify more strongly with high than low
entitativity groups, and, if possible, dis-identify from low
entitativity groups or work to make such groups appear more
entitative. Numerous direct tests support this prediction
(e.g., Hogg, Mechan, & Farquharson, 2010; Hogg, Sherman,
Dierselhuis, Maitner, & Moffitt, 2007).

Uncertainty-identity theory, taken in conjunction with the
theory of subjective group dynamics (e.g., Pinto, Marques,
Levine, & Abrams, 2010) suggests that group members can
pose a threat to group entitativity and identity clarity if they
deviate from or fail to embody ingroup identity-defining
norms, particularly if they deviate towards rather than away
from an outgroup (e.g., see Anjewierden, Syfers, Pinto,
Gaffney, & Hogg, in press). The existence of such identity
deviants or defectors within a group (Mannetti, Levine, Pierro,
& Kruglanski, 2010), as much as the entry of new members
(Theodorou, Livi, Kruglanski, & Pierro, 2023; Pinto, et al.,
2010), can blur intergroup boundaries and fray internal
identity-related consensus and cohesion, which weakens
entitativity and distinctiveness.

This can elevate identity uncertainty and self-uncertainty,
which motivates people to restore and strengthen entitativity
by rejection, marginalization, and/or attempts to (re)socialize
those who violate the group’s identity defining attributes
(Pinto et al., 2010), or perhaps motivates people to disidentify
from the group altogether and psychological exit to join a more
entitative group. Rullo and Livi (2019) report two studies
showing that the tendency to reject ingroup deviants (black
sheep) is stronger when identification and group entitativity
are high — presumably because under these circumstances
the motivation to protect identity and entitativity to fend of
uncertainty is strongest.

How People Experience Self-Uncertainty

Self-uncertainty can be experienced in different ways
depending on (a) what aspect of self is implicated most, (b)
how much overlap there is among different aspects of selves
or different social identities, (c) the resources people feel they
have to deal with the uncertainty, and (d) the exogenous causes
of self-uncertainty. How people experience self-uncertainty
may influence the dynamics and manifestation of uncertainty-
reducing group identification.

Aspects of self

Brewer and Gardner (1996; also see Sedikides & Brewer,
2001) propose three different aspects of self (a) individual self,
based on personal traits that differentiate “me” from all others;
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(b) relational self, based on connections and role relationships
with specific significant others, and (c) collective self, based on
group membership that differentiates ‘us’ from ‘them’. Self-
uncertainty can be associated with any of these aspects. You
can feel uncertain about your individual attributes, yourself
in relation to specific other people, or yourself as a group
member. Although these aspects are qualitatively different,
uncertainty experienced in one domain can spread to other
self-domains. For example, if you are primarily uncertain about
your relational self, you may also become uncertain about your
individual self. Research has shown that self-uncertainty overall
strengthens group identification, particularly when people feel
uncertain about their collective self (Hogg & Mahajan, 2018).

Identity overlap

The degree to which self-uncertainty in one domain
pervades other domains of self is influenced by self- and social
identity-complexity — the extent that attributes that define
one aspect of self (or one social identity) overlap with or are
the same as those that define other aspects of self (or other
social identities) (Brewer & Pierce, 2005; Roccas & Brewer,
2002). A person has a complex self-concept and social identity
if they have many discrete and dissimilar identities that do not
overlap; a person has a simple social identity if they have few
identities that are largely the same. A complex self-structure
can quarantine identity-specific self-uncertainty, and allow
people to compensate by identifying more strongly with other
identities (or aspects of self) that they believe are central to
their overall sense of self (Grant & Hogg, 2012).

Resources to redufe uncertaz'mfy

Self-uncertainty can be experienced differently depending on
whether you believe you have adequate cognitive, emotional,
social and material resources to reduce the uncertainty (cf.,
Blascovich, Mendes, Tomaka, Salomon, & Seery, 2003; Blascovich
& Tomaka, 1996). With adequate resources, uncertainty is an
exhilarating challenge to embrace, even seek out, and resolve;
without such resources, it is an anxiety-provoking and stressful
threat to avoid and protect yourself against.

Whether uncertainty is experienced as a challenge or a
threat may influence the behaviors people adopt to reduce the
uncertainty - behaviors that can reflect a more promotive (e.g.,
self- and identity-promoting) or more preventative (e.g., self-
and identity-protective) behavioral orientation (cf. Higginss,
1998, regulatory focus theory). Uncertainty experienced as a
challenge might encourage promotive behaviors (e.g., confident
and proud assertion of one’s identity). Uncertainty experienced
as a threat might encourage more protective behaviors (e.g.,
retreat into polarized identity echo chambers) — behaviors that
might rest on an identity that also legitimizes and supports
“extremism”.

There is as yet no research that directly explores how self-
uncertainty and resource sufficiency (i.e., self-uncertainty
experienced as a challenge or a threat) interact to affect regulatory
focus (promotion versus prevention) and associated behavior
(see Hogg, 2023; Hogg & Gaflney, 2023). Existing literature

is only obliquely relevant — for example, studies of challenge
and threat appraisals and intergroup relations (e.g., Scheepers,
2009; Scholl, Sassenrath, & Sassenberg, 2015), and studies of
the interactive effect of regulatory focus (promotion/prevention)
and challenge/threat on behavior (Sassenberg & Scholl, 2019).

Causes of self-uncertainty

Finally, there are many possible causes of self-uncertainty: new
social contexts, life crises, relationship changes, globalization,
immigration and mass migration, climate change, automation,
the reconfiguration of “work”, socio-political instability, and
the realignment of super-national entities and alliances. All
of these can create uncertainty about one’s collective self and
social identity.

However, collective self-uncertainty can be particularly
provoked by uncertainty about the defining attributes of
a group that one identifies with (social identity clarity and
distinctiveness are absent — Wagoner, Belavadi, & Jung,
2017), about how well one fits into and is accepted by a group
that is central to one sense of self (Goldman & Hogg, 2016;
Hohman, Gaffney, & Hogg, 2017), and about how well one’s
group fits into a larger collective (for example a nation within
the European Union — Wagoner, Antonini, Hogg, Barbieri, &
Talamo, 2018; Wagoner & Hogg, 2016). But most importantly,
people are motivated to reduce self-uncertainty only when
exogenous conditions create a sense of self-uncertainty.

Consequences of Group Identification

to Reduce Self-Uncertainty

Identification to reduce self-uncertainty has a number of
consequences, some positive some negative, which may largely
be governed by the extent to which uncertainty is mainly
experienced as an exciting challenge or an aversive threat.

Most research on uncertainty has highlighted the negative
- emphasizing the tendency for people to avoid uncertainty
and unpredictability, seek cognitive closure, crave security, and
compensate for the aversive state associated with uncertainty
(e.g., Brizi, Mannetti, & Kruglanski, 2016; Chirumbolo, Livi,
Mannetti, Pierro, & Kruglanski, 2004; De Grada, Kruglanski,
Mannetti, & Pierro, 1999; Frenkel-Brunswick, 1948; Kosic,
Kruglanski, Pierro, & Mannetti, 2004; Kruglanski, 2004;
Kruglanski et al., 2006; Mannetti, Pierro, Kruglanski, Taris,
& Bezinovic, 2002). However other research highlights the
positive — emphasizing approach rather than avoidance of the
uncertain and highlighting people’s positive feelings about
novel and uncertain situations (e.g., research on creativity
(Sternberg & Kaufman, 2010),) and on curiosity and
exploration (Szumowska & Kruglanski, 2020), for review see
Kruglanski, Ellenberg, Molinario, Speckhard, et al., 2023).

Uncertainty-identity theory emphasizes both positive
and negative consequences of the uncertainty-identification
relationship (Hogg, 2007, 2021a, 2023), though in keeping
with other literatures it has tended to focus more on the
negative (Hogg, 2014, 2021b).
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The bright side: Positive consequences of the uncertainty-identification
relationship

Under normal circumstances the uncertainty-identity
relationship  strengthens group identification (Choi &
Hogg, 2020). It makes distinctive and cohesive groups and
unambiguous identities attractive, and thus delivers all the
positive and desirable outcomes of group identification for
individuals, groups and society. These outcomes are numerous
(see Hogg, 1993; Van Knippenberg & Hogg, 2018).
Identification motivates group members to express solidarity
and work hard for the group to achieve its goals. People have
a sense of attachment, commitment, belonging and “fitting in”,
and feel they have efficacy and authorship of their own destiny
in a predictable and navigable world. There is an atmosphere of
interdependence, shared fate, and mutual loyalty within groups,
and members place the group’s interest ahead of self-interest,
favor ingroup over outgroups, and show willingness to engage
in extra-role behavior and to “go the extra mile” for the group.
There is social identity centered communication to establish,
refine and build consensus around the group’s norms and identity
that members conform to. Finally, there is trust in leadership
and willingness to be led, particularly by group prototypical
leaders (who are viewed as “one of us”), and members extend
innovation credit to their leaders and, within limits, buy into
leader-sponsored and group promotive identity reconfigurations.

The dark side: Self-uncertainty, group identification and extremism

There is, however, a dark side to the uncertainty-identification
relationship, which has become a significant focus of
uncertainty-identity theory (e.g., Hogg, 2014, 2021b, 2023;
Hogg & Gaffney, 2023). The key premise is that under
some conditions the uncertainty-identification relationship
can become distorted, such that uncertainty-motivated
identification can have toxic and destructive consequences for
individuals, groups and society. These consequences emerge
when self-uncertainty is extreme and chronic, and experienced
as a threat that people feel they do not have the resources to
resolve; and when people have a simple identity structure with
few discrete (and positive) identities (e.g., Roccas & Brewer,
2002), and their sense of self is grounded in a single social
identity that saturates the self-concept (e.g., Swann, Jetten,
Gomez, Whitehouse, & Bastian, 2012).

Under these circumstances people are desperate to identify
and belong, and yearn for decisive leadership to help resolve
their uncertainty and make them feel included and validated.
Distinctive groups with unambiguously defined identities and
directive leadership are particularly attractive - more attractive
than fuzzy groups with ambiguous non-consensual identities and
laissez faire leadership. The former provides members with a clear,
unequivocal and concrete sense of what the group is and therefore
who they are, which is precisely what is sought under uncertainty.

Other group attributes are similarly attractive, because
they convey uncertainty-reducing identity information.
For example, people develop a social identity and group-
membership preference for partisan, xenophobic groups that
are polarized, intolerant of internal dissent and have demagogic
leaders (e.g., Hogg, Mechan, & Farquharson, 2010). Group-

centrism becomes entrenched (e.g., Kruglanski, Pierro,
Mannetti, & De Grada, 2006). People expose themselves
primarily to the opinions of ingroup members; endorse central
authority that dictates social identity; suppress dissent, shun
diversity, and promote ingroup favoritism; and venerate and
fiercely adhere to their group’s norms and traditions. They
embrace ethnocentrism (Brewer & Campbell, 1976), mistrust
and fear outsiders (Stephan, 2014), view group attributes as
fixed essences (Haslam, Bastian, Bain, & Kashima, 2006), and
harbor the potential to dehumanize outgroups (Haslam, 2006;
Haslam, Loughnan, & Kashima, 2008). A sense of identity
threat and societal disrespect can cause hatred, aggression and
violence to become a part of the group’s identity (e.g., Belavadi,
Rinella, & Hogg, 2020; Rios, Sosa, & Osborn, 2018).

Populism prevails because populist ideologies and leaders
strengthen the perceived ability of the group and its identity
to resolve uncertainty (Hogg & Gotzsche-Astrup, 2021).
Conspiracy theories thrive (e.g., Douglas & Sutton, 2018)
as do a sense of collective narcissism and under-appreciated
superiority, and a narrative of collective victimhood that unites
the group, recruits third party sympathy and support (e.g.,
Belavadi & Hogg, 2018), and raises the specter of an existential
threat to the ingroup that invites and justifies violence against
the outgroup (e.g., Belavadi, Rinella, & Hogg, 2020).

Leadership and associated identity messaging play a
significant role — they can fuel polarization, build barriers
between groups, and sustain zero-sum intergroup conflict
and hostility (e.g., Rast & Hogg, 2017). Under uncertainty
people need leadership (Rast, Gaffney, Hogg, & Cirisp,
2012), particularly leadership that constructs, embodies and
communicates a simple and unambiguous ingroup identity
(Gaftney, Hackett, Rast, Hohman, & Jaurique, 2018). They also
prefer leaders who are dominant and autocratic (Rast, Hogg,
& Giessner, 2013) and who exemplify and promote a populist
ideology (e.g., Hogg & Getzsche-Astrup, 2021). Uncertainty
also creates an environment in which leaders who exhibit the
Dark Triad attributes of Machiavellianism, narcissism and
psychopathy (a personality mix associated with autocratic, toxic
and dysfunctional leadership) secure and thrive in leadership
positions (e.g., Guillén, Jacquart, & Hogg, 2023).

In the modern social media environment, “leadership”
and identity-messaging dynamics often play out via influential
online identity silos and echo-chambers (e.g., Cinelli, De
Francisci Morales, Galeazzi, Quattrociocchi, & Starnini,
2021). These platforms can take advantage of identity fault
lines to satisfy people’s need for identity confirmation, promote
intergroup threat and hostility, and fan the flames of schism
and social fragmentation (e.g. Wagoner et al., 2018).

Concluding Summary

Uncertainty pervades everyday life and the wider world we
live in. So, it is not surprising that the study of uncertainty
and its effects on people’s behavior has been a major focus
across the social, behavioral and organizational sciences. How
do people experience and respond to uncertainty, and how
might uncertainty shape and drive what we do, what we think,
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and how we feel, and ultimately affect the world we live in?
In this article I tackle these questions from the perspective of
uncertainty-identity theory (e.g., Hogg, 2021a, 2021b, 2023).

Uncertainty is a state of mind that seeks resolution — people
are motivated to reduce uncertainty because uncertainty makes
it difficult to predict what to expect and what to do. Being
able to successfully reduce uncertainty is satisfying because it
delivers a sense of mastery and agency in a more predictable
world. However, uncertainty reduction is cognitively effortful
so people only invest their limited cognitive resources in
reducing those uncertainties that really matter; and then only
do as much as it takes to feel adequately certain — it is more
accurate to talk about reducing uncertainty than attaining
complete certainty. One significant determinant of how much
an uncertainty matters is the extent that the uncertainty reflects
on or is directly about one’s sense of self and identity — about
who one is.

Self-uncertainty can be very effectively reduced by group
identification. Particularly with highly entitative groups that
have distinctive, consensual and clearly defined identities —
such groups reduce self-uncertainty precisely because they
provide an unambiguous and clearly defined sense of who one
is. As such, self-uncertainty motivates group identification
and social identity processes and phenomena. Because
self-uncertainty motivates group identification, it can also
deliver all the beneficial outcomes of group identification for
individuals, groups and society — attachment, commitment,
cohesion, common purpose, shared vision, trust in leadership
and so forth.

However, the subjective experience and context of
uncertainty can vary along a continuum defined by the extent to
which a person feels they have the cognitive, emotional, social
and material resources to resolve the uncertainty. When people
feel they have adequate resources (along with a rich repertoire
of distinctive positive identities) uncertainty is experienced as
an exciting challenge to be sought out and resolved. There is
a promotive (e.g., self- and identity-promoting) behavioral
orientation that facilitates the positive outcomes described
above. When feel people they do not have adequate resources
(and effectively have just a single identity, or identities that
are largely identical in terms of their attributes) uncertainty is
experienced as a threat to be avoided. There is a preventative
(e.g., self- and identity-protective) behavioral orientation that
may generate undesirable outcomes associated with extremism,
populism, autocratic leadership, echo chambers, suppression
of diversity, and so forth.

In a world of overwhelming change and uncertainty
that impacts people’s sense of who they are (for example
globalization that transforms society and marginalizes many
- e.g., Ozer, Obaidi, & Anjum, 2023) self-uncertainty is all
too often experienced as a crushing threat, not an exciting
challenge. People can all too easily resolve this threatening
uncertainty by living in identity echo chambers, walling-out
people who are “different”, seeking homogeneity and the
safety of like-minded others, turning to toxic and populist
leaders, and feeling liberated by the internet to express hatred
and vilify others. One could, optimistically, speculate that
societal infrastructure-focused interventions that provide
resources (e.g., time, money, education, social networks, life-

style, etc.) could help transform “uncertainty as a threat” into
“uncertainty as a challenge”, and thereby tip the balance away
from the negative and towards the positive outcomes of the
uncertainty-identity relationship (e.g., Hogg, in press).

Ethical approval
Not applicable

Data availability statement

Not applicable

Funding/Financial Support
There was no funding allocated to, or received by, the author
to write this article.

Authors’ contribution
This article was entirely and solely written by the author,
Michael Hogg.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
In writing this article the author has no conflicts of interest.

References

Abrams, D., & Hogg, M. A. (2010). Social identity and self-cate-
gorization. In J. E Dovidio, M. Hewstone, P. Glick & V. M.
Esses (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of prejudice, stereotyping and
discrimination (pp. 179-193). London: SAGE.

Anjewierden, B. J., Syfers, L., Pinto, I. R., Gaffney, A., M., &
Hogg, M. A. (in press). Group responses to deviance: Disen-
tangling the motivational roles of collective enhancement
and self-uncertainty reduction. Group Processes and Intergroup
Relations, in press.

Belavadi, S., & Hogg, M. A. (2018). We are victims! How obser-
vers evaluate a group’s claim of collective victimhood. Jour-
nal of Applied Social Psychology, 48(12), 651-660. https://doi.
org/10.1002/jts5.37

Belavadi, S., Rinella, M., & Hogg, M. A. (2020). When social
identity-defining groups become violent: Collective responses
to identity uncertainty, status erosion, and resource threat. In
C. A. Ireland, M. Lewis, A. C. Lopez, & ]. L. Ireland (Eds.),
The handbook of collective violence: Current developments and
understanding (pp. 17-30). New York: Routledge.

Blascovich, J., Mendes, W. B., Tomaka, J., Salomon, K., & Seery,
M. (2003). The robust nature of the biopsychosocial model
of challenge and threat: A reply to Wright and Kirby. Persona-
lity and Social Psychology Review, 7(3), 234-243. https://doi.
org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0703_03

Blascovich, J., & Tomaka, J. (1996). The biopsychosocial model of
arousal regulation. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology,
28, 1-51. hteps://doi.org/10.1016/50065-2601(08)60235-X

Brewer, M. B., & Campbell, D. T. (1976). Ethnocentrism and
intergroup attitudes: East African evidence. New York: Sage.

Brewer, M. B., & Gardner, W. (1996). Who is this “we”? Levels
of collective identity and self representations. Journal of Per-

PsyHub



Uncertainty, Group Identification and Intergroup Behavior 69

sonality and Social Psychology, 71(1), 83-93. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.83

Brewer, M. B., & Pierce, K. P (2005). Social identity complexity and
outgroup tolerance. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
31(3), 428-437. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204271710

Brizi, A., Mannetti, L., & Kruglanski A. W. (2016). The closing of
open minds: Need for closure moderates the impact of uncer-
tainty salience on outgroup discrimination. British Journal of
Social Psychology, 55(2), 244-262. https://doi.org/10.1111/
bjso.12131

Brown, J. K., Hohman, Z. P, Niedbaka, E. M., & Stinnett, A.
J (2021). Sweating the big stuff: Arousal and stress as fun-
ctions of self-uncertainty and identification. Psychophysiology,
00:138306. https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.13836

Carroll, P J., Rios, K., & Oleson, K. C. (Eds.) (in press). Hand-
book of the uncertain self (2nd ed.). Cambridge, UK: Cambri-
dge University Press.

Chirumbolo, A., Livi, S., Mannetti, L., Pierro, A., & Kruglanski,
A. W. (2004). Effects of need for closure on creativity in small
group interactions. European Journal of Personality, 18(4),
265-278. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.518

Choi, E. U., & Hogg, M. A. (2020). Self-uncertainty and
group identification: A meta-analysis. Group Proces-
ses and Intergroup Relations, 23(4), 483-501. hteps://doi.
org/10.1177/1368430219846990

Cinelli, M., De Francisci Morales, G., Galeazzi, A., Quattrocioc-
chi, W., & Starnini, M. (2021). The echo chamber effect.
PNAS, 118(9), €2023301118. hteps://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.2023301118

De Grada, E., Kruglanski, A. W., Mannetti, L., & Pierro, A.
(1999). Motivated cognition and group interaction: Need for
closure affects the contents and processes of collective nego-
tiations. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 35(4), 346-
365. https://doi.org/10.1016/jesp.1999.1376

Douglas, K. M., & Sutton, R. M. (2018). Why conspiracy theo-
ries matter: A social psychological analysis. European Review of
Social Psychology, 29, 256-298. https://doi.org/10.1080/1046
3283.2018.1537428

Echterhoff, G., Higgins, E. T., & Levine J. M. (2009). Shared rea-
lity: Experiencing commonality with others’ inner states about
the world. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 4(5), 496-521.
hteps//doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01161 .x

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison pro-
cesses.  Human  Relations, 7, 117-140. hteps://doi.
org/10.1177/001872675400700202

Fiske, S. T., & Taylor, S. E. (2021). Social cognition: From brains to
culture (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Frenkel-Brunswick, E. (1948). Intolerance of ambi-
guity as an emotional and perceptual persona-
lity variable. journal of  Personaliny, 18, 108-123.

hetp://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1949.tb01236.x

Fromm, E. (1947). Man for himself: An inquiry into the psychology
of ethics. New York: Rinehart.

Gaffney, A. M., Hackett, J. D., Rast, D. E III, Hohman, Z. P,
& Jaurique, A. (2018). The state of American protest: Shared
anger and populism. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy,
18(1), 11-33. hteps://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12145

Goldman, L., & Hogg, M. A. (2016). Going to extremes for one’s
group: The role of prototypicality and group acceptance. Jour-
nal of Applied Social Psychology, 46(9), 544-553. hrttps://doi.
org/10.1111/jasp.12382

Grant, E, & Hogg, M. A. (2012). Self-uncertainty, social identity
prominence and group identification. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 48(2), 538-542. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jesp.2011.11.006

Guillén, L., Jacquart, P, & Hogg, M. A. (2023). To lead, or
to follow? How self-uncertainty and the dark triad of per-
sonality influence leadership motivation. Personality and
Social  Psychology  Bulletin, 49(7),1043-1057. https://doi.
org/10.1177/01461672221086771

Hamilton, D. L., & Sherman, S. J. (1996). Perceiving persons
and groups. Psychological Review, 103(2), 336-355. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.336

Haslam, N. (2006). Dehumanization: An integrative review. Per-
sonality and Social Psychology Review, 10(3), 252-264. https://
doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr1003_4

Haslam, N., Bastian, B., Bain, P, & Kashima, Y. (2006). Psycho-
logical essentialism, implicit theories, and intergroup rela-
tions. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 9, 63-76. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1368430206059861

Haslam, N., Loughnan, S., & Kashima, Y. (2008). Attributing and
denying humanness to others. European Review of Social Psycho-
logy, 19,55-85. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280801981645

Higgins, E. T. (1998). Promotion and prevention: Regulatory
focus as a motivational principle. Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology, 30, 1-46. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(08)60381-0

Hogg, M. A. (1993). Group cohesiveness: A critical review and
some new directions. European Review of Social Psychology,
4(1), 85-111. https://doi.org/10.1080/14792779343000031

Hogg, M. A. (2007). Uncertainty-identity theory. Advances
in Experimental Social Psychology, 39, 69-126. https://doi.
org/10.1016/50065-2601(06)39002-8

Hogg, M. A. (2014). From uncertainty to extremism: Social
categorization and identity processes. Current Directions
in  Psychological ~ Science, 23(5), 338-342. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0963721414540168

Hogg, M. A. (2016). Social identity theory. In S. McKeown, R.
Haji, & N. Ferguson (Eds.), Understanding peace and conflict
through social identity theory: Contemporary global perspectives
(pp. 3-17). New York: Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-319-29869-6_1

Hogg, M. A. (2018). Social identity theory. In P. J. Burke (Ed.),
Contemporary social psychological theories (2nd ed.) (pp. 112-
138). Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Hogg, M. A. (2021a). Self-uncertainty and group identifica-
tion: Consequences for social identity, group behavior,
intergroup relations, and society. Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology, 64, 263-316. https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.a-
esp.2021.04.004

Hogg, M. A. (2021b). Uncertain self in a changing world: A foun-
dation for radicalization, populism and autocratic leadership.
European Review of Social Psychology, 32(2), 235-268. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2020.1827628

PsyHub



70 Michael Hogg

Hogg, M. A. (2023). Walls between groups: Self-uncertainty,
social identity, and intergroup leadership. Journal of Social
Issues, 79, 825-840. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12584

Hogg, M. A. (in press). Social identity, self-uncertainty, and vio-
lent extremism. In M. Obaidi, & J. R. Kunst (Eds.), Cambri-
dge handbook of the psychology of violent extremism. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.

Hogg, M. A., & Gaffney, A. M. (2023). Social identity dynamics
in the face of overwhelming uncertainty. In J. P. Forgas, W. D.
Crano, & K. Fiedler (Eds.), 7he psychology of insecurity: Secking
certainty where none can be found (pp. 244-264). New York:
Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003317623-17

Hogg, M. A., & Gotzsche-Astrup, O. (2021). Self-uncertainty
and populism: Why we endorse populist ideologies, identify
with populist groups, and support populist leaders. In J. I
Forgas, W. D. Crano, & K. Fiedler (Eds.), 7he psychology of
populism: The tribal challenge to liberal democracy (pp. 197-
218). New York: Routledge.

Hogg, M. A., Kruglanski, A., & Van den Bos, K. (2013). Uncer-
tainty and the roots of extremism. Journal of Social Issues,
69(3), 407-418. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12021

Hogg, M. A., & Mahajan, N. (2018). Domains of self-uncer-
tainty and their relationship to group identification. Jour-
nal of Theoretical Social Psychology, 2(3), 67-75. hrttps://doi.
0rg/10.10002/jts5.20

Hogg, M. A., Mechan, C., & Farquharson, J. (2010). The solace
of radicalism: Self-uncertainty and group identification in the
face of threat. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 46(6),
1061-1066. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.05.005

Hogg, M. A., & Rinella, M. J. (2018). Social identities and shared
realities. Current Opinion in Psychology, 23, 6-10. hteps://doi.
org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.10.003

Hogg, M. A., Sherman, D. K., Dierselhuis, J., Maitner, A. T., &
Moffitt, G. (2007). Uncertainty, entitativity, and group iden-
tification. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 43(1),
135-142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.12.008

Hohman, Z. P, Gaffney, A. M., & Hogg, M. A. (2017). Who am
I if I am not like my group? Self-uncertainty and feeling peri-
pheral in a group. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 72,
125-132. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.05.002

Jonas, E., McGregor, 1., Klackl, J., Agroskin, D., Fritsche, L.,
Holbrook, C., Nash, K., Proulx, T., & Quirin, M. (2014).
Threat and defense: From anxiety to approach. Advances in
Experimental  Social Psychology, 49, 219-286. https://doi.
org/10.1016/B978-0-12-800052-6.00004-4

Kahneman, D., Slovic, P, & Tversky, A. (Eds.) 1982. Judgment
under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Kosic, A., Kruglanski, A. W., Pierro, A., & Mannetti, L. (2004).
The social cognition of immigrants” acculturation: Effects of
the need for closure and the reference group at entry. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 86(6), 796-813. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.6.796

Krizan, Z., & Gibbons, E X. (Eds.) (2014). Communal functions
of social comparison. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Kruglanski, A. W. (2004). Zhe psychology of closed mindedness. New
York: Psychology Press.

Kruglanski, A. W., Ellenberg, M., Szumowska, E., Molinario, E.,
Speckhard, A., etal. (2023). Frustration-aggression hypothesis
reconsidered: The role of significance quest. Aggressive Beha-
vior, 49(5), 445-468. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.22092

Kruglanski, A. W., & Fishman, S. (2009). The need for cogni-
tive closure. In M. R. Leary & R. H. Hoyle (Eds.), Handbook
of individual differences in social behavior (p. 343-353). New
York: Guilford Press.

Kruglanski, A. W., Pierro, A., Mannetti, L., & De Grada, E.
(2006). Groups as epistemic providers: Need for closure and
the unfolding of group-centrism. Psychological Review, 113(1),
84-100. https://doi.org/101037/0033-295X.113.1.84

Kruglanski, A. W., & Webster, D. M. (1996). Motivated closing of
the mind: ‘Seizing’ and ‘freezing’. Psychological Review, 103(2),
263-283. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X103.2.263

Lickel, B., Hamilton, D. L., Wieczorkowska, G., Lewis, A.,
Sherman, S. J., & Uhles, A. N. (2000). Varieties of groups
and the perception of group entitativity. Journal of Perso-
nality and Social Psychology, 78(2), 223-246. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.223

Mannetd, L., Levine, ]J. M., Pierro, A., & Kruglanski, A. W.
(2010). Group reaction to defection: The impact of sha-
red reality. Social Cognition, 28(3), 447-464. htps://doi.
org/10.1521/50c0.2010.28.3.447

Mannett, L., Pierro, A., Kruglanski, A. W., Taris, T., & Bezino-
vic, P (2002). A cross cultural study of the need for cognitive
closure scale: Comparing its structure in Croatia, Italy, USA
and the Netherlands. British Journal of Social Psychology, 41(1),
139-156. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466602165108

Ozer, S., Obaidi, M., & Anjum, G. (2023). Extreme reactions
to globalization: Investigating indirect, longitudinal, and
experimental effects of the globalization-radicalization nexus.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 1-26. https://doi.
org/10.1177/01461672231167694

Pinto, I. R., Marques, J. M., Levine, J. M., & Abrams, D. (2010).
Membership status and subjective group dynamics: Who trig-
gers the black sheep effect? Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 99(1), 107-119. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018187

Pollock, H. N. (2003). Uncertain science. .. uncertain world. Cam-
bridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Rast, D. E. IlI, Gaffney, A. M., Hogg, M. A., & Cirisp, R. ].
(2012). Leadership under uncertainty: When Leaders who are
non-prototypical group members can gain support. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 48(3), 646-653. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.12.013

Rast, D. E. 111, & Hogg, M. A. (2017). Leadership in the face of
crisis and uncertainty. In J. Storey, J. Hartley, ].-L. Denis, P. ‘t
Hart, & D. Ulrich (Eds.), 7he Routledge companion to leader-
ship (pp. 52-64). New York: Routledge.

Rast, D. E. III, Hogg, M. A., & Giessner, S. R. (2013). Self-un-
certainty and support for autocratic leadership. Self and Iden-
tity 12(6), 635-649. hutps://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.201
2.718864

Reid, S. A., & Hogg, M. A. (2005). Uncertainty reduction,
self-enhancement, and ingroup identification. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31(6), 804-817. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167204271708

PsyHub



Uncertainty, Group Identification and Intergroup Behavior 71

Rios, K., Sosa, N., & Osborn, H. (2018) An experimental appro-
ach to Intergroup Threat Theory: Manipulations, moderators,
and consequences of realistic vs. symbolic threat. European
Review of Social Psychology, 29, 212-255. https://doi.org/10.
1080/10463283.2018.1537049

Roccas, S., & Brewer, M. B. (2002). Social identity complexity.
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 6(2), 88-106. https://
doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0602_1

Rullo, M., & Livi, S. (2019). Not every flock has its black sheep:
The role of entitativity and identification on deviants’ deroga-
tion. Rassegna di Psicologia, 36(2), 39-51.

Sassenberg, K., & Scholl, A. (2019). Linking regulatory focus
and threat—challenge: Transitions between and outcomes of
four motivational states. European Review of Social Psychology,
30(1), 174-215. hteps://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2019.16
47507

Scheepers, D. (2009). Turning social identity threat into challenge:
Status stability and cardiovascular reactivity during inter-
group competition. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
45(1), 228-233. heeps://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.09.011

Scholl, A., Sassenrath, C., & Sassenberg, K. (2015). Attracted
to power: Challenge/Threat and Promotion/prevention
focus differentially predict the attractiveness of group power.
Frontiers in  Psychology, 6:397. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2015.00397

Sedikides, C., Alicke, M. D., & Skowronski, J. J. (2021). On the
utility of the self in social perception: An egocentric tactician
model. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 63, 247-
298. https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.11.005

Sedikides, C., & Brewer, M. B. (Eds.) (2001). Individual self,
relational self, and collective self. Philadelphia, PA: Psychology
Press.

Sorrentino, R. M., & Roney, C. J. R. (1999). The uncertain mind:
Individual differences in facing the unknown. Philadelphia, PA:
Psychology Press.

Stephan, W. G. (2014). Intergroup anxiety: Theory, research, and
practice. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 18(3), 239—
255. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868314530518

Sternberg, R. J., & Kaufman, J. C. (2010). Constraints on crea-
tivity: Obvious and not so obvious. In J. C. Kaufman & R.
J. Sternberg (Eds.). The Cambridge handbook of creativity (pp.
467-482). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Swann, W. B., & Bosson, J. K. (2010). Self and identity. In S. T.
Fiske, D. T. Gilbert, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), Handbook of social
psychology (5th ed., Vol. 1, pp. 589-628). New York: Wiley.

Swann, W. B., Jetten, J., Gomez, A., Whitehouse, H., & Bastian,
B. (2012). When group membership gets personal: A theory
of identity fusion. Psychological Review, 119(3), 441-456.
hteps://doi.org/10.1037/20028589

Szumowska, E., & Kruglanski, A. W. (2020). Curiosity as end
and means. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 35, 35-39.
hteps://doi/org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2020.06.008

Tajfel, H. (1969). Cognitive aspects of prejudice. Jour-
nal  of  Social  Isues,  25(4), 79-97.  hups://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1969.tb00620.x

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The social identity theory of
intergroup behaviour. In S. Worchel & W. G. Austin (Eds.),

Psychology of intergroup relations (2nd ed., pp. 7-24). Chicago:
Nelson-Hall.

Theodorou, A., Livi, S., Kruglanski, A. W., & Pierro, A. (2023).
Motivated team innovation: Impact of need for closure and epi-
stemicauthority. Group Processes and Intergroup Relations, 26(2),
284-303. https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211038055

Turner, ]. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, I ]., Reicher, S. D., & Wethe-
rell, M. S. (1987). Rediscovering the social group: A self-categori-
zation theory. Oxford, UK: Blackwell.

Van den Bos, K. (2009). Making sense of life: The exi-
stential self trying to deal with personal uncertainty.
Psychological  Inquiry, — 20(4),  197-217.  https://doi.
org/10.1080/10478400903333411

Van Knippenberg, D., & Hogg, M. A. (2018). Social identifica-
tions in organizational behavior. In D. L. Ferris, R. E. John-
son, & C. Sedikides (Eds.), 7he self at work: Fundamental the-
ory and research (pp. 72-90). New York: Routledge.

Wagoner, J. A., Antonini, M., Hogg, M. A,, Barbieri, B., &
Talamo, A. (2018). Identity-centrality, dimensions of uncer-
tainty, and pursuit of subgroup autonomy: The case of Sardi-
nia within Italy. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 48(10),
582-589. https://doi.org/10.1111/jasp.12549

Wagoner, J. A., & Hogg, M. A. (2016). Normative dissensus,
identity-uncertainty, and subgroup autonomy. Group Dyna-
mics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 20(4), 310-322. https://
doi.org/10.1037/gdn0000057

Wagoner, ]. A., Belavadi, S., & Jung, J. (2017). Social identity
uncertainty: Conceptualization, measurement, and construct
validity. Self and Identiry, 16(5), 505-530. https://doi.org/10.
1080/15298868.2016.1275762

PsyHub






