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irk Willems faced a moment of decision in 1569. Threatened with torture and
death as a member of a persecuted religious minority, he escaped from his As-
peren, Holland, prison and fled across an ice-covered pond. His stronger and
heavier jailer pursued him but fell through the ice and, unable to climb out, pled for help.

With his freedom in front of him, Willems acted with ultimate selflessness. He
turned back and rescued his pursuer, who, under orders, took him back to captivity.
A few weeks later Willems was condemned to be “executed with fire, until death
ensues.” For his martyrdom, present-day Asperen has named a street in honor of
its folk hero (Toews, 2004).

What drives people to feel contempt for religious minorities such as Dirk Wil-
lems, and to act so spitefully? And what motivated the selflessness of Willems're-
sponse, and of so many who have died trying to save others? Indeed, what moti-
vates any of us when we volunteer kindness and generosity toward others?

As such examples demonstrate, we are social animals. We may assume the best or
the worst in others. We may approach them with closed fists or open arms. But as the
novelist Herman Melville remarked, “We cannot live for ourselves alone. Our lives are
connected by a thousand invisible threads.” Social psychologists explore these connec-

tions by scientifically studying how we think about, influence, and relate to one another.
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754 Unit XIV  Social Psychology

Attribution, Attitudes, and Actions

Module Learning Objectives

I Identify what social psychologists study, and discuss how we
tend to explain others’ behavior and our own.

I Explain whether what we think affects what we do, and whether
what we do affects what we think.

social psychology the scientific
study of how we think about,
influence, and relate to one another.

attribution theory the theory that
we explain someone’s behavior by
crediting either the situation or the
person’s disposition.

fundamental attribution error
the tendency for observers, when
analyzing others’behavior, to
underestimate the impact of the
situation and to overestimate the
impact of personal disposition.

l What do social psychologists study? How do we tend to explain
others’ behavior and our own?

Personality psychologists (Unit X) focus on the person. They study the personal traits and
dynamics that explain why different people may act differently in a given situation, such as
the one Willems faced. (Would you have helped the jailer out of the icy water?) Social
psychologists focus on the situation. They study the social influences that explain why the
same person will act differently in different situations. Might the jailer have acted differently—
opting not to march Willems back to jail—under differing circumstances?

The Fundamental Attribution Error

Our social behavior arises from our social cognition. Especially when the unexpected occurs,
we want to understand and explain why people act as they do. After studying how people
explain others’ behavior, Fritz Heider (1958) proposed an attribution theory: We can at-
tribute the behavior to the person’s stable, enduring traits (a dispositional attribution). Or we
can attribute it to the situation (a situational attribution).

For example, in class, we notice that Juliette seldom talks. At the game, Jack talks nonstop.
That must be the sort of people they are, we decide. Juliette must be shy and Jack outgoing.
Such attributions—to their dispositions—can be valid, because people do have enduring per-
sonality traits. But sometimes we fall prey to the fundamental attribution error
(Ross, 1977): We overestimate the influence of personality and underestimate the
influence of situations. In class, Jack may be as quiet as Juliette. Catch Juliette as the
lead in the high school musical and you may hardly recognize your quiet classmate.

David Napolitan and George Goethals (1979) demonstrated the fundamental
attribution error in an experiment with Williams College students. They had stu-
dents talk, one at a time, with a young woman who acted either cold and critical or
warm and friendly. Before the talks, the researchers told half the students that the
woman'’s behavior would be spontaneous. They told the other half the truth—that
they had instructed her to act friendly (or unfriendly).

Did hearing the truth affect students’ impressions of the woman? Not at all!
If the woman acted friendly, both groups decided she really was a warm person. If
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she acted unfriendly, both decided she really was a cold person. They attributed her behav-
ior to her personal disposition even when told that her behavior was situational—that she was
merely acting that way for the purposes of the experiment.

The fundamental attribution error appears more often in some cultures than in others.
Individualist Westerners more often attribute behavior to people’s personal traits. People
in East Asian cultures are somewhat more sensitive to the power of the situation (Heine &
Ruby, 2010; Kitayama et al., 2009). This difference has appeared in experiments that asked
people to view scenes, such as a big fish swimming. Americans focused more on the indi-
vidual fish, and Japanese people more on the whole scene (Chua et al., 2005; Nisbett, 2003).

We all commit the fundamental attribution error. Consider: Is your AP® psychology
teacher shy or outgoing? If you answer “outgoing,” remember that you know your teacher
from one situation—the classroom, which demands outgoing behavior. Your teacher (who
observes his or her own behavior not only in the classroom, but also with family, in meet-
ings, when traveling) might say, “Me, outgoing? It all depends on the situation. In class or
with good friends, yes, I'm outgoing. But at professional meetings, I'm really rather shy.”
Outside their assigned roles, teachers seem less teacherly, presidents less presidential, law-
yers less legalistic.

When we explain our own behavior, we are sensitive to how our behavior changes with
the situation (Idson & Mischel, 2001). After behaving badly, for example, we recognize how
the situation affected our actions (recall the self-serving bias discussed in Module 59). What
about our own intentional and admirable actions? Those we attribute not to situations but
to our own good reasons (Malle, 2006; Malle et al., 2007). We also are sensitive to the power
of the situation when we explain the behavior of people we know well and have seen in
different contexts. We are most likely to commit the fundamental attribution error when a
stranger acts badly. Having only seen that red-faced fan screaming at the referee in the heat
of competition, we may assume he is a bad person. But outside the stadium, he may be a
good neighbor and a great parent.

Researchers have reversed the perspectives of actor and observer. They filmed two
people interacting, with a camera behind each person. Then they showed each person a
replay—filmed from the other person’s perspective. This reversed their attributions of the
behaviors (Lassiter & Irvine, 1986; Storms, 1973). Seeing things from the actor’s perspec-
tive, the observers better appreciated the situation. (As we act, our eyes look outward; we
see others’faces, not our own.) Taking the observer’s point of view, the actors became more
aware of their own personal style.

Reflecting on our past selves of 5 or 10 years ago also switches our perspective. Our
present self adopts the observer’s perspective and attributes our past behavior mostly to
our traits (Pronin & Ross, 2006). In another 5 or 10 years, your today’s self may seem like
another person.

The way we explain others’actions, attributing them to the person or the situation, can
have important real-life effects (Fincham & Bradbury, 1993; Fletcher et al., 1990). A person
must decide whether to interpret another’s friendliness as genuine, or motivated by self-
interest (she just needs a ride). A jury must decide whether a shooting was malicious or in
self-defense. A voter must decide whether a candidate’s promises will be kept or forgot-
ten. A partner must decide whether a loved one’s tart-tongued remark reflects a bad day
or a mean disposition.

Finally, consider the social and economic effects of attribution. How do we ex-
plain poverty or unemployment? In Britain, India, Australia, and the United States
political conservatives tend to place the blame on the personal dispositions of the
poor and unemployed: “People generally get what they deserve. Those who don't
work are freeloaders. Those who take initiative can still get ahead” (Furnham, 1982;
Pandey et al., 1982; Wagstaff, 1982; Zucker & Weiner, 1993). Political liberals (and

AP® Exam Tip

Many students have not heard

of the fundamental attribution
error before taking a course in
psychology. This concept often
shows up on the AP® exam, so be
sure you understand this well.

Some 7 in 10 college women
report having experienced a man
misattributing her friendliness

as a sexual come-on (Jacques-
Tiura et al., 2007).

social scientists) are more likely to blame past and present situations: “If you or I~ “Otis, shout at that man to pull himself together.”

© The New Yorker Collection, 1980, J.B. Handelsman from

cartoonbank.com. All Rights Reserved.
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attitude feelings, often
influenced by our beliefs, that
predispose us to respond in a
particular way to objects, people,
and events.

peripheral route persuasion
occurs when people are influenced
by incidental cues, such as a
speaker’s attractiveness.

central route persuasion occurs
when interested people focus on
the arguments and respond with
favorable thoughts.

Unit XIV  Social Psychology

An attribution question Whether
we attribute poverty and homelessness
to social circumstances or to personal
dispositions affects and reflects our
political views.

had to live with the same poor education, lack of opportunity, and discrimination, would we
be any better off?” To understand and prevent terrorism, they say, consider the situations that
breed terrorists. Better to drain the swamps than swat the mosquitoes.

The point to remember: Our attributions—to a person’s disposition or to the situation—
have real consequences.

Attitudes and Actions
Does what we think affect what we do, or does what we do affect

what we think?
Attitudes are feelings, often influenced by our beliefs, that predispose our reactions to ob-
jects, people, and events. If we beliecve someone is threatening us, we may feel fear and anger
toward the person and act defensively. The traffic between our attitudes and our actions is
two-way. Our attitudes affect our actions. And our actions affect our attitudes.

Attitudes Affect Actions

Consider the climate-change debate. On one side are climate-change activists: “Almost
all climate scientists are of one mind about the threat of global warming,” reports Science
magazine (Kerr, 2009). “It’s real, it’s dangerous, and the world needs to take action imme-
diately.” On the other side are climate-change deniers: The number of Americans who told
Gallup pollsters that global warming is “generally exaggerated” increased from 30 percent
in 2006 to 48 percent in 2010, and then dropped to 42 percent in 2012 (Saad, 2013).

Knowing that public attitudes affect public policies, activists on both sides are aiming to
persuade. Persuasion efforts generally take two forms:

e Peripheral route persuasion doesn’t engage systematic thinking, but does produce
fast results as people respond to incidental cues (such as endorsements by respected
people) and make snap judgments. A perfume ad may lure us with images of beautiful
or famous people in love.

* Central route persuasion offers evidence and arguments that aim to trigger
favorable thoughts. It occurs mostly when people are naturally analytical or involved
in the issue. Environmental advocates may show us evidence of rising temperatures,
melting glaciers, rising seas, and northward shifts in vegetation and animal life.
Because it is more thoughtful and less superficial, it is more durable and more likely to
influence behavior.

Those who attempt to persuade us are trying to influence our behavior by changing our
attitudes. But other factors, including the situation, also influence behavior. Strong social
pressures, for example, can weaken the attitude-behavior connection (Wallace et al., 2005).

Lee Snider/The Image Works
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In roll-call votes, politicians will sometimes vote what their supporters demand, despite pri-
vately disagreeing with those demands (Nagourney, 2002). In such cases, external pressure
overrides the attitude-behavior link.

Attitudes are especially likely to affect behavior when external influences are minimal,
and when the attitude is stable, specific to the behavior, and easily recalled (Glasman & Al-
barracin, 2006). One experiment used vivid, easily recalled information to persuade people
that sustained tanning put them at risk for future skin cancer. One month later, 72 percent
of the participants, and only 16 percent of those in a waitlist control group, had lighter skin
(McClendon & Prentice-Dunn, 2001). Persuasion changed attitudes, which changed behavior.

Actions Affect Attitudes

Now consider a more surprising principle: Not only will people stand up for what they
believe, they also will believe more strongly in what they have stood up for. Many streams
of evidence confirm that attitudes follow behavior (FIGURE 74.1).

Figure 74.1

Attitudes follow behavior

Cooperative actions, such as those performed
by people on sports teams, feed mutual liking.
Such attitudes, in turn, promote positive
behavior.

Actions

VASILY FEDOSENKO/Reuters/Landov

Attitudes

THE FOOT-IN-THE-DOOR PHENOMENON

How would you react if someone induced you to act against your beliefs? In many cases,
people adjust their attitudes. During the Korean war, many U.S. prisoners of war were held
in war camps run by Chinese communists. Without using brutality, the captors secured the
prisoners’ collaboration in various activities. Some merely ran errands or accepted favors.
Others made radio appeals and false confessions. Still others informed on other prisoners
and divulged military information. When the war ended, 21 prisoners chose to stay with
the communists. More returned home “brainwashed”—convinced that communism was a
good thing for Asia.

How did the Chinese captors achieve these amazing results? A key ingredient was their
effective use of the foot-in-the-door phenomenon: They knew that people who agreed
to a small request would find it easier to comply later with a larger one. The Chinese began
with harmless requests, such as copying a trivial statement, but gradually escalated their de-
mands (Schein, 1956). The next statement to be copied might list flaws of capitalism. Then,
to gain privileges, the prisoners participated in group discussions, wrote self-criticisms, or
uttered public confessions. After doing so, they often adjusted their beliefs to be more con-
sistent with their public acts. The point is simple: To get people to agree to something big,
start small and build (Cialdini, 1993). A trivial act makes the next act easier. Succumb to a
temptation, and you will find the next temptation harder to resist.

foot-in-the-door phenomenon
the tendency for people who have
first agreed to a small request to

comply later with a larger request.
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“Fake it until you make it.”
-ALCOHOLICS ANONYMOUS SAYING

role a set of expectations (norms)
about a social position, defining
how those in the position ought to
behave.

The power of the situation In his
1972 Stanford Prison simulation, Philip
Zimbardo created a toxic situation

(left). Those assigned to the guard

role soon degraded the prisoners. In
real life in 2004, some U.S. military
guards tormented Iragi prisoners at the
U.S.-run Abu Ghraib prison (right). To
Zimbardo (2004, 2007), it was a bad
barrel rather than a few bad apples that
led to the Abu Ghraib atrocities: “When
ordinary people are put in a novel, evil
place, such as most prisons, Situations
Win, People Lose.”

In dozens of experiments, researchers have coaxed people into acting against their at-
titudes or violating their moral standards, with the same result: Doing becomes believing.
After giving in to a request to harm an innocent victim—by making nasty comments or
delivering electric shocks—people begin to disparage their victim. After speaking or writing
on behalf of a position they have qualms about, they begin to believe their own words.

Fortunately, the attitudes-follow-behavior principle works with good deeds as well.
The foot-in-the-door tactic has helped boost charitable contributions, blood donations, and
product sales. In one classic experiment, researchers posing as safe-driving volunteers asked
Californians to permit the installation of a large, poorly lettered “Drive Carefully” sign in
their front yards. Only 17 percent consented. They approached other home owners with
a small request first: Would they display a 3-inch-high “Be a Safe Driver” sign? Nearly all
readily agreed. When reapproached two weeks later to allow the large, ugly sign in their
front yards, 76 percent consented (Freedman & Fraser, 1966). To secure a big commitment,
it often pays to put your foot in the door: Start small and build.

Racial attitudes likewise follow behavior. In the years immediately following the intro-
duction of school desegregation in the United States and the passage of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, White Americans expressed diminishing racial prejudice. And as Americans
in different regions came to act more alike—thanks to more uniform national standards
against discrimination—they began to think more alike. Experiments confirm the observa-
tion: Moral action strengthens moral convictions.

ROLE PLAYING AFFECTS ATTITUDES

When you adopt a new role—when you leave middle school and start high school, be-
come a college student, or begin a new job—you strive to follow the social prescriptions.
At first, your behaviors may feel phony, because you are acting a role. Soldiers may at first
feel they are playing war games. Newlyweds may feel they are “playing house.” Before
long, however, what began as playacting in the theater of life becomes you. Researchers
have confirmed this effect by assessing people’s attitudes before and after they adopt a
new role, sometimes in laboratory situations, sometimes in everyday situations, such as
before and after taking a job.

Role playing morphed into real life in one famous study in which male college students
volunteered to spend time in a simulated prison. Stanford psychologist Philip Zimbardo
(1972) randomly assigned some volunteers to be guards. He gave them uniforms, clubs,
and whistles and instructed them to enforce certain rules. Others became prisoners, locked
in barren cells and forced to wear humiliating outfits. For a day or two, the volunteers self-
consciously “played” their roles. Then the simulation became real—too real. Most guards
developed disparaging attitudes, and some devised cruel and degrading routines. One by
one, the prisoners broke down, rebelled, or became passively resigned. After only six days,
Zimbardo called off the study.

Philip G. Zimbardo, Inc.

AP Photo
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Role playing can train torturers (Staub, 1989). In the early 1970s, the Greek military gov-
ernment eased men into their roles. First, a trainee stood guard outside an interrogation cell.
After this “foot in the door” step, he stood guard inside. Only then was he ready to become
actively involved in the questioning and torture. What we do, we gradually become.

Yet people differ. In Zimbardo’s Stanford Prison simulation and in other atrocity-
producing situations, some people have succumbed to the situation and others have
not (Carnahan & McFarland, 2007; Haslam & Reicher, 2007; Mastroianni & Reed, 2006;
Zimbardo, 2007). Person and situation interact. Much as water dissolves salt but not sand, so
toxic situations corrupt some people but not others (Johnson, 2007).

COGNITIVE DISSONANCE: RELIEF FROM TENSION

So far we have seen that actions can affect attitudes, sometimes turning prisoners into
collaborators, doubters into believers, and compliant guards into abusers. But why? One
explanation is that when we become aware that our attitudes and actions don’t coincide,
we experience tension, or cognitive dissonance. To relieve such tension, according to Leon
Festinger’s (1957) cognitive dissonance theory, we often bring our attitudes into line
with our actions.

Dozens of experiments have explored this cognitive dissonance phenomenon. Many
have made people feel responsible for behavior that clashed with their attitudes and had
foreseeable consequences. In one of these experiments, you might agree for a measly $2 to
help a researcher by writing an essay that supports something you don’t believe in (perhaps
a school vending machine tax). Feeling responsible for the statements (which are inconsis-
tent with your attitudes), you would probably feel dissonance, especially if you thought an
administrator would be reading your essay. To reduce the uncomfortable tension you might
start believing your phony words. At such times, it’s as if we rationalize, “If I chose to do it
(or say it), I must believe in it.” The less coerced and more responsible we feel for a troubling
act, the more dissonance we feel. The more dissonance we feel, the more motivated we are
to find consistency, such as changing our attitudes to help justity the act.

The pressure to reduce dissonance helps explain the evolution of American attitudes to-
ward the U.S. invasion of Iraq. When the war began, the stated reason for the invasion was the
presumed threat of Saddam Hussein’s weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Would the war
be justified if Iraq did not have WMD? Only 38 percent of Americans surveyed said it would be
(Gallup, 2003). Nearly 80 percent believed such weapons would be found (Duffy, 2003; New-
port et al., 2003). When no WMD were found, many Americans felt dissonance, which was
heightened by their awareness of the war’s financial and human costs, by scenes of chaos in
Irag, and by inflamed anti-American and pro-terrorist sentiments in some parts of the world.

To reduce dissonance, some people revised their memories of the war’s rationale. The
invasion then became a movement to liberate an oppressed people and promote democracy
in the Middle East. Before long, 58 percent of Americans—a majority—said they supported
the war even if no WMD were found (Gallup, 2003).

The attitudes-follow-behavior principle has a heartening implication: We cannot di-
rectly control all our feelings, but we can influence them by altering our behavior. (Recall
from Module 42 the emotional effects of facial expressions and of body postures.) If we are
down in the dumps, we can do as cognitive-behavioral therapists advise and talk in more
positive, self-accepting ways with fewer self-put-downs. If we are unloving, we can become
more loving by behaving as if we were so—by doing thoughtful things, expressing affection,
giving affirmation. That helps explain why teens” doing volunteer work promotes a com-
passionate identity. “Assume a virtue, if you have it not,” says Hamlet to his mother. “For
use can almost change the stamp of nature.” Pretense can become reality. Conduct sculpts
character. What we do we become.

The point to remember: Cruel acts shape the self. But so do acts of good will. Act as
though you like someone, and you soon may. Changing our behavior can change how we
think about others and how we feel about ourselves.

Regarding U.S. President Lyndon
Johnson’s commitment to the
Vietnam war: “A president who
justifies his actions only to the
public might be induced to
change them. A president who
has justified his actions to himself,
believing that he has the truth,
becomes impervious to self-
correction.” -CAROL TAVRIS AND
ELuior ArRonsoN, Mistakes WEeRe
Maoe (But Not By Mg), 2007

cognitive dissonance theory
the theory that we act to reduce
the discomfort (dissonance) we
feel when two of our thoughts
(cognitions) are inconsistent. For
example, when we become aware
that our attitudes and our actions
clash, we can reduce the resulting
dissonance by changing our
attitudes.

“Sit all day in a moping posture,
sigh, and reply to everything

with a dismal voice, and your
melancholy lingers. . . . If we wish
to conquer undesirable emotional
tendencies in ourselves, we

must . . . go through the outward
movements of those contrary
dispositions which we prefer

to cultivate.” -WiLLIaM JAMES,
PrincipLES OF PsycHoLogy, 1890
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Before You Move On

» ASK YOURSELF

Do you have an attitude or tendency you would like to change? Using the attitudes-follow-
behavior principle, how might you go about changing that attitude?

» TEST YOURSELF

Driving to school one snowy day, Marco narrowly misses a car that slides through a red light.
“Slow down! What a terrible driver,” he thinks to himself. Moments later, Marco himself slips
through an intersection and yelps, “Wow! These roads are awful. The city plows need to get
out here.” What social psychology principle has Marco just demonstrated? Explain.

Answers to the Test Yourself questions can be found in Appendix E at the end of the book.

odule 74 Review

What do social psychologists study? How

“& do we tend to explain others’ behavior and

our own?

Social psychologists focus on how we think about,
influence, and relate to one another. They study the social
influences that explain why the same person will act
differently in different situations.

When explaining others’behavior, we may commit

the fundamental attribution error (underestimating the
influence of the situation and overestimating the effects of
personality). When explaining our own behavior, we more
readily attribute it to the influence of the situation.

74-2

Does what we think affect what we do, or
does what we do affect what we think?

Attitudes are feelings, often influenced by our beliefs, that
predispose us to respond in certain ways.

Peripheral route persuasion uses incidental cues (such as
celebrity endorsement) to try to produce fast but relatively
thoughtless changes in attitudes.

Central route persuasion offers evidence and arguments to
trigger thoughtful responses.

When other influences are minimal, attitudes that are
stable, specific, and easily recalled can affect our actions.

Actions can modify attitudes, as in the foot-in-the-door
phenomenon (complying with a large request after having
agreed to a small request) and role playing (acting a social
part by following guidelines for expected behavior).

When our attitudes don't fit with our actions, cognitive
dissonance theory suggests that we will reduce tension by
changing our attitudes to match our actions.



Multiple-Choice Questions

1. What do we call the tendency for observers to
underestimate the impact of the situation and
overestimate the impact of personal disposition?

a. Peripheral route persuasion

b. Social psychology

c. Attribution theory

d. Fundamental attribution error
e. Central route persuasion

2. Which of the following best describes a feeling, often
influenced by a belief, that predisposes one to respond in
a particular way to people and events?

a. Central route persuasion

b. Anger

c. Emotion

d. Foot-in-the-door phenomenon
e. Attitude

Practice FRQs

1. Explain the fundamental attribution error.

Answer

1 point: The fundamental attribution error occurs when we
are analyzing someone’s behavior.

2 points: In order for the fundamental attribution error to
occur, the person analyzing must underestimate the role of
the situation and overestimate the disposition of the person
whose behavior is being analyzed.

Attribution, Attitudes, and Actions Mo dule 74 761

3. Which of the following best explains why we act to
reduce the discomfort we feel when two of our thoughts
are inconsistent?

a.

b
C.
d.
e

Cognitive dissonance theory
Power of the situation
Foot-in-the-door phenomenon
Role theory

Fundamental attribution error

2. Explain the difference between peripheral route
persuasion and central route persuasion.

(4 points)
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Conformity and Obedience

Module Learning Objectives

Describe automatic mimicry, and explain how conformity
experiments reveal the power of social influence.

Describe what we learned about the power of social influence
from Milgram’s obedience experiments.

ocial psychology’s great lesson is the enormous power of social influence. This influ-

ence can be seen in our conformity, our obedience to authority, and our group behav-

ior. Suicides, bomb threats, airplane hijackings, and UFO sightings all have a curious
tendency to come in clusters. On most high school campuses, jeans are the dress code; on
New York’s Wall Street or London’s Bond Street, dress suits are the norm. When we know
how to act, how to groom, how to talk, life functions smoothly. Armed with social influence
principles, advertisers, fundraisers, and campaign workers aim to sway our decisions to buy,
to donate, to vote. Isolated with others who share their grievances, dissenters may gradu-
ally become rebels, and rebels may become terrorists. Let’s examine the pull of these social
strings. How strong are they? How do they operate? When do we break them?

“Have you ever noticed how one :
example—good or bad—can :
prompt others to follow? How 1
one illegally parked car can :
give permission for others to do :
likewise? How one racial joke can
fuel another?” -MariAN WRIGHT i
EpeLmaN, THE MEasure oF Our |
Success, 1992 :

Conformity: Complying With Social Pressures

What is automatic mimicry, and how do conformity experiments

Conforming to nonconformity reveal the power of social influence?

Are these students asserting their
individuality or identifying themselves

with others of the same microculture? Automatic Mlmlcry

Fish swim in schools. Birds fly in flocks. And humans, too,
tend to go with their group, to think what it thinks and
do what it does. Behavior is contagious. Chimpanzees are
more likely to yawn after observing another chimpanzee
yawn (Anderson et al., 2004). Ditto for humans. If one
of us yawns, laughs, coughs, stares at the sky, or checks
a cell phone, others in our group will soon do the same.
Like the chameleon lizards that take on the color of their
surroundings, we humans take on the emotional tones
of those around us. Just hearing someone reading a neu-
tral text in either a happy- or sad-sounding voice cre-
ates “mood contagion” in listeners (Neumann & Strack,
2000). We are natural mimics, unconsciously imitating
others’ expressions, postures, and voice tones.
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Tanya Chartrand and John Bargh captured this mimicry, which they call the chameleon
effect (Chartrand & Bargh, 1999). They had students work in a room alongside another per-
son, who was actually a confederate working for the experimenters. Sometimes the confed-
erates rubbed their own face. Sometimes they shook their foot. Sure enough, the students
tended to rub their face when with the face-rubbing person and shake their foot when with
the foot-shaking person. Other studies have found people synchronizing their grammar to
match material they are reading or people they are hearing (Ireland & Pennebaker, 2010).
Perhaps we should not be surprised then that intricate studies show that obesity, sleep loss,
drug use, loneliness, and happiness spread through social networks (Christakis & Fowler,
2009). We and our friends form a social system.

Automatic mimicry helps us to empathize—to feel what others are feeling. This helps
explain why we feel happier around happy people than around depressed people. It also
helps explain why studies of groups of British nurses and accountants have revealed #mood
linkage—sharing up and down moods (Totterdell et al., 1998). Empathic people yawn more
after seeing others yawn (Morrison, 2007). And empathic mimicking fosters fondness (van
Baaren et al., 2003, 2004). Perhaps you've noticed that when someone nods their head as
you do and echoes your words, you feel a certain rapport and liking?

Suggestibility and mimicry sometimes lead to tragedy. In the eight days following the
1999 shooting rampage at Colorado’s Columbine High School, every U.S. state except Ver-
mont experienced threats of copycat violence. Pennsylvania alone recorded 60 such threats
(Cooper, 1999). Sociologist David Phillips and his colleagues (1985, 1989) found that sui-
cides, too, sometimes increase following a highly publicized suicide. In the wake of screen
idol Marilyn Monroe’s suicide on August 5, 1962, for example, the number of suicides in the
United States exceeded the usual August count by 200.

What causes behavior clusters? Do people act similarly because of their influence on
one another? Or because they are simultaneously exposed to the same events and condi-
tions? Seeking answers to such questions, social psychologists have conducted experiments
on group pressure and conformity.
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Conformity and Social Norms

Suggestibility and mimicry are subtle types of conformity—adjusting our behavior or
thinking toward some group standard. To study conformity, Solomon Asch (1955) devised a
simple test. As a participant in what you believe is a study of visual perception, you arrive in
time to take a seat at a table with five other people. The experimenter asks the group to state,
one by one, which of three comparison lines is identical to a standard line. You see clearly
that the answer is Line 2, and you await your turn to say so.Your boredom begins to show
when the next set of lines proves equally easy.

Now comes the third trial, and the correct answer seems just as clear-cut (FIGURE
75.1 on the next page). But the first person gives what strikes you as a wrong answer:
“Line 3.” When the second person and then the third and fourth give the same wrong

“When | see synchrony and
mimicry —whether it concerns
yawning, laughing, dancing, or
aping—| see social connection
and bonding.” -PRIMATOLOGIST
FRrans DE WaAL “THE EMPATHY
INsSTINGT,” 2009

conformity adjusting our
behavior or thinking to coincide
with a group standard.
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1 2
Standard line

Figure 75.1

Asch’s conformity experiments
Which of the three comparison lines
is equal to the standard line? What

do you suppose most people would
say after hearing five others say, “Line
3"? In this photo from one of Asch’s
experiments, the student in the center
shows the severe discomfort that
comes from disagreeing with the
responses of other group members
(in this case, accomplices of the
experimenter).

normative social influence
influence resulting from a person’s
desire to gain approval or avoid
disapproval.

informational social influence
influence resulting from one’s
willingness to accept others’
opinions about reality.

Comparison lines

William Vendivert/Scientific American
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answer, you sit up straight and squint. When the fifth person agrees with the first four, you
feel your heart begin to pound. The experimenter then looks to you for your answer. Torn
between the unanimity voiced by the five others and the evidence of your own eyes, you
feel tense and suddenly unsure. You hesitate before answering, wondering whether you
should suffer the discomfort of being the oddball. What answer do you give?

In Asch’s experiments, college students, answering questions alone, erred less than 1
percent of the time. But what about when several others—confederates working for the ex-
perimenter—answered incorrectly? Although most people told the truth even when others
did not, Asch was disturbed by his result: More than one-third of the time, these “intelligent
and well-meaning” college students were then “willing to call white black” by going along
with the group.

Later investigations have not always found as much conformity as Asch found, but they
have revealed that we are more likely to conform when we

e are made to feel incompetent or insecure.
* are in a group with at least three people.

e arein a group in which everyone else agrees. (If just one other person disagrees, the
odds of our disagreeing greatly increase.)

* admire the group’s status and attractiveness.
e have not made a prior commitment to any response.
¢ know that others in the group will observe our behavior.

* are from a culture that strongly encourages respect for social standards.

Why do we so often think what others think and do what they do? Why in college resi-
dence halls do students’ attitudes become more similar to those living near them (Cullum &
Harton, 2007)? Why in college classrooms are hand-raised answers to controversial ques-
tions less diverse than anonymous electronic clicker responses (Stowell et al., 2010)? Why
do we clap when others clap, eat as others eat, believe what others believe, say what others
say, even see what others see?

Frequently, we conform to avoid rejection or to gain social approval. In such cases, we
are responding to normative social influence. We are sensitive to social norms—under-
stood rules for accepted and expected behavior—because the price we pay for being differ-
ent can be severe. We need to belong. To get along, we go along.

At other times, we conform because we want to be accurate. Groups provide informa-
tion, and only an uncommonly stubborn person will never listen to others. “Those who nev-
er retract their opinions love themselves more than they love truth,” observed Joseph Jou-
bert, an eighteenth-century French essayist. When we accept others’ opinions about reality,
we are responding to informational social influence. As Rebecca Denton demonstrated
in 2004, sometimes it pays to assume others are right and to follow their lead. Denton set a
record for the furthest distance driven on the wrong side of a British divided highway—30
miles, with only one minor sideswipe, before the motorway ran out and police were able
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to puncture her tires. Denton, who was intoxicated, later explained that
she thought the hundreds of other drivers coming at her were all on the A
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ing group standards. In social influence experiments across 17 countries,
conformity rates have been lower in individualist cultures (Bond & Smith,
1996). American university students, for example, tend to see themselves, in domains rang-
ing from consumer purchases to political views, as less conforming than others (Pronin et al.,
2007). We are, in our own eyes, individuals amid a crowd of sheep.

Obedience: Following Orders
What did Milgram’s obedience experiments teach us about the power

of social influence?
Social psychologist Stanley Milgram (1963, 1974), a student of Solomon Asch, knew that
people often give in to social pressures. But how would they respond to outright com-
mands? To find out, he undertook what became social psychology’s most famous, contro-
versial, and influential experiments (Benjamin & Simpson, 2009).

Imagine yourself as one of the nearly 1000 people who took part in Milgram’s 20 experi-
ments.You respond to an advertisement for participants in a Yale University psychology study
of the effect of punishment on learning. Professor Milgram’s assistant asks you and another
person to draw slips from a hat to see who will be the “teacher” and who will be the “learner.”
You draw the “teacher” slip and are asked to sit down in front of a machine, which has a series
of labeled switches. The learner, a mild and submissive-seeming man, is led to an adjoining
room and strapped into a chair. From the chair, wires run through the wall to “your” machine.
You are given your task: Teach and then test the learner on a list of word pairs. If the learner
gives a wrong answer, you are to flip a switch to deliver a brief electric shock. For the first
wrong answer, you will flip the switch labeled “15Volts—Slight Shock.” With each succeeding
error, you will move to the next higher voltage. The researcher demonstrates by flipping the
first switch. Lights flash, relay switches click on, and an electric buzzing fills the air.

The experiment begins, and you deliver the shocks after the first and second wrong an-
swers. If you continue, you hear the learner grunt when you flick the third, fourth, and fifth
switches. After you activate the eighth switch (“120 Volts—Moderate Shock”), the learner
cries out that the shocks are painful. After the tenth switch (“150 Volts—Strong Shock”), he
begins shouting. “Get me out of here! I won't be in the experiment anymore! I refuse to go
on!” You draw back, but the stern experimenter prods you: “Please continue—the experi-
ment requires that you continue.” You resist, but the experimenter insists, “It is absolutely
essential that you continue,” or “You have no other choice, you must go on.”

If you obey, you hear the learner shriek in apparent agony as you continue to raise the
shock level after each new error. After the 330-volt level, the learner refuses to answer and
falls silent. Still, the experimenter pushes you toward the final, 450-volt switch. Ask the
question, he says, and if no correct answer is given, administer the next shock level.

Would you follow the experimenter’s commands to shock someone? At what level
would you refuse to obey? Milgram asked that question in a survey before he started his
experiments. Most people were sure they would stop playing such a sadistic-seeming role
soon after the learner first indicated pain, certainly before he shrieked in agony. Forty psy-
chiatrists agreed with that prediction when Milgram asked them. Were the predictions ac-
curate? Not even close. When Milgram conducted the experiment with men aged 20 to
50, he was astonished. More than 60 percent complied fully—right up to the last switch.
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Three of the most famous

research projects in psychology

were done by social

psychologists, and you’ve now

read about them all. Milgram,

Asch, and Zimbardo (from the last

module) are all likely to appear on
J

the AP® exam.

Stanley Milgram (1933-1984)
This social psychologist’s obedience
experiments “belong to the self-
understanding of literate people in our
age” (Sabini, 1986).
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Figure 75.2

Milgram’s follow-up obedience
experiment In arepeat of the
earlier experiment, 65 percent of the
adult male “teachers” fully obeyed
the experimenter's commands to
continue. They did so despite the
“learner’s” earlier mention of a heart
condition and despite hearing cries
of protest after they administered
what they thought were 150 volts and
agonized protests after 330 volts.
(Data from Milgram, 1974.)

Moderate
(75-120)

The majority of
participants continued
to obey to the end

Strong Very Intense Extreme Danger: XXX
(135-180) strong (255-300) intensity severe (435-450)
(195-240) (315-360) (375-420)

Shock levels in volts

Even when Milgram ran a new study, with 40 new teachers, and the learner complained
of a “slight heart condition,” the results were similar. A full 65 percent of the new teachers
obeyed every one of the experimenter’s commands, right up to 450 volts (FIGURE 75.2).

Cultures change over time. Are people today less likely to obey an order to hurt some-
one? To find out, Jerry Burger (2009) replicated Milgram’s basic experiment. Seventy percent
of the participants obeyed up to the 150-volt point, a slight reduction from Milgram’s result.
And in a French reality TV show replication, 80 percent of people, egged on by a cheering
audience, obeyed and tortured a screaming victim (de Moraes, 2010).

Could Milgram’s findings reflect some aspect of gender behavior found only in males?
No. In 10 later studies, women obeyed at rates similar to men’s (Blass, 1999).

Did the teachers figure out the hoax—that no real shock was being delivered and the
learner was in fact a confederate who was pretending to feel pain? Did they realize the
experiment was really testing their willingness to comply with commands to inflict pun-
ishment? No. The teachers typically displayed genuine distress: They perspired, trembled,
laughed nervously, and bit their lips.

Milgram'’s use of deception and stress triggered a debate over his research ethics. In
his own defense, Milgram pointed out that, after the participants learned of the deception
and actual research purposes, virtually none regretted taking part (though perhaps by then
the participants had reduced their dissonance). When 40 of the teachers who had agonized
most were later interviewed by a psychiatrist, none appeared to be suffering emotional af-
tereffects. All in all, said Milgram, the experiments provoked less enduring stress than uni-
versity students experience when facing and failing big exams (Blass, 1996).

In later experiments, Milgram discovered some things that do influence people’s behav-
ior. When he varied the situation, the percentage of participants who fully obeyed ranged
from 0 to 93 percent. Obedience was highest when

*  the person giving the orders was close at hand and was perceived to be a legitimate authority
figure. (Such was the case in 2005 when Temple University’s basketball coach sent a
250-pound bench player, Nehemiah Ingram, into a game with instructions to commit
“hard fouls.” Following orders, Ingram fouled out in four minutes after breaking an
opposing player’s right arm.)

*  the authority figure was supported by a prestigious institution. (Compliance was
somewhat lower when Milgram dissociated his experiments from Yale University.)

Stanley Milgram, from the film “Obedience.” Rights held by Alexandra Milgram
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e the victim was depersonalized or at a distance,
even in another room. (Similarly, many soldiers
in combat either have not fired their rifles at an
enemy they can see, or have not aimed them
properly. Such refusals to kill were rare among
soldiers who were operating long-distance
artillery or aircraft weapons [Padgett, 1989].)

o there were no role models for defiance. (Teachers
did not see any other participant disobey the
experimenter.)

The power of legitimate, close-at-hand authori-
ties was apparent among those who followed orders
to carry out the Holocaust atrocities. Obedience alone
does not explain the Holocaust. Anti-Semitic ideol-
ogy produced eager killers as well (Mastroianni, 2002). But obedience was a factor. In the
summer of 1942, nearly 500 middle-aged German reserve police officers were dispatched
to German-occupied Jozefow, Poland. On July 13, the group’s visibly upset commander
informed his recruits, mostly family men, of their orders. They were to round up the vil-
lage’s Jews, who were said to be aiding the enemy. Able-bodied men would be sent to work
camps, and all the rest would be shot on the spot.

The commander gave the recruits a chance to refuse to participate in the executions.
Only about a dozen immediately refused. Within 17 hours, the remaining 485 officers killed
1500 helpless women, children, and elderly, shooting them in the back of the head as they
lay face down. Hearing the victims’pleas, and seeing the gruesome results, some 20 percent
of the officers did eventually dissent, managing either to miss their victims or to wander
away and hide until the slaughter was over (Browning, 1992). In real life, as in Milgram’s ex-
periments, those who resisted did so early, and they were the minority.

Another story was being played out in the French village of Le
Chambon. There, French Jews destined for deportation to Germany
were sheltered by villagers who openly defied orders to cooperate with
the “New Order.” The villagers’ Protestant ancestors had themselves
been persecuted, and their pastors taught them to “resist whenever
our adversaries will demand of us obedience contrary to the orders of
the Gospel” (Rochat, 1993). Ordered by police to give a list of sheltered
Jews, the head pastor modeled defiance: “I don’t know of Jews, I only
know of human beings.” Without realizing how long and terrible the
war would be, or how much punishment and poverty they would suf-
fer, the resisters made an initial commitment to resist. Supported by
their beliefs, their role models, their interactions with one another, and
their own initial acts, they remained defiant to the war’s end.

Lest we presume that obedience is always evil and resistance is
always good, consider the obedience of British soldiers who, in 1852,
were traveling with civilians aboard the steamship Birkenhead. As they
neared their South African port, the Birkenhead became impaled on a
rock. To calm the passengers and permit an orderly exit of civilians via
the three available lifeboats, soldiers who were not assisting the pas-
sengers or working the pumps lined up at parade rest. “Steady, men!”
said their officer as the lifeboats pulled away. Heroically, no one franti-
cally rushed to claim a lifeboat seat. As the boat sank, all were plunged into the sea, most to
be drowned or devoured by sharks. For almost a century, noted James Michener (1978), “the
Birkenhead drill remained the measure by which heroic behavior at sea was measured.”

Standing up for democracy
Some individuals—roughly one in three
in Milgram’s experiments—resist social
coercion, as did this unarmed man in
Beijing, by single-handedly challenging
an advancing line of tanks the day after
the 1989 Tiananmen Square student
uprising was suppressed.

The “Birkenhead drill” To caim
and give priority to passengers,
soldiers obeyed orders to line up on
deck as their ship sank.

AP/Wide World Photos, Inc.

The Argory, County Armagh, Northern Ireland/The Bridgeman Art Library
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“I was only following orders.”
-ADOLF EicHMANN, DIRECTOR OF
NAZI DEPORTATION OF JEWS TO
CONGENTRATION CAMPS

“The normal reaction to an
abnormal situation is abnormal
behavior.” -James WALLER,
Becoming EviL: How ORDINARY
PeorLE CommiT GENOCIDE AND MASS
KiLing, 2007
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Lessons From the Obedience Studies

What do the Milgram experiments teach us about ourselves? How does flicking a shock
switch relate to everyday social behavior? Recall from Module 6 that psychological experi-
ments aim not to re-create the literal behaviors of everyday life but to capture and explore
the underlying processes that shape those behaviors. Participants in the Milgram experi-
ments confronted a dilemma we all face frequently: Do I adhere to my own standards, or do
I respond to others?

In these experiments and their modern replications, participants were torn. Should they
respond to the pleas of the victim or the orders of the experimenter? Their moral sense
warned them not to harm another, yet it also prompted them to obey the experimenter and
to be a good research participant. With kindness and obedience on a collision course, obedi-
ence usually won.

These experiments demonstrated that strong social influences can make people con-
form to falsehoods or capitulate to cruelty. Milgram saw this as the fundamental lesson of
this work: “Ordinary people, simply doing their jobs, and without any particular hostility on
their part, can become agents in a terrible destructive process” (1974, p. 6).

Focusing on the end point—450 volts, or someone’s real-life reprehensible deceit or
violence—we can hardly comprehend the inhumanity. But we ignore how they get there,
in tiny increments. Milgram did not entrap his teachers by asking them first to zap learners
with enough electricity to make their hair stand on end. Rather, he exploited the foot-in-
the-door effect, beginning with a little tickle of electricity and escalating step by step. In the
minds of those throwing the switches, the small action became justified, making the next
act tolerable. In Jozefow and Le Chambon, as in Milgram’s experiments, those who resisted
usually did so early. After the first acts of compliance or resistance, attitudes began to follow
and justify behavior.

So it happens when people succumb, gradually, to evil. In any society, great evils some-
times grow out of people’s compliance with lesser evils. The Nazi leaders suspected that
most German civil servants would resist shooting or gassing Jews directly, but they found
them surprisingly willing to handle the paperwork of the Holocaust (Silver & Geller, 1978).
Milgram found a similar reaction in his experiments. When he asked 40 men to administer
the learning test while someone else did the shocking, 93 percent complied. Cruelty does
not require devilish villains. All it takes is ordinary people corrupted by an evil situation.
Ordinary students may follow orders to haze initiates into their group. Ordinary employees
may follow orders to produce and market harmful products. Ordinary soldiers may follow
orders to punish and then torture prisoners (Lankford, 2009).

Before You Move On

» ASK YOURSELF

How have you found yourself conforming, or perhaps “conforming to nonconformity”? In
what ways have you seen others identifying themselves with those of the same culture or
microculture?

» TEST YOURSELF
What types of situations have researchers found to be most likely to encourage obedience in
participants?

Answers to the Test Yourself questions can be found in Appendix E at the end of the book.
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Module 75 Review

What is automatic mimicry, and how do
~ conformity experiments reveal the power of
social influence?

What did Milgram’s obedience experiments
& teach us about the power of social
influence?

® Automatic mimicry (the chameleon effect), our tendency e Stanley Milgram’s experiments—in which people

to unconsciously imitate others’expressions, postures, and

voice tones, is a form of conformity.

e Solomon Asch and others have found that we are most
likely to adjust our behavior or thinking to coincide
with a group standard when (a) we feel incompetent
or insecure, (b) our group has at least three people,
(c) everyone else agrees, (d) we admire the group’s status
and attractiveness, (e) we have not already committed to
another response, (f) we know we are being observed,
and (g) our culture encourages respect for social
standards.

o We may conform to gain approval (normative social
influence) or because we are willing to accept others’
opinions as new information (informational social
influence).

Multiple-Choice Questions

1. Which of the following is an example of conformity?

a. Malik has had a series of dogs over the years. Each
has learned to curl up at his feet when he was
watching television.

b. Renee begins to buy the same brand of sweatshirt
that most of the kids in her school are wearing.

c. Jonah makes sure to arrive home before his curfew
because he knows he will be grounded if he doesn't.

d. Yuri makes sure to arrive home before her curfew
because she does not want her parents to be
disappointed in her.

e. Terry cranks it up a notch during volleyball practice
because the team captain has been on her case for
not showing enough effort.

2. Groundbreaking research on obedience was conducted
by

Albert Bandura.

Solomon Asch.

Philip Zimbardo.

Stanley Milgram.

John Bargh.

can o

obeyed orders even when they thought they were
harming another person—demonstrated that strong
social influences can make ordinary people conform to
falsehoods or give in to cruelty.

Obedience was highest when (a) the person giving orders
was nearby and was perceived as a legitimate authority
figure; (b) the research was supported by a prestigious
institution; (c) the victim was depersonalized or at a
distance; and (d) there were no role models for defiance.

. Classic studies of obedience indicate that about

of the participants were willing to administer
what they believed to be 450-volt shocks to other
humans.

a. one-tenth
b. one-half

c. one-third
d. one-fourth
e. two-thirds

. Obedience to authority when the authority figure is

asking someone to shock another person is highest
when

a. the person receiving orders has witnessed others
dety the authority figure.

b. the person receiving orders wonders whether the
person giving orders has legitimate authority.

c. the victim receiving the shocks is physically near the
person receiving orders.

d. the authority figure is from a prestigious institution.

e. the person receiving the orders is female.
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Practice FRQs

1. Define conformity and obedience. Then, provide an
example of each.

Answer

1 point: Conformity is adjusting our behavior or thinking to
coincide with a group standard.

1 point: Obedience is following the orders of an authority
figure.

1 point: Any correct example of conformity. Answers will
vary.

1 point: Any correct example of obedience. Answers will
vary.

2. Stanley Milgram'’s research on obedience triggered a
debate over ethics. Explain the concern and Milgram’s
defense.

(2 points)
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Group Behavior

Module Learning Objectives

| Describe how our behavior is affected by the presence of others.

] Explain group polarization and groupthink, and discuss the power
of the individual.

| Describe how behavior is influenced by cultural norms.

| How is our behavior affected by the presence of others?

Imagine yourself standing in a room, holding a fishing pole. Your task is to wind the reel as
fast as you can. On some occasions you wind in the presence of another participant who
is also winding as fast as possible. Will the other’s presence affect your own performance?

In one of social psychology’s first experiments, Norman Triplett (1898) found that ado-
lescents would wind a fishing reel faster in the presence of someone doing the same thing.
He and later social psychologists studied how others’ presence affects our behavior. Group
influences operate in such simple groups—one person in the presence of another—and in
more complex groups.

Social Facilitation

Triplett’s finding—of strengthened performance in others’ presence—is called social
facilitation. But on tougher tasks (learning nonsense syllables or solving complex mul-
tiplication problems), people perform worse when observers or others working on the
same task are present. Further studies revealed that the presence of others sometimes
helps and sometimes hinders performance (Guerin, 1986; Zajonc, 1965). Why? Because
when others observe us, we become aroused, and this arousal amplifies our other re-
actions. It strengthens our most likely response—the correct one on an easy task, an
incorrect one on a difficult task. Thus, expert pool players who made 71 percent of their
shots when alone made 80 percent when four people came to watch them (Michaels et
al., 1982). Poor shooters, who made 36 percent of their shots when alone, made only 25
percent when watched.

The energizing effect of an enthusiastic audience probably contributes to the home
advantage that has shown up in studies of more than a quarter-million college and profes-
sional athletic events in various countries (Jamieson, 2010). Home teams win about 6 in 10
games (somewhat fewer for baseball, cricket, and football, somewhat more for basketball,
rugby, and soccer—see TABLE 76.1 on the next page).

AP® Exam Tip

As you work through this material,
identify examples of group

behavior in your own life. Then,
compare your examples with a
classmate’s. This is a great way to
make psychology come alive and

to study effectively. /

social facilitation improved
performance on simple or well-
learned tasks in the presence of
others.
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g [ TRITONS — " SIT UR‘ Table 76.1 The point t.O remember: What you c.10

kS : well, you are likely to do even better in

g’ = front of an audience, especially a friendly

0 - BONUS  pemio0 | BONUS Home Team audience. What you normally find dif-

;5; FOULS FLAYER FOULS  FOULS Games Winning ficult may seem all but impossible when
© { i Sport Studied | Percentage you are being watched.

Baseball 120,576 55.6% Social facilitation als.o helps exp.lam

a funny effect of crowding. Comedians

Cricket 513 57.0 and actors know that a “good house”

American is a full one. Crowding triggers arousal,

football 11,708 573 which, as we have seen, strengthens

other reactions, too. Comedy routines

loe hockey | 80,739 59.5 that are mildly amusing to people in

Basketball 30,174 62.9 an uncrowded room seem funnier in a

densely packed room (Aiello et al., 1983;

Rugby 2,653 63.7 Freedman & Perlick, 1979). And in ex-

Soccer 40,380 67.4 periments, when participants have been

seated close to one another, they liked

Source: From Jeremy Jamieson (2010). a friendly person even more, an un-

friendly person even less (Schiffenbauer
& Schiavo, 1976; Storms & Thomas, 1977). So, for an energetic class or event, choose a
room or set up seating that will just barely accommodate everyone.

Social Loafing

Social facilitation experiments test the effect of others’presence on performance on an indi-
vidual task, such as shooting pool. But what happens to performance when people perform
the task as a group? In a team tug-of-war, for example, do you suppose your effort would be
more than, less than, or the same as the effort you would exert in a one-on-one tug-of-war?
To find out, a University of Massachusetts research team asked blindfolded students “to pull
as hard as you can” on a rope. When they fooled the students into believing three others
were also pulling behind them, they exerted only 82 percent as much effort as when they
thought they were pulling alone (Ingham et al., 1974). And consider what happened when
blindfolded people seated in a group clapped or shouted as loud as they could while hear-
ing (through headphones) other people clapping or shouting loudly (Latané, 1981). When
they thought they were part of a group effort, the participants produced about one-third less
noise than when clapping or shouting “alone.”

Working hard, or hardly
working? In group
projects, social loafing often
occurs, as individuals free
ride on the efforts of others.

Ted Humble Smith/Getty Images
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Bibb Latané and his colleagues (1981; Jackson & Williams, 1988) described this dimin-
ished effort as social loafing. Experiments in the United States, India, Thailand, Japan,
China, and Taiwan have recorded social loafing on various tasks, though it was especially
common among men in individualist cultures (Karau & Williams, 1993). What causes social
loafing? Three things:

* Deople acting as part of a group feel less accountable, and therefore worry less about
what others think.

¢ Group members may view their individual contributions as dispensable (Harkins &
Szymanski, 1989; Kerr & Bruun, 1983).

e When group members share equally in the benefits, regardless of how much they
contribute, some may slack off (as you perhaps have observed on group assignments).
Unless highly motivated and strongly identified with the group, people may free ride
on others’ efforts.

Deindividuation

We've seen that the presence of others can arouse people
(social facilitation), or it can diminish their feelings of re-
sponsibility (social loafing). But sometimes the presence of
others does both. The uninhibited behavior that results can
range from a food fight to vandalism or rioting. This process
of losing self-awareness and self-restraint, called deindivid-
uation, often occurs when group participation makes people
both aroused and anonymous. In one experiment, New York
University women dressed in depersonalizing Ku Klux Klan—
style hoods. Compared with identifiable women in a control
group, the hooded women delivered twice as much electric
shock to a victim (Zimbardo, 1970). (As in all such experi-
ments, the “victim” did not actually receive the shocks.)

Deindividuation thrives, for better or for worse, in many different settings. Tribal war-
riors who depersonalize themselves with face paints or masks are more likely than those
with exposed faces to kill, torture, or mutilate captured enemies (Watson, 1973). Online,
Internet trolls and bullies, who would never say “You're so fake” to someone’s face, will
hide behind anonymity. Whether in a mob, at a rock concert, at a ballgame, or at worship,
when we shed self-awareness and self-restraint, we become more responsive to the group
experience—bad or good.

* % %

We have examined the conditions under which being in the presence of others can motivate
people to exert themselves or tempt them to free ride on the efforts of others, make easy
tasks easier and difficult tasks harder, and enhance humor or fuel mob violence. Research
also shows that interacting with others can similarly have both bad and good effects.

Group Polarization
What are group polarization and groupthink, and how much power do

we have as individuals?
Over time, initial differences between groups of college students tend to grow. If the first-
year students at College X tend to be artistic and those at CollegeY tend to be business-
savvy, those differences will probably be even greater by the time they graduate. Similarly,
gender differences tend to widen over time, as Eleanor Maccoby (2002) noted from her
decades of observing gender development. Girls talk more intimately than boys do and play
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social loafing the tendency for
people in a group to exert less effort
when pooling their efforts toward
attaining a common goal than
when individually accountable.

deindividuation the loss of
self-awareness and self-restraint
occurring in group situations that
foster arousal and anonymity.

via AP Images)

Deindividuation During England’s
2011 riots and looting, rioters were
disinhibited by social arousal and by
the anonymity provided by darkness
and their hoods and masks. Later,
some of those arrested expressed
bewilderment over their own behavior.
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Figure 76.1
Group polarization If a group is

like-minded, discussion strengthens its

prevailing opinions. Talking over racial
issues increased prejudice in a high-

prejudice group of high school students

and decreased it in a low-prejudice
group (Myers & Bishop, 1970).

group polarization

the enhancement of a group’s
prevailing inclinations through
discussion within the group.

“What explains the rise of facism
in the 1930s? The emergence of
student radicalism in the 1960s?
The growth of Islamic terrorism
in the 1990s?. . . The unifying
theme is simple: When people
find themselves in groups of like-
minded types, they are especially
likely to move to extremes. [This]
is the phenomenon of group
polarization.” -Cass SUNSTENN,
GoinG To Extremes, 2009

and fantasize less aggressively; these dif-
ferences will be amplified as boys and girls

High +4 interact mostly with their own gender.
° In each case, the beliefs and attitudes
3 e we bring to a group grow stronger as we
2 High-prejudice discuss them with like-minded others.
groups This process, called group polarization,
Discussion among like-minded . . .
+1 people tends to strengthen can have beneficial results, as when it
preexisting attitudes amplifies a sought-after spiritual aware-
PREJUDICE 0 ness or reinforces the resolve of those
. Low-prejudice in a self-help group. But it can also have
sroups dire consequences. George Bishop and I
- discovered that when high-prejudice stu-
dents discussed racial issues, they became
-3 more prejudiced (FIGURE 76.1). (Low-
prejudice students became even more ac-
row Before discussion After discussion Cepting.) Thus ideOIOgical separation + de-

liberation = polarization between groups.

Group polarization can feed extremism and even suicide terrorism. Analysis of terror-
ist organizations around the world reveals that the terrorist mentality does not erupt sud-
denly, on a whim (McCauley, 2002; McCauley & Segal, 1987; Merari, 2002). It usually begins
slowly, among people who share a grievance. As they interact in isolation (sometimes with
other “brothers” and “sisters” in camps) their views grow more and more extreme. Increas-
ingly, they categorize the world as “us” against “them” (Moghaddam, 2005; Qirko, 2004).
The like-minded echo chamber will continue to polarize people, speculated a 2006 U.S.
National Intelligence estimate: “We assess that the operational threat from self-radicalized
cells will grow.”

When I got my start in social psychology with experiments on group polarization, I
never imagined the potential dangers, or the creative possibilities, of polarization in vir-
tual groups. Electronic communication and social networking have created virtual town
halls where people can isolate themselves from those whose perspective differs. People
read blogs that reinforce their views, and those blogs link to kindred blogs (FIGURE 76.2).
As the Internet connects the like-minded and pools their ideas, climate-change skeptics,
those who believe they’ve been abducted by aliens, and conspiracy theorists find support for
their shared ideas and suspicions. White supremacists may become more racist. And militia
members may become more terrorism prone. In the echo chambers of virtual worlds, as in
the real world, separation + conversation = polarization.

But the Internet-as-social-amplifier can also work for good. Social networking sites con-
nect friends and family members sharing common interests or coping with challenges. Peace-
makers, cancer survivors, and bereaved parents can find strength and solace from kindred

Figure 76.2

Like minds network in the
blogosphere Blue liberal blogs

link mostly to one another, as do red
conservative blogs. (The intervening
colors display links across the liberal-
conservative boundary.) Each blog’s
size reflects the number of other blogs
linking to it. (From Lazer et al., 2009.)

on Link Discovery, pages 36—43, 2005.

Lada Adamic and Natalie Glance. The political

blogosphere and the 2004 U.S. election: Divided they

blog. In Proceedings of the 3rd International Workshop
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spirits. By amplifying shared concerns and ideas, Internet-enhanced communication can also
foster social ventures. (I know this personally from social networking with others with hearing
loss to transform U. S. assistive-listening technology.)

The point to remember: By linking and magnifying the inclinations of like-minded peo-
ple, the Internet can be very, very bad, but also very, very good.

Groupthink

So group interaction can influence our personal decisions. Does it ever distort important
national decisions? Consider the “Bay of Pigs fiasco.” In 1961, President John F. Kennedy
and his advisers decided to invade Cuba with 1400 CIA-trained Cuban exiles. When the
invaders were easily captured and soon linked to the U.S. government, Kennedy wondered
in hindsight, “How could we have been so stupid?”

Social psychologist Irving Janis (1982) studied the decision-making procedures lead-
ing to the ill-fated invasion. He discovered that the soaring morale of the recently elected
president and his advisers fostered undue confidence. To preserve the good feeling, group
members suppressed or self-censored their dissenting views, especially after President Ken-
nedy voiced his enthusiasm for the scheme. Since no one spoke strongly against the idea,
everyone assumed the support was unanimous. To describe this harmonious but unrealistic
group thinking, Janis coined the term groupthink.

Later studies showed that groupthink—fed by overconfidence, conformity, self-
justification, and group polarization—contributed to other fiascos as well. Among them
were the failure to anticipate the 1941 Japanese attack on Pear]l Harbor; the escalation of the
Vietnam war; the U.S. Watergate cover-up; the Chernobyl nuclear reactor accident (Reason,
1987); the U.S. space shuttle Challenger explosion (Esser & Lindoerfer, 1989); and the Iraq
war, launched on the false idea that Iraq had weapons of mass destruction (U.S. Senate
Intelligence Committee, 2004).

Despite the dangers of groupthink, two heads are better than one in solving many
problems. Knowing this, Janis also studied instances in which U.S. presidents and their
advisers collectively made good decisions, such as when the Truman administration formu-
lated the Marshall Plan, which offered assistance to Europe after World War II, and when the
Kennedy administration successfully prevented the Soviets from installing missiles in Cuba.
In such instances—and in the business world, too, Janis believed—groupthink is prevented
when a leader welcomes various opinions, invites experts’ critiques of developing plans,
and assigns people to identify possible problems. Just as the suppression of dissent bends
a group toward bad decisions, so open debate often shapes good ones. This is especially so
with diverse groups, whose varied perspectives often enable creative or superior outcomes
(Nemeth & Ormiston, 2007; Page, 2007). None of us is as smart as all of us.

The Power of Individuals

In affirming the power of social influence, we must not overlook the power of indi-
viduals. Social control (the power of the situation) and personal control (the power of
the individual) interact. People aren’t billiard balls. When feeling coerced, we may react
by doing the opposite of what is expected, thereby reasserting our sense of freedom
(Brehm & Brehm, 1981).

Committed individuals can sway the majority and make social history. Were this not so,
communism would have remained an obscure theory, Christianity would be a small Middle
Eastern sect, and Rosa Parks’refusal to sit at the back of the bus would not have ignited the
U.S. civil rights movement. Technological history, too, is often made by innovative minorities
who overcome the majority’s resistance to change. To many, the railroad was a nonsensical
idea; some farmers even feared that train noise would prevent hens from laying eggs. People

“One of the dangers in the White
House, based on my reading of
history, is that you get wrapped
up in groupthink and everybody
agrees with everything, and
there’s no discussion and there
are no dissenting views.” -Barack
OBamA, Decemser 1, 2008, PRESS
CONFERENCE

“Truth springs from argument :
among friends.” -PHILOSOPHER :
Davip Hume, 1711-1776 |

“If you have an apple and | have :
an apple and we exchange apples !
then you and | will still each |
have one apple. But if you have :
an idea and | have an idea and |
we exchange these ideas, then :
each of us will have two ideas.” :
-ATTRIBUTED TO DRAMATIST GEORGE |
BernARD SHaw, 1856-1950 :

groupthink the mode of thinking
that occurs when the desire for
harmony in a decision-making
group overrides a realistic appraisal
of alternatives.
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Gandhi As the life of Hindu nationalist
and spiritual leader Mahatma Gandhi
powerfully testifies, a consistent

and persistent minority voice can
sometimes sway the majority.

Gandhi’s nonviolent appeals and fasts
were instrumental in winning India’s
independence from Britain in 1947.

culture the enduring behaviors,
ideas, attitudes, values, and
traditions shared by a group of
people and transmitted from one
generation to the next.

derided Robert Fulton’s steamboat as “Fulton’s Folly.” As Fulton
later said, “Never did a single encouraging remark, a bright hope,
a warm wish, cross my path.” Much the same reaction greeted
the printing press, the telegraph, the incandescent lamp, and the
typewriter (Cantril & Bumstead, 1960).

The power of one or two individuals to sway majorities is #i-
nority influence (Moscovici, 1985). In studies of groups in which
one or two individuals consistently express a controversial atti-
tude or an unusual perceptual judgment, one finding repeatedly
stands out: When you are the minority, you are far more likely to
sway the majority if you hold firmly to your position and don’t
waffle. This tactic won’t make you popular, but it may make you
influential, especially if your self-confidence stimulates others to
consider why you react as you do. Even when a minority’s influ-
ence is not yet visible, people may privately develop sympathy
for the minority position and rethink their views (Wood et al.,
1994). The powers of social influence are enormous, but so are the powers of the commit-
ted individual.

Cultural Influences

How do cultural norms affect our behavior?

Compared with the narrow path taken by flies, fish, and foxes, the road along which envi-
ronment drives us is wider. The mark of our species—nature’s great gift to us—is our abil-
ity to learn and adapt. We come equipped with a huge cerebral hard drive ready to receive
cultural software.

Culture is the behaviors, ideas, attitudes, values, and traditions shared by a group of
people and transmitted from one generation to the next (Brislin, 1988; Cohen, 2009). Hu-
man nature, notes Roy Baumeister (2005), seems designed for culture. We are social animals,
but more. Wolves are social animals; they live and hunt in packs. Ants are incessantly social,
never alone. But “culture is a better way of being social,” notes Baumeister. Wolves function
pretty much as they did 10,000 years ago. You and I enjoy things unknown to most of our
century-ago ancestors, including electricity, indoor plumbing, antibiotics, and the Internet.
Culture works.

Other animals exhibit the rudiments of culture. Primates have local customs of tool use,
grooming, and courtship. Younger chimpanzees and macaque monkeys sometimes invent
customs—potato washing, in one famous example—and pass them on to their peers and
offspring. But human culture does more. It supports our species’survival and reproduction
by enabling social and economic systems that give us an edge.

Thanks to our mastery of language, we humans enjoy the preservation of innovation.
Within the span of this day, I have, thanks to my culture, made good use of Post-it Notes,
Google, and digital hearing technology. Moreover, culture enables an efficient division of
labor. Although one lucky person gets his name on this book’s cover, the product actually
results from the coordination and commitment of a team of people, no one of whom could
produce it alone.

Across cultures, we differ in our language, our monetary systems, our sports, which
fork—if any—we eat with, even which side of the road we drive on. But beneath these dif-
ferences is our great similarity—our capacity for culture. Culture transmits the customs and
beliefs that enable us to communicate, to exchange money for things, to play, to eat, and to
drive with agreed-upon rules and without crashing into one another.
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Variation Across Cultures

We see our adaptability in cultural variations among our beliefs and our values, in how we
raise our children and bury our dead, and in what we wear (or whether we wear anything
at all). I am ever mindful that the readers of this book are culturally diverse.You and your
ancestors reach from Australia to Africa and from Singapore to Sweden.
Riding along with a unified culture is like biking with the wind: As it carries us along,
we hardly notice it is there. When we try riding against the wind, we feel its force. Face to
face with a different culture, we become aware of the cultural winds. Stationed in Iraq, Af-
ghanistan, and Kuwait, American and European soldiers were reminded how liberal their
home cultures were.
Humans in varied cultures nevertheless share some basic moral ideas, as we noted
earlier. Even before they can walk, babies display a moral sense by showing disapproval
of what's wrong or naughty (Bloom, 2010). Yet each cultural group also evolves its own
norms—rules for accepted and expected behavior. The British have a norm for orderly wait-
ing in line. Many South Asians use only the right hand’s fingers for eating. Sometimes social
expectations seem oppressive: “Why should it matter how I dress?” Yet, norms grease the norm . an understood rule for
social machinery and free us from self-preoccupation. accepted and expected behavior.
When cultures collide, their differing norms often befuddle. Should we greet people Norms prescribe “proper” behavior.
by shaking hands or kissing each cheek? The answer depends on the surrounding culture.
Learning when to clap or bow, how to order at a new restaurant, and what sorts of gestures
and compliments are appropriate help us avoid accidental insults and embarrassment.
When we don’t understand what’s expected or accepted, we may experience culture shock.
People from Mediterranean cultures have perceived
northern Europeans as efficient but cold and preoc- By ——
cupied with punctuality (Triandis, 1981). People from T Miss f—
time-conscious Japan—where bank clocks keep ex- [ AERESHARES
act time, pedestrians walk briskly, and postal clerks
fill requests speedily—have found themselves grow-
ing impatient when visiting Indonesia, where clocks
keep less accurate time and the pace of life is more
leisurely (Levine & Norenzayan, 1999). In adjusting to
their host countries, the first wave of U.S. Peace Corps
volunteers reported that two of their greatest culture
shocks, after the language differences, were the dif-
fering pace of life and the people’s differing sense of
punctuality (Spradley & Phillips, 1972).

© The New Yorker Collection, 2010, Harry Bliss from cartoonbank.com.

All Rights Reserved

Variation Over Time

Like biological creatures, cultures vary and compete for resources, and thus evolve over
time (Mesoudi, 2009). Consider how rapidly cultures may change. English poet Geoffrey
Chaucer (1342-1400) is separated from a modern Briton by only 25 generations, but the
two would converse with great difficulty. In the thin slice of history since 1960, most West-
ern cultures have changed with remarkable speed. Middle-class people today fly to places
they once only read about. They enjoy the convenience of air-conditioned housing, online
shopping, anywhere-anytime electronic communication, and—enriched by doubled per-
person real income—eating out more than twice as often as did their grandparents back
in the culture of 1960. Many minority groups enjoy expanded human rights. And, with
greater economic independence, today’s women more often marry for love and less often
endure abusive relationships (Circle of Prevention, 2002).

But some changes seem not so wonderfully positive. Had you fallen asleep in the
United States in 1960 and awakened today, you would open your eyes to a culture with
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more divorce and depression. You would also find North Americans—like their counterparts
in Britain, Australia, and New Zealand—spending more hours at work, fewer hours with
friends and family, and fewer hours asleep (BLS, 2011; Putnam, 2000).

Whether we love or loathe these changes, we cannot fail to be impressed by their
breathtaking speed. And we cannot explain them by changes in the human gene pool,
which evolves far too slowly to account for high-speed cultural transformations. Cultures
vary. Cultures change. And cultures shape our lives.

Before You Move On

» ASK YOURSELF
What two examples of social influence have you experienced this week? (Remember,
influence may be informational.)

» TEST YOURSELF

You are organizing a Town Hall-style meeting of fiercely competitive political candidates.
To add to the fun, friends have suggested handing out masks of the candidates’ faces for
supporters to wear. What phenomenon might these masks engage?

Answers to the Test Yourself questions can be found in Appendix E at the end of the book.

Module 76 Review

How is our behavior affected by the

How do cultural norms affect our behavior?
= presence of others?

® In social facilitation, the mere presence of others arouses ® A cultureis a set of behaviors, ideas, attitudes, values, and
us, improving our performance on easy or well-learned traditions shared by a group and transmitted from one
tasks but decreasing it on difficult ones. generation to the next.

e In social loafing, participating in a group project makes us e Cultural norms are understood rules that inform members
feel less responsible, and we may free ride on others’efforts. of a culture about accepted and expected behaviors.

o When the presence of others both arouses us and makes e Cultures differ across time and space.

us feel anonymous, we may experience deindividuation—
loss of self-awareness and self-restraint.

What are group polarization and groupthink,

~ = and how much power do we have as

individuals?

In group polarization, group discussions with like-minded
others strengthen members’ prevailing beliefs and
attitudes. Internet communication magnifies this effect,
for better and for worse.

Groupthink is driven by a desire for harmony within a
decision-making group, overriding realistic appraisal of
alternatives.

The power of the individual and the power of the
situation interact. A small minority that consistently
expresses its views may sway the majority.



Multiple-Choice Questions

1. What do we call the improved performance on simple or
well-learned tasks in the presence of others?

a. Social facilitation
b. Group behavior

c. Social loafing

d. Deindividuation

e. Group polarization

2. Which of the following terms or phrases best describes
the behavior of rowdy fans yelling obscenities at a
football or soccer referee after a controversial penalty has
been called?

a. Culture

b. Social facilitation

c. Groupthink

d. Deindividuation

e. Group polarization

Practice FRQs

1. Describe the three causes of social loafing.

Answer

1 point: People acting as part of a group feel less
accountable.

1 point: Group members may view their individual
contributions as dispensable.

1 point: Unless highly motivated and strongly identified
with the group, people may free ride on others’efforts.

3.

2.
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Which of the following is most likely to occur when the
desire for harmony in a decision-making group overrides
a realistic appraisal of alternatives?

a. Group polarization
b. Groupthink

c. Social loafing

d. Norming

e. Prejudice

. What do we call the enduring behaviors, ideas, attitudes,

values, and traditions shared by a group of people and
transmitted from one generation to the next?

a. Deindividuation

b. Norms

c. Social facilitation
d. Culture

e. Social control

Define groupthink and group polarization. Then, provide
an example of each.

(4 points)



